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THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) took the chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers. 

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS — AUSTRALIAN POLITICAL EXCHANGE COUNCIL 
Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): Before we start, I would like to make a short announcement and 
welcome the thirtieth delegation of the Australian Political Exchange Council delegates from the United States 
of America. We have certain members who are politicians, others who work in state legislatures, and also people 
involved in business and academia. Welcome to Western Australia. 

[Applause.] 

NATIONAL PARTY — LEADERSHIP APPOINTMENT 
Statement by Leader of the National Party 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Leader of the National Party) [2.01 pm]: I wish to advise the 
house that this morning I had the honour of being appointed state Leader of the Parliamentary National Party. In 
doing so, I would like to acknowledge the huge workload and the huge challenge of, and the outstanding 
contribution made by, the former Leader of the National Party, Hon Brendon Grylls. 

[Applause.]  

REPEAL WEEK 
Statement by Premier 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [2.02 pm]: As part of Repeal Week, the government will this 
week progress legislation to streamline government processes and remove obsolete legislation to continue the 
Liberal–National government’s efforts to reduce red tape. Later today, I intend to give notice of the introduction 
of the Statutes (Repeals) Bill 2013, which proposes the removal of more than 40 redundant acts from the statute 
book. For example, the bill will repeal obsolete laws inherited in the 1840s from the United Kingdom, including 
the laws of Dower, which relate to the property a bride brings to her groom in marriage, and another law 
preventing people being buried in the centre of Mandurah. 

Two bills currently before Parliament illustrate this government’s continuing commitment to address issues that 
tie up industry and business in unnecessary red tape and offer no benefit to consumers. The Legislative Council 
will soon begin debate on the Consumer Protection Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, which will ease 
administrative burdens on the retail, motor vehicle and property industries. For example, some businesses, 
including employment agents and real estate agents, are required to publish their licence applications in the 
newspaper. In the last 10 years, just five objections were raised in relation to licence applications. The 
Legislative Assembly will soon consider the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, which aims to improve 
port efficiency and the use of port infrastructure through the creation of four new regional port authorities that 
will replace seven existing port authorities and 13 non–port authority ports currently managed by the Department 
of Transport. 

The government has been determined to reduce the numbers of boards and committees. On coming to office in 
2008, we asked how many boards and committees existed, and the answer was more than 1 200. After 
definitional changes and a concerted effort to abolish those boards and committees that had outlived their 
usefulness, there are now only 335 boards or committees with paid members. The government has also 
implemented a number of reforms to reduce unnecessary burdens on small business, for example, establishing 
the alternative dispute resolution service, which provides a low-cost option for small business disputes; removing 
registration requirements under environmental protection regulations for hundreds of small businesses; and 
giving shoppers and retailers greater flexibility by legislating to allow late-night and extended Sunday trading 
across the Perth metropolitan area. 

Significant ground has been made in reforming approvals processes across government. In mining, the backlog 
of pending mineral title applications has been reduced to less than 6 000 from a peak of 17 000 in 2007. In 
planning, restrictions on R-codes have been removed to encourage more apartments and granny flats, and the 
introduction of development assessment panels is improving the timeliness of assessments of major 
developments. I first raised the concept of Repeal Week in February last year, as an opportunity for the 
Parliament to focus on repealing obsolete acts and removing unnecessary regulations, based on the “Corrections 
Calendar” used by the United States House of Representatives. 
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RETAIL TRADING HOURS 
Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.05 pm]: The Liberal–National government has 
delivered a series of reforms to retail trading hours. Over the period 2009–12, six separate amendment acts were 
implemented in accordance with the government’s policy of making moderate, incremental changes to retail 
trading hours. These were designed to allow small business and the broader community time to adjust to the new 
arrangements and to make the most of the opportunities. Major achievements include providing general retail 
shops in the Perth metropolitan area with the option of trading until 9.00 pm on weeknights from 1 October 
2010, and also with the option of trading on Sundays and most public holidays between 11.00 am and 5.00 pm, 
from 26 August 2012. In October 2011 the government also relaxed the restrictive criteria applying to staff caps 
placed on small retail shops in order to assist them in the transition towards the deregulation of trading hours. All 
these reforms have provided greater flexibility and opportunities for retailers and consumers alike. 

I am pleased to report that Sunday trading has proved to be very popular with consumers and most retailers, and 
has now become one of the busiest and most important shopping days of the week. This should not come as a 
surprise. For customers, particularly busy families, trading hour reforms have provided greater choice and 
allowed them to better balance their active lives. For businesses, the new opportunity to open during a broader 
range of hours has increased their flexibility and choices. Industry associations advise that the introduction of 
Sunday trading has created new jobs, boosted sales and investment in the retail sector and shopping centres, and 
attracted national and international retailers that intend to establish new shops in the Perth metropolitan area. 

The government recognises that the retail trading hours regime could benefit from further reforms, which may in 
the longer term include replacing the current arrangements with more modern, less prescriptive legislation that is 
simpler to understand. The Liberal Party made an election commitment to further relax restrictions placed on 
small retail shops so that up to 25 persons rather than 18 persons can work in a shop at any one time, and so that 
eligible persons may own up to a maximum of four shops. These amendments have been included in the 
Consumer Protection Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, which is currently before the Legislative Council. 

A special extension for Sunday trading in the lead-up to Christmas, as well as extended trading hours on Boxing 
Day, have also been announced today by the Minister for Commerce. This will give all retailers, large and small, 
the opportunity to cater to the demand from shoppers and also to provide customers with greater convenience, 
choice and flexibility. The government is looking at a number of options to remove further anomalies. I note that 
the government’s process of continued incremental change has meant that the statute has been under constant 
review since 2009. The government will continue to listen to the community and industry around trading hours 
as it considers options for change. 

ROY HILL IRON ORE PROJECT 
Statement by Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [2.08 pm]: As at September 2013, 
Western Australia had an estimated $146 billion worth of resource projects under construction or in the 
committed stage of development. One of the projects currently under construction is the Roy Hill iron ore 
project, 115 kilometres north of Newman. I had the opportunity to visit Roy Hill’s integrated operation from 
mine site to port on Friday, 8 November, accompanied by the Association of Mining and Exploration 
Companies. 

Ginbata airport, with its 2.5 kilometre-long runway, is currently serviced four times per week by Qantas to 
transport workers in and out of the mine site, and has been designed to receive Boeing 737 aircraft. Early site 
works are rapidly progressing at the mine site, including extensive civil earthworks for the mine processing 
plant. Yesterday it was announced that Downer EDI Limited had been awarded the contract for early mining 
services. The 2 000-bed accommodation village is almost complete and sets a new Australian standard for 
remote mining operations, with impressive amenities such as an auditorium, gymnasium and swimming pool. A 
cricket pitch is currently under construction. When we flew along the 344-kilometre rail alignment, we could see 
the progress of the site works, with four completed 300-bed rail construction villages already in place, and also 
the early work that has already begun on the construction of 11 rail bridges by Western Australian firm Centrals. 
When I visited Port Hedland, I saw the 1 200-room village at South Hedland, the early establishment of the 
flash-butt rail yards, the relocation of water and gas utility lines and the construction of the road to the new berth 
at the port. 
It is expected that mining will begin in 2015 and the first ore is scheduled to be loaded on ship in 
September 2015. The expected output is 55 million tonnes per annum at full production for an approximately 20-
year mine life. More than 1 000 people are employed across the project sites, and this is expected to peak at more 
than 3 000 in late 2014. The project is providing construction jobs and opportunities for Western Australian 
companies. Once fully operational, there will be 2 000 full-time employees across the company. I am very much 
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encouraged by the high level of local content and participation by Western Australian firms. The new corporate 
headquarters, to be located at the Perth international airport business precinct, will be constructed by Western 
Australian regional firm Perkins Builders. 

Western Australia remains the nation’s leading mining investment destination, attracting 51 per cent of total 
national capital spending, which is now valued at a record $95 billion. New capital expenditure by the state’s 
mining industry has grown at an annual rate of 23 per cent during the five years to 2012–13. This dominance of 
the resources sector in Australia’s economy is expected to continue given the number of projects that have been 
expanded or developed, such as the Roy Hill mine, particularly iron ore and LNG projects. This is further 
supported with a further $97 billion worth of projects being identified as either planned or possible in coming 
years.  

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — COMMENTS BY MEMBERS FOR  
MURRAY–WELLINGTON AND EYRE 

783. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

Before I ask my question, I acknowledge the members of the United States political delegation, who are sitting 
in the Speaker’s gallery. Also, on behalf of my colleagues, I acknowledge the former Leader of the National 
Party, the member for Pilbara, and I wish him and his family all the very best for the future. 

I refer to the comments made this morning by the members for Murray–Wellington and Eyre.  

(1) Does the Premier agree with the member for Murray–Wellington’s concerns about what he says is an 
“unfair distribution of royalties for regions funding”?  

(2) Does the Premier agree with his Liberal colleagues, the members for Murray-Wellington and Eyre, that 
the portfolio of regional development should be held by a Liberal Party member and not a National 
Party member? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

(1)–(2) My initial response is: what has that to do with the Leader of the Opposition?  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I also congratulate the new leader of the National Party, and I thank Brendon Grylls for his 
quite outstanding service as a minister over the past five years. He has been highly effective and highly 
enthusiastic and, as I said publicly, a very loyal member of cabinet. I hope he returns at some stage.  

I do not know what comments the Leader of the Opposition is referring to. I do not know whether those 
respective members have made public comments. Certainly there was discussion in the Liberal party room about 
a range of issues. Obviously, with a change of leadership in the National Party, a new minister will come into 
cabinet, and that will be a choice for the National Party to make. Once that is resolved, there will be a discussion 
about portfolios. It is my intent that any portfolio changes will be kept to an absolute minimum. 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — COMMENTS BY MEMBERS FOR  
MURRAY–WELLINGTON AND EYRE 

784. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Both members said that the portfolio of regional development should be held 
by a Liberal Party member, not a National Party member. One of them also said that there is an unfair 
distribution of royalties for regions funding. Now that the Premier knows what they said, does he agree?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

Can I explain? When the National Party selects its new minister, I will discuss the portfolios with the Deputy 
Premier, the Liberal leader in the upper house and the new Leader of the National Party. Unfortunately, the 
Leader of the Opposition will not be a part of that discussion!  

WATER LEGISLATION — REFORMS 

785. Mr J. NORBERGER to the Minister for Water: 

Earlier today the Premier foreshadowed this week as Repeal Week. With that in mind, can the Minister for 
Water please update the house on the Liberal–National government’s efforts to update the state’s water 
legislation and to bring it into the twenty-first century?  
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Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 
I thank the member for Joondalup for the question. As he well knows, it is Repeal Week, and it is a chance for 
the government to go through a whole stack of legislation that in some cases needs to be repealed and done away 
with or in some cases needs to be updated and modernised. The Water Services Act 2012 has come into effect 
today and this new law will transform the provision of water, sewerage, irrigation and drainage services in 
Western Australia. It replaces and consolidates about 10 pieces of water legislation, some of which have been in 
place for over 100 years. The notion of Repeal Week to provide a chance to go back over and modernise that 
legislation is appropriate. The new streamlined system will dramatically reduce regulatory red tape, which is a 
drain on government and industry resources. It will reduce duplication across a number of different acts. Now 
32 service providers in Western Australia will operate under the same rules, rather than operate under different 
rules under the old water arrangements.  

In addition to the Water Corporation, two big service providers, Aqwest and Busselton Water, are now able to be 
corporatised. That means they will now be able to provide services that they had not been able to offer before 
and to operate in a market to provide bulk water supplies and sewerage and drainage activities. The biggest 
benefit, however, will be for customers, because from 1 January next year the government will be putting in 
place a water Ombudsman—an independent umpire to whom people can go to sort out complaints and disputes 
about water providers. This is a fantastic outcome for the people of Western Australia, who will have confidence 
in that independent umpire.  

There will also be a new code of conduct, which will set a minimum set of standards for the provision of 
services. If those standards are not met — 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Girrawheen. I do not know whether you are reading aloud or making 
comments. I call the member for Girrawheen to order for the first time.  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The new code of conduct provides a benchmark set of standards that water service 
providers will need to adhere to. There will be an independent umpire available for customers who have 
concerns or who want to raise complaints. These changes are long overdue. Given that it is Repeal Week, it is 
absolutely appropriate that a decision has been made to get rid of 10 pieces of legislation and put in new 
contemporary legislation to modernise what is happening in water.  

KWINANA BULK TERMINAL — SALE 

786. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier: 
On behalf of the opposition, I congratulate the Minister for Water—Donald—on his election to the leadership of 
the National Party.  
I refer to the inclusion of the Kwinana Bulk Terminal as a possible component of settling legal action with 
Mr Buckeridge and to the Treasurer’s comments on 12 November that one is a source of revenue to the state and 
the other is a potential cost to the state. 
(1) In the event that this settlement takes place, will the Premier undertake, after settlement at the very 

least, to release all valuations in the Kwinana Bulk Terminal to establish the source of revenue to the 
state?  

(2) In the event that this settlement takes place, will the Premier undertake to release the state’s legal advice 
in respect of the strength of the state’s legal position and views as to the likely quantum of damages to 
establish the potential cost to the state?  

(3) For the fourth time, I ask the Premier: who came up with the idea of including the Kwinana Bulk 
Terminal in the possible settlement?  

The SPEAKER: Before the Premier answers, there is a very prominent sticker on the member for Mandurah’s 
computer, which should be taken down. Thank you. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(3) As I said last week, it is a big “if” as to whether settlement will be agreed through this court mediation 

process. If it is agreed, and if the Kwinana Bulk Terminal is part of that settlement, then either I or the 
Treasurer will give a statement to Parliament detailing that transaction or that settlement. Will the 
government release its legal advice? No, it will not.  

KWINANA BULK TERMINAL — SALE 

787. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Premier: 
As a supplementary question, I ask the Premier, for the fifth time: who came up with the idea of including the 
Kwinana Bulk Terminal as part of any potential settlement of the litigation?  
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Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
For the fifth time, I do not know and I do not particularly care. It is part of the negotiations. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM — REPEAL WEEK 

788. Mrs G.J. GODFREY to the Minister for Local Government: 
I note that Repeal Week is a time when we reflect on the Liberal–National government’s efforts in repealing and 
reforming legislation. Can the minister please update the house on progress made on local government reform 
and what these proposed changes may mean for local government assets and services? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON replied:  
I thank the member for the question. Lately, I have become aware of a number of campaigns run with ratepayers’ 
money about communities losing local government services. It concerns me that we are going down the road of 
talking about communities losing their libraries, community centres, the RSL and the like. In fact, this is a 
blatant lie. The most important thing about the reform process is that it will deliver better services to ratepayers. I 
hope to make it very clear that local government reform is about building better services for people who will still 
live in the same house, same street, same suburb and same postcode. All the same service arrangements will still 
be available going forward. I have no problem with the councils running awareness-raising campaigns for their 
communities about the reform process, but going out and blatantly telling communities that they will lose their 
services — 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I suggest you put your name down for a question. I call you to order for 
the first time. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I have no problem with campaigns that inform communities about the reform process—I 
think that is a good program—but telling people that they will lose community facilities is a blatant lie. 

Mr R.H. Cook No, it is not! 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: It is. Is the member going to knock the library over? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! Address the Chair, please, minister. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The library will still be available to the ratepayers who live in that community; it is not 
going anywhere. I think it is important that, as the reform process is on its way to the Local Government 
Advisory Board, councils get their communities together to make a submission to the advisory board to put 
forward their case. Writing to members of Parliament or a petition is now not worth their time and effort because 
we have no input to that process; it is off to the advisory board. The advisory board will have that process and 
that is where they should put their comments in. The most important thing to realise here is that we are going to 
reform. It is happening, and it is about delivering more services. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: To close, the most important thing — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

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

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: In conclusion, the most important thing about local government reform is that it will 
deliver better economies of scale to deliver better services for ratepayers; it is a proven fact. This has been 
100 years in the making. It is time to make changes. There is a set period for it. It is time to move this process 
forward.  

QUINNS ROCKS BEACH — EROSION 

789. Mr J.R. QUIGLEY to the Minister for Transport: 
With these images I am showing the house, I draw the minister’s attention to the dire state of Quinns Rocks 
Beach, which is eroding rapidly and placing roads and houses in danger. 

(1) Has the minister’s decision to refuse approximately $1.7 million in emergency funding to the City of 
Wanneroo changed? 

(2) Why has Busselton received $28 million for seawalls and coastal erosion, yet the City of Wanneroo was 
denied a significantly smaller sum for assistance? 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

(1) No. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Where do you live? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I beg your pardon, member for Girrawheen. I live in Busselton.  

The member has raised a very good point. I suspected that at some stage, although the member does not have the 
courage to say it fully, that a member of the opposition would attempt to link my former address in Busselton 
with works currently going on at Port Geographe. But the member for Girrawheen does not have the courage to 
stand up and put that on the record; she just mumbles it under her breath like she does every day about a whole 
range of inane stuff.  

Let me put on this on the record. For as long as I owned a property in the vicinity of that development, any issue 
in government to do with that development was handled by the Minister for Planning.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Have you got a guilty conscience? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, I do not have a guilty conscience, but I am not going to let members mumble under 
their breath like that. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No-one has even raised it! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member for Girrawheen most certainly did raise it. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Victoria Park. I call you to order for the second time. Minister, you 
have explained that. Let us come back to the question.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The answer to the first question is no.  

(2) The money the member for Butler is talking about in relation to the Port Geographe development did 
not go to the City of Busselton. The state government is spending that money to fix up seawalls that 
were approved by a former state government. In fact, Bob Pearce was the minister who approved it. 
That money for the Port Geographe development flowed out of the end of a long process. The 
Port Geographe task force looked into it. The process was initiated by Alannah MacTiernan when she 
was the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. The working group was initially chaired by 
Hon Adele Farina. When there was a change in government, its subsequent chairman was Hon Barry 
House. The investment flowed out of that process. It is entirely unrelated. Member for Butler, last week 
when I drove along the foreshore in Busselton, I saw that the City of Busselton is actually doing what 
the City of Wanneroo should be doing at its own expense — 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Butler, you will have a chance to ask a supplementary.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: Thank you; I will do.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: At the city’s own expense, it was filling sandbags to protect coastal assets.  

QUINNS ROCKS BEACH — EROSION 

790. Mr J.R. QUIGLEY to the Minister for Transport: 

I have a supplementary question. Is the minister seriously telling the people of Quinns Rocks that only 10 per 
cent of the total amount being spent on the Vasse electorate cannot be spent fixing up the Quinns foreshore, and 
will the minister come out to Quinns’ car park this Friday morning at 10 o’clock and tell the residents whose 
houses are being threatened why he will not fix the erosion problem?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 

I will check the diary, but I am not sure I will be able to get there this Friday morning at 10 o’clock. No doubt in 
due course we will go out to Quinns Rocks and look at the issue.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: When was the last time you looked at the issue? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Let me remind the member for Butler again. In Esperance, at Emu Point in Albany, on the 
coast around Bunbury, at The Cut in Bunbury, in Jurien Bay, along the length of the state, there are coastal 
communities developing plans to combat erosion and related issues. In those communities the local 
governments, as they should as first responders, are spending money protecting coastal assets.  
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PERTH CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL — CHILDCARE CENTRE 
791. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Minister for Health: 
I am informed that the Leader of the Opposition thinks the new childcare centre at Perth Children’s Hospital will 
take away floor space needed for beds. I understand that floor space for the new Perth Children’s Hospital is 
around 109 000 square metres. How does this compare with what the opposition planned in late 2008?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 
I thank the member for that excellent question. I admit that I was somewhat surprised by the shadow Minister for 
Health, on radio and in a press release, saying that it was a terrible decision to put the childcare centre in there 
and that it took away floor space that would otherwise be used for beds; hence, we needed an additional hospital 
floor. I say two things to the shadow Minister for Health. Firstly, I go back to what the Labor Party was going to 
do with the replacement of Princess Margaret Hospital for Children. In 2008, the PMH replacement was 
proposed to be built on a different site—what we call LN&N buildings right next to the current G block at PMH. 
The Labor Party proposed to build the replacement hospital on 44 000 square metres. When the Liberal Party got 
into government and looked at those plans, we saw that they were clearly totally inadequate. There was nowhere 
near sufficient floor space to provide for a proper, modern children’s hospital. We redesigned it and in 2000 we 
released that review. We had to change the location to somewhere with 60 000-plus square metres available so 
that the hospital would fit on the site. The size of the site went from 44 000 square metres on which the Labor 
Party was going to build, to more than 60 000 square metres—one-third larger. When the replacement for the 
Telethon Institute for Child Health Research is built next door to Perth Children’s Hospital, that will bring the 
area occupied to a total of 109 000 square metres. Under Labor, the size of the site was 44 000 square metres; 
this government is constructing buildings on 109 000 square metres, and that does not include the new car park 
that we will build underneath the hospital to provide adequate parking.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Tack on Kings Park as well.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Let us go to the issue members opposite are talking about. The new childcare centre will not 
take up space where we would otherwise put children’s beds. Would that interfere with the additional floor 
space? I refer to what the shadow Minister for Health said in a transcript from 6PR. He said, “Well what I think 
they’re doing is they’re going to set aside part of the roof space on the fifth floor of the new children’s hospital”. 
My first question is: if we build the new childcare centre on roof space, how are we taking away space that could 
otherwise be used for beds? 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will get to that in a minute. The member is absolutely wrong, but I will get to that in a 
second. 
Mr R.H. Cook: Just build it, you silly old sod. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I call you to order for the first time. Minister, can you please get on with 
it.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: For the third minute of my speech I will talk about issues relating to the roof space. The 
member for Kwinana first said that the childcare centre would take away bed space, but it will be on a roof. To 
have beds, we need a roof on top of the floor, so building the childcare centre on the roof will not take away 
from bed space; it is not possible.  

Several members interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr R.H. Cook: It is still too small. 
The SPEAKER: Members!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The reason we will build it on the roof is the same reason —  

Mr R.H. Cook: You have lost a historic opportunity to have a decent-sized hospital.  

The SPEAKER: Thank you very much, member for Kwinana! I call you for the second time. I will not have this 
shouting across the chamber.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The reason the childcare centre will be on the roof is the same reason a childcare centre will 
be built on the roof of the car park. That is where we want childcare centres so that the kids can get out in the 
open and out in the sun. There will be shade, space and play equipment. The alternative is to build it somewhere 
outside the building where the children can get outside and play, but that will put the children in areas where 
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people walk and have access to them, thereby putting them at risk. The roof is the right place. Where will the 
childcare centre be built? 

Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Speaker, I am trying to get your attention.  

The SPEAKER: Minister. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Where will the childcare centre be built? Will it be built on the roof of the hospital where the 
government is considering building an extra floor? No; it will not be built on the roof where we are talking about 
adding a floor. It will be built on the roof of the central block. That is where additional space is provided for in 
the future for the additional four floors that can be built in the next 10 to 20 years when we need that additional 
space. It will not be in the area where the shadow minister obviously thinks it will be. It will be built on the roof 
space of the central block, so it will not interfere at all with children being admitted to the wards.  

Once again, the member for Kwinana has got it wrong. Once again, he has shown that he has not listened to the 
argument and knows nothing of what he is talking about. If he wants a briefing on bed numbers, I will be happy 
to give him one. 

WORKFORCE REFORM BILL 2013 

792. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the government’s Workforce Reform Bill 2013.  
(1) What restrictions currently apply to access by police officers to the WA Industrial Relations 

Commission?  
(2) Does the minister support the inclusion of police officers in the provisions of the Workforce Reform 

Bill?  
(3) What has the minister done to ensure that police officers are not unfairly affected by the Workforce 

Reform Bill?  
Mrs L.M. HARVEY replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 
(1)–(3) The Workforce Reform Bill is a work in progress. Members of this place have probably heard me — 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: No, it’s actually before the house. It’s not a work in progress. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I will reframe what I said, Mr Speaker. 
The Workforce Reform Bill is in process in this house. Police are not part of that legislation at this moment in 
time. There is not a concerted effort of the government necessarily to exclude police from reform. Members of 
this house would probably have heard me talk ad nauseam about the police reform project in which we are 
looking at various aspects of police and ways to reform the way police do business. In the context of that, I 
expect further down the track that there will be significant changes to the way police do business. In that context, 
it would be premature to include police in this package at this moment in time. 

WORKFORCE REFORM BILL 2013 

793. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Police: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the minister clarify what she means when she says that police are not 
included in the Workforce Reform Bill and that there is not a process to exclude them? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY replied: 
We are dealing with them separately from the Workforce Reform Bill. 

LIQUOR INDUSTRY — RED TAPE REDUCTION 

794. Ms E. EVANGEL to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 
Given that this week is Repeal Week, can the minister please update the house on measures that have been 
introduced by the Liberal–National government to reduce red tape in the liquor industry and what this means for 
licensed venues in my electorate? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
Just before I answer that question, I would like to thank and congratulate the member for Pilbara — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, member for Mirrabooka and member for Girrawheen, the minister is 
answering a question. 
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Mr T.K. WALDRON: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I take the opportunity to thank and congratulate the member for 
Pilbara. We were elected together in the same year. He has done a fantastic job for Western Australia and it has 
been a privilege to work with him and be his friend. I congratulate the new leader, the member for Blackwood–
Stirling. I know that he will do a great job.  

I thank the member for the question. Of course, the issues about liquor in her electorate of Perth are very 
important to that area. Many residents and people involved in the liquor industry there will welcome some of the 
changes we have made. People would know that the negative effects of alcohol in our community is a really 
sensitive issue and that there is a real need for the sale and supply of alcohol to be tightly regulated wherever the 
risks are high; however, the majority of Western Australians enjoy alcohol responsibly. 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Just listen a minute! 

The overregulation of low-risk areas can place an unnecessary burden on the regulators, on businesses and on 
sporting organisations. Members will recall that the government made amendments to the legislation back in 
2010 when we included exemption provisions in the Liquor Control Act for the sale, supply and consumption of 
alcohol in certain circumstances. We have therefore loosened that red tape and made it easier. 

Most publicised at that time was the provision to allow the consumption of BYO—bring your own—liquor in 
limousines licensed to carry no more than 14 passengers; that was really important. Another important 
exemption was established for low-risk functions where alcohol is sold. Previously, any function where alcohol 
was sold required an occasional licence so that a whole process had to be gone through no matter how small or 
insignificant the function. The new exemption means that an occasional licence is no longer required for a 
function that is expected to have fewer than 100 attendees and run for less than two hours, or fewer than 75 
attendees and run for less than four hours and the function is expected to finish no later than 10.00 pm. This new 
provision has made a significant difference to, and has been really well received by, a lot of organisations in the 
community, particularly small organisations. 

Other notable exemptions for the consumption of BYO alcohol were established for small live music venues 
with 200 or fewer persons; for small businesses such as hairdressers and real estate agents that provide a small 
amount of complimentary alcohol as part of their paid service; and the sale of alcohol by producers’ associations 
at farmers’ markets in agricultural regions, which is very important. I have nearly finished. A really important 
reform was also achieved by streamlining the approved manager process. Moving to a portable approved 
manager licence has cut an enormous amount of paperwork and costs, particularly for licensees and managers. 
More recently, the government introduced an easier, faster and cheaper method for restaurants to obtain a licence 
to serve liquor without serving a meal. Now, within a few short months, 143 restaurants have taken advantage of 
that method. 

These changes have reduced unnecessary red tape, which has been achieved in a responsible way. I am sure that 
the liquor review, which will be handed down shortly, will also provide more opportunities to keep red tape to a 
minimum.  

BUNBURY TO ALBANY GAS PIPELINE 

795. Mr P.B. WATSON to the Premier: 

Firstly, I would like to congratulate the member for Pilbara on behalf of my constituents for everything that he 
has done for regional WA. 

I refer to comments from the Albany Chamber of Commerce and Industry that claimed that the Bunbury to 
Albany gas pipeline shows no sign of being completed by the government’s 2015 deadline, and the election 
commitment that the tender process would be completed in April this year. 

(1) Has this project gone out to tender as the Premier claimed in April of this year? 

(2) If yes to (1), why has it not appeared on the Tenders WA website? 

(3) When will this project, which has been promised at two consecutive elections, be delivered? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

(1)–(3) Just like Albany Hospital, the south west gas pipeline to Albany will also be delivered.  

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not that good at lies; is that what the member said? 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, I do not need your assistance. I call you to order for the first time. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: There have been two broad cost estimates for the project. Unfortunately, they vary by a 
significant amount. I have asked the Department of State Development to review those and when that is done, 
we will proceed with the process of developing that pipeline. The difficulty with the Albany pipeline is that there 
is no single major customer at the end of it. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr P.B. Watson: Premier, you came out before the election and said it was a done deal. You have lied to the 
people of Albany again. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, will you withdraw that comment immediately, please. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: I withdraw immediately. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker — 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The difficulty with this pipeline compared with others that have been built around the state 
is that there is no single large customer, and usually that would be a power station associated with a resource 
project. However, there is a growing population along the length of that pipeline, so gas sales will ultimately be 
to a large number of small customers, both residential and business. We are committed to doing that. There will 
be a partnership between the private sector and the state government through one of its utilities, and work is 
progressing on that. I know it has been longer than I would have anticipated, but we are committed to achieving 
that pipeline project. 

BUNBURY TO ALBANY GAS PIPELINE 

796. Mr P.B. WATSON to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Is this just another broken promise to the people of Albany for two elections—
not one election, but two elections? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
As I said at the beginning of my previous answer, if we want to talk about broken promises, Albany Hospital 
stands out. It was promised successively by Labor but built by the Liberal–National government. Indeed, the 
achievement of successive Liberal–National governments in Albany has literally been outstanding, if we want to 
go to the projects. 

MULTICULTURALISM — DEEPAVALI CELEBRATIONS 

797. Mr A. KRSTICEVIC to the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
Could the minister update the house on the recent Deepavali celebrations and on Western Australia’s changing 
ethnic make-up and its increasing link to South-East Asia? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question and his interest in multicultural issues. A couple of weeks ago I, as did many 
other members of this house, attended Deepavali functions, of which there were a number around Perth. 
Deepavali is also known as the festival of light and it is the largest festival in India, celebrated by a number of 
major religious groups including Sikhs, Hindus and Jains. It is also a major public holiday in many countries in 
Asia such as Myanmar, Singapore, Malaysia and others. I attended three major functions here in Perth. The first 
was organised by the Indian Society of WA and was held this year at the Claremont Showground, the second 
was held by the South Indian Associations in Murdoch and the third was the Swan Festival of Lights, held in the 
Supreme Court Gardens. When I attended those three functions five years ago, about 6 000 people attended; this 
year over 60 000 people attended. Indeed, its attendance makes it one of the largest series of functions held in 
Western Australia. This is illustrative of the enhanced multicultural nature of Western Australia and the 
changing ethnic mix of the state. As everyone knows, Western Australia usually has had a very high level of 
migrants, with 31 per cent of Western Australians born overseas. Traditionally they have come from Great 
Britain, Ireland and South Africa, and those people still come. However, more recently, the largest groups have 
been from India and China. Indeed, migrants from Asia make up five of the top 10 origin nations. It is interesting 
also that between the 2006 and 2011 censuses, the number of migrants from China, India, Malaysia, Singapore 
and the Philippines increased by over 100 per cent. There has been phenomenal change. Of course, we all know 
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that Western Australia dominates the exports of goods and services between Asia and Australia. The real 
indicator of strong links with Asia is the exchange of people. These close links are illustrated by countries such 
as China, India, Indonesia, Vietnam and Malaysia establishing permanent consul general offices in 
Western Australia. This demonstrates a change in the enhanced multicultural nature of our community and our 
increasing links with our neighbours in South-East Asia.  

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT REGULATION —  
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND COMPLIANCE AUDITS 

798. Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer the Minister for Environment to revelations in the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations hearings that he is allowing the Treasurer to use his Department of Environment Regulation as a cash 
cow to prop up his shaky budget.  
(1) Is it true the minister has a budget black hole of almost $4 million this year because he has booked the 

revenue from introducing fees for environmental impact assessments and compliance audits, but has not 
made the legislative arrangements to collect the revenue? 

(2) Who made the decision to divert the landfill levy and introduce fees for environmental assessments and 
audits—the minister or the Treasurer?  

Mr A.P. JACOB replied: 
(1)–(2) I think the member for Gosnells is drawing a connection between two rather separate incidents. I think 

the member is referring to the upper house estimates hearings, which were explored recently — 
Mr C.J. Tallentire: It’s in here — 
The SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells! 

Mr A.P. JACOB: That hearing dealt more specifically with the waste levy hypothecation, and that has been 
legislated for a long time. A percentage of that waste levy is specifically targeted towards waste.  

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells!  
Mr A.P. JACOB: I am trying to orient myself, because the member raised two disparate points. The issues that 
came up in the Legislative Council’s estimates committee hearings dealt specifically with the waste levy. It has 
been the practice for a long time that a certain legislated leftover amount of the waste levy is hypothecated back 
into consolidated revenue. That has been in place for a long time. The environmental impact assessment process 
and the cost recovery process of the Environmental Protection Authority is not a new thing; in fact, it was in the 
budget in the previous year. It has been explored and there is ongoing work. We explored that to a very large 
degree — 
Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells!  
Mr A.P. JACOB: — in the committee hearing, and there will be ongoing work on that. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT REGULATION —  
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND COMPLIANCE AUDITS 

799. Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE to the Minister for Environment: 

I have a supplementary question. In this budget, the Minister for Environment has booked $4 million revenue for 
this financial year; however, he has not done anything about the legislative changes required to get it. What will 
the minister do? Is the Treasurer calling the shots in the environment portfolio or is it the minister? 

Mr A.P. JACOB replied: 

We are in November, and this government is undertaking a very heavy legislative workload. We all have targets 
within agencies to meet cost recoveries where we can.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Victoria Park, you 
are on two calls.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I want to take the opportunity with this supplementary question to say that, certainly, in the 
environment portfolio, as in every area of government, we need to look for areas in which we can contribute to 
the state of the budget as it currently stands. On that particular issue, we are only a few months into the financial 
year and work will be ongoing.  
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SWAN AND CANNING RIVERS — MONITORING 

800. Mr D.C. NALDER to the Minister for Environment: 
Could the Minister for Environment please update the house on what monitoring is being undertaken in our 
Swan and Canning Rivers?  

Mr A.P. JACOB replied: 
I thought this would be a very good opportunity to just update the house, as we head out of winter into the dryer 
months, on what is being done along the Swan and Canning Rivers to ensure that we are monitoring them. I am 
happy to report to the house that this monitoring is actually done on a weekly basis, and I think it is very 
important to point out for the benefit of members that the results are uploaded to the Swan River Trust website 
weekly. If members are interested, they can check those out. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Cockburn.  

Mr F.M. Logan: You’re monitoring it, but where’s the dolphin gone?  

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, we are not worrying about the dolphin in this question.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: We actually have around 400 volunteers. 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! Members! 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I wanted to speak specifically about water quality, but I am only too happy to talk about the 
dolphin program and our appreciation for the 400 or so volunteers who assist us with Dolphin Watch.  

I move specifically to the monitoring of water quality along the Swan and Canning Rivers. The monitoring is 
undertaken at 21 regular sites along the Swan River, and 19 along the Canning River. A range of physical 
conditions are assessed, including salinity levels—obviously the river has become more saline over the decades 
since the river mouth was opened; we also look at the temperature of the water as we get further up the river, 
oxygenation and any signs of algal species that may be present. We also take readings of nutrient levels, 
specifically phosphorus and nitrogen. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells! 

Mr A.P. JACOB: These phosphorus and nitrogen measurements are undertaken every two weeks.  

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

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

Mr A.P. JACOB: We are monitoring nutrient levels at those 40 sites on a fortnightly basis.  

The longevity and detail of this monitoring program provides this government with one of the most robust 
datasets for any estuary or riparian system in Australia. Regular analysis of this data underpins this Liberal–
National government’s programs to manage the water quality of our Swan and Canning Rivers system, and also 
provides a valuable scientific record of the environmental state of the rivers to indicate whether any changes may 
be occurring. A great deal is being done, but I do not have time to go into all of it; however, I would like to say 
that we do recognise that — 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr A.P. JACOB: Members opposite gave me 45 minutes to go into all that a few weeks ago—I would love to 
revisit it all again!  

Yes, the river has significant challenges, as recognised by this government. Many of them date back to decisions 
made more than a century ago, and we are dealing with legacy issues.  

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Gosnells; I call you to order for the second time. Minister, wind this 
up, please. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: Certainly, Mr Speaker. 

I take this opportunity to assure the house that we are paying very close attention and looking for any warning 
signs. As I said, 40 sites are investigated on a weekly basis and the results are published on our website. Indeed, 
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the 2012–2013 Centre for Fish, Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystem Research report by Murdoch University shows 
that the estuary is currently in a very good to fair condition overall, based on the fish community index, and 
suggests that despite the historical legacy we are dealing with, there has been a marked improvement in the Swan 
and Canning Rivers over the past five or six years. 

SAND MINES — BANKSIA ROAD, WELLARD 
Petition 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.53 pm]: I have a petition signed by 
493 petitioners, in the following terms —  

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

We, the undersigned, are concerned about the negative impact two proposed sand mines situated 
opposite each other on Banksia Road, Wellard. (The first of these sites is on Crown land reserves 24784 
& 32621 Banksia Road, the second is on private rural zoned land lot 6 Banksia Road & lots 300 & 301 
Boomerang Road.) will have upon the community and environment; in particular upon the endangered 
Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo and Rainbow Bea-Eaters.  

Firstly, several previous applications for sand mines on Banksia Road have already been rejected by the 
Local Councils on multiple occasions. Secondly, we are concerned that the clearing required for the 
mines will result in a loss of feeding and nesting habitat for the Carnaby’s Black Cockatoos and 
Rainbow Bea-Eaters, which inhabit these sites. Thirdly, we are concerned that there will be a loss of 
native Banksia woodland vegetation, which will be substantially cleared for the mines. Finally, we are 
also concerned that there is a totally inadequate buffer zone between residents and the mines. These 
residents will be greatly affected by the dust, noise and additional traffic associated with heavy vehicles 
associated with the mines.  

Now we ask that the Legislative Assembly oppose these sand mines from being approved. 

The petition is within standing orders.  

[See petition 66.] 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS — FUNDING 
Petition 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury) [2.54 pm]: I have a petition signed by 17 petitioners that is certified as 
conforming to the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly. It states —  

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

We the undersigned, say we are opposed to the funding and staff cuts occurring to public schools and 
are deeply concerned about the negative impact that these will have on the quality of education for 
children in Western Australia.  

Funding and staff cuts include at least 500 jobs abolished, 30% cut to School Support Program 
Resource Allocation (SSPRA), a levy on schools to meet the cost of long service leave, 1.5% cut in the 
procurement budget and a freeze on teacher numbers. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to call on the Barnett Government to protect schools and 
students from these harsh budget cuts. 

[See petition 67.] 

TOWN OF VICTORIA PARK — AMALGAMATION 
Petition 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [2.56 pm]: I have a petition that states — 

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

We the undersigned say  

We believe local government should remain local and that bigger is not always better. We can 
control our destiny by continuing to have local people as our leaders, who understand us, 
represent us and who are focused on local issues and priorities. 
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When our Town was part of the City of Perth little to nothing was achieved—the City of Perth 
effectively forgot about us. Now 19 years later there is more than $8 billion worth of development 
happening in our Town, and our community has become a vibrant, desirable place to reside, with a 
unique personality and so much to offer. In particular, during this time our council has significantly 
improved assets through a major asset placement program, they have placed a strong focus on strategic 
planning for our future and have fostered an environment where we the residents feel connected to one 
another and the Town. Specific projects currently being developed include, Burswood Lakes, 
Belmont Park, Burswood Station East, and the Causeway Precinct Review. Our Town is innovative in 
its provision of services including an award winning Parking Management Plan and the recently 
adopted changes to our Waste Management procedures which will see us as an industry leader in 
recycling and environmental sustainability. 

A potential amalgamation of some or all of Victoria Park with the City of Perth would be a step 
backwards. An amalgamation would result in less representation for our Community. We believe the 
local government should indeed be local. 

We are concerned that there will be no opportunity for the residents of Victoria Park to vote on any 
potential amalgamation or reform of gazette boundaries; and that decisions are being made with no 
community feedback or involvement. Potential changes to gazetted boundaries of the Town of 
Victoria Park may seriously impact the sustainability and future existence of our town. Residents 
will be left to make up for any rates shortfall from losing the Burswood Peninsula. 
The growth and progress that the town has made to date and their plans for the future will significantly 
support tourism, and economic growth. Given future development plans at Belmont Park and 
Curtin University the Towns population is expected to triple in the next 10 years, making the Town of 
Victoria Park a strong and viable Satellite City that can strengthen the Central Business District. 

… 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly  

When considering any reform of local government that the Town of Victoria Park is retained as it 
is within its current gazetted boundaries. 
The Town of Victoria Park has come a long way … 

Potential changes to gazetted boundaries of the Town of Victoria Park may seriously impact the 
sustainability and future existence of our town. 

There are currently 27 signatures on this petition, with another couple of thousand being collected in my office 
right now. I also present to Parliament 2 400 survey forms, of which 97 per cent of respondents answered yes to 
the question “Should we retain the Burswood peninsula?” 

[See petition 68.]  

PUBLIC TRANSPORT — ROUTES 115 AND 116 BUS SERVICES 
Petition 

MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [2.59 pm]: Mr Speaker, with your indulgence, I would like to take a 
moment to say congratulations and thank you to the member for Pilbara for keeping country issues to the fore, 
front and centre for the time he has been there. Congratulations and well done. 

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, say 

That we strongly oppose the cancellation of the Public Transport Authority’s services 115 & 116 
between Boyup Brook-Collie and Brunswick/Bunbury. This will have a severe impact on local residents, 
particularly in Collie, who use this service to connect to the Australind train service, and to afternoon 
Transwa services from Bunbury. Residents will be affected financially with no alternative but to use the 
more expensive private operator, we will have no public transport service on weekends and public 
holidays, and unaccompanied children aged between 10 and 12 years will no longer be unable to travel 
on public transport to or from Collie. 
Now we ask the Legislative Assembly — 

We ask that the Public Transport Authority reinstate the Transwa Services 115 & 116 between 
Bunbury/Brunswick, Collie and Boyup Brook. 
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The petition bears 1 262 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative 
Assembly.  

[See petition 69.] 

GREYHOUND RACETRACK — SOUTH WEST 
Petition 

MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [3.00 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, say that Greyhounds WA and Racing and Wagering WA need to immediately 
undertake scoping and implementation studies to facilitate the development of a greyhound racing track 
in the South West. 

The study should include a location for a race track, along with data that would identify the number of 
breeders, owners and trainers in the greater South West region with a view of growing the industry in 
Western Australia. 

We now ask the Legislative Assembly to instigate such a study as a matter of urgency. 

The petition bears 40 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly.  

[See petition 70.] 

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

TYPHOON HAIYAN — PHILIPPINES 
Notice of Motion 

Ms M.M. Quirk gave notice that at the next sitting of the house she would move — 

That this house convey its sympathy and condolences to the people of the Philippines through the 
ambassador to the Philippines in Australia and to the many Filipino Western Australians following the 
devastating loss of life and destruction caused by typhoon Haiyan and urges the commonwealth to 
provide all possible assistance in the long road to recovery and reconstruction. 

BILLS 
Notice of Motion to Introduce 

1. Statutes (Repeals) Bill 2013. 

Notice of motion given by Mr C.J. Barnett (Premier). 

2. Custodial Legislation (Officers Discipline) Amendment Bill 2013. 

Notice of motion given by Mr J.M. Francis (Minister for Corrective Services). 

PERTH–DARWIN HIGHWAY ALIGNMENT — WEST SWAN ELECTORATE 
Notice of Motion 

Ms R. Saffioti gave notice that at the next sitting of the house she would move — 

That this house calls on the Barnett government to immediately provide certainty to the landowners and 
residents in the West Swan electorate in relation to transport infrastructure for the area, in particular, 
with respect to the future of the land reserved under the Perth–Darwin highway alignment. 

BANNISTER CREEK PRIMARY SCHOOL — MEMBER FOR TANGNEY’S COMMENTS 
Notice of Motion 

Mr W.J. Johnston gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That this house — 

(1) notes that the federal member for Tangney has made an unwarranted and unnecessary political 
attack on a Western Australian independent public school principal through the social 
networking site Twitter; 
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(2) believes that Mr Jensen should not politicise the operations of one of our independent public 
schools in this way; and 

(3) calls on Mr Jensen to remove his offensive posts and apologise to the independent public 
school principal, the Bannister Creek school community and all Western Australians for his 
actions. 

BARROW ISLAND AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Third Reading 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.04 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.04 pm]: I would like to make some remarks about the Barrow Island 
Amendment Bill 2013. We had quite a heated debate last week, which surprised me. I remind members of what I 
said on Thursday last week. I asked four simple questions: has any part of the 32 hectares been cleared; why are 
there no environmental offsets; does the Environmental Protection Act 1986 continue to apply; and, was there 
any connection between the Elizabeth Quay land purchase and the decision to move forward on the 
Barrow Island bill? Those simple questions received an extraordinary overreaction from the Premier. That 
overreaction says much about the Premier. I also pointed out that in the Premier’s contribution to the debate back 
in 2003, he called the Barrow Island agreement a corrupt act. I want to go through this very briefly. I make the 
point, using mathematics as an example, that if X equals two and X equals Y, Y equals — 

Mr P.C. Tinley: Two! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is pretty simple. When the Premier said on 16 October 2003 in respect of the 
agreement between Rio Tinto and the former Labor government that that was “the corrupt act”, he then went on 
to say — 

It is not to the same scale, but it is exactly the same as Northern Mining and Argyle Diamond.  

He was referring to the Barrow Island agreement. Let us make it clear that that is exactly what the Premier said 
in respect of the Barrow Island agreement. In fact, he went further and said — 

ChevronTexaco is compromised by this, … 

“This” being the agreement that they had entered into. On 16 October 2003, the Premier said, in respect of the 
environmental offset fund — 

This is effectively extorting $40 million from the proponents … 

At no time on Thursday last week did I say that Chevron, or ChevronTexaco as it was then known, had been 
involved in any misdeed. The only person to ever accuse ChevronTexaco of misbehaviour was the Premier. 
When the Premier challenged me last Thursday to go outside the house and repeat my accusation, I happily did 
so because there was nothing that I was saying about Chevron that would lead me into any embarrassment on the 
issue because I was repeating the words of the Premier. They were not my words; they were the words of the 
Premier. I challenge the Premier to tell us whether he still believes those things that he said in October 2003. If 
he does not, will he then apologise to Hon Geoff Gallop, Hon Clive Brown and Chevron? He is the one who 
called into question the character of that organisation and those people. He owes them an apology. He cannot say 
that that was 10 years ago. That is what he said. That was his opinion. His opinion is important because he is the 
Premier of the state of Western Australia. Of course he can change his mind; I have no trouble with that. 
Everybody is free to grow and develop as they move through life. Maybe that has happened with the Premier. If 
it has, he can put on the record that he was wrong in 2003 and offer an apology.  

It is interesting what happened in respect of Chevron and the decision that we are looking at. We know from The 
West Australian that in May this year Chevron signed a lease with QV.1 for 10 years. The Minister for Planning 
told us in the house that subsequent to that, he raised his concerns with the Premier—I do not know exactly when 
it was but it was subsequent to that—about whether Chevron would continue to purchase land in Elizabeth Quay. 
We know because the Premier told us on 26 August that Chevron phoned him to let him know something that 
had already been flagged with the department—that it needed 32 hectares of additional land. According to the 
Premier, Chevron told him that it thought it might be a problem. I assume the Premier meant a problem with the 
community, given the issues that were around at the time of the original agreement—that being that the 
300 hectares was all that was needed. After having said that that would all be all right, at the end of the 
conversation the Premier raised the delay in the decision by Chevron to purchase land in the Elizabeth Quay 
project. On 3 September a formal request came from Chevron to the government to vary the Barrow Island 
agreement. On 23 October the Premier brought legislation to the Parliament. On 6 November Chevron and the 
government agreed to the sale at Elizabeth Quay. I make the point, as has been correctly reported in the media, 
that I did not say and I am not saying that the Premier acted corruptly or illegally in this matter. I think he was 
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very, very unwise and it was improper for the Premier to link these two issues in that phone call on 26 August. I 
draw an analogy, as a number of people have, with Hon Tony McRae, whose sin was to have a phone call about 
two issues that were being dealt with by the Corruption and Crime Commission. He resigned as a minister 
because of that and because of the standards of the Labor government. I draw that point to the attention of the 
chamber.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: Quite different issues, though, weren’t they?  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not quite sure why they are different issues. Elizabeth Quay is a major political 
issue for the government. The government has trumpeted it for a long, long time. It was not right that the Premier 
made this connection; he should not have done that. It was wrong, and everyone knows it was wrong, and that is 
probably why the Premier went off so unbelievably on Thursday last week. It was an unbelievable and immature 
performance by the Premier of the state of Western Australia. It should never have come to the way that the 
Premier behaved and his deep embarrassment for his behaviour last week — 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Members! Member for Kalamunda, member for Armadale, please 
cease your exchange. The member for Cannington has the call.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: His immature behaviour last Thursday, in my view, and in the view of the majority of 
people in Western Australia, was a demonstration of his guilty conscience. Why else would he have gone off like 
that and continued his outrageous behaviour in this chamber if he did not feel guilty about what he had done? 
That is a sad indictment on the Premier. I am glad that he is calmer this week. We all like it when he is a bit 
calmer and the Parliament operates better when he is a bit calmer. I want to move on to a couple of other issues.  

In consideration in detail I asked the Premier why there were no environmental offsets. I am not quoting directly 
from Hansard, but inter alia he said that there should be environmental offsets but that there was not time to 
negotiate them for this agreement bill; however, he expected that at some time in the future the joint venture 
partners would return to government to negotiate further on train 4 and that would be an opportunity for 
environmental offsets. That is not the Labor Party’s opinion. As I said at the start of my contribution last 
Thursday, we are not opposing the bill and we will not divide on it or do any of those things, but if we were in 
government, we would ask for environmental offsets. We can do a pretty easy calculation. Basically, the joint 
venturers are asking for an additional 10 per cent in round figures. Therefore, an additional 10 per cent should 
have been added to the environmental offset fund. If the Premier thinks that is not enough, he should tell us that, 
but in our view that would have been an appropriate approach to take. It would not have delayed the passage of 
the legislation at all and it could have been appropriately dealt with. That would have been a better outcome than 
the outcome we have.  

I also want to raise that the Premier may well be right that if Chevron wants to build a fourth train, it may need 
additional space on the island. That is not what Chevron said to us. Chevron said that it believes it can build 
train 4 on the existing footprint plus the 32 hectares. I mean the original 300-hectare footprint, plus the land to 
which Chevron has access, which was originally cleared for the West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd operations 
on the island. I have no idea whether Chevron is right that it can fit four trains onto the existing footprint, but I 
do not think there should be any suggestion from government that we, as a state, will automatically give 
additional land on the island for the project. I think that is premature. This is an A-class nature reserve. It is not 
intended as an industrial site. I remind everybody why the site was chosen. It was not as though the former Labor 
government said it was where it wanted a petrochemical plant. It is because the proponents came to us and said it 
was the site that made the best economic sense for them. As the Leader of the Opposition and I have made the 
point on a number of occasions, let business do business and government do government. We can see by the fact 
that the former Labor government was not prepared to let Inpex have the Maret Islands that if a company says, 
“This is where we want to go”, that does not mean that the government must agree. Of course it does not. 
Clearly, governments should not be making business decisions. When the proponents put the view that the best 
spot to do the Gorgon project was on Barrow Island, the government could say yes or no to that. We believe that 
is the appropriate way; deal with business on that type of basis. That way there is certainty, instead of trying to 
pretend the government is somehow a partner in the deal. We are never a partner in the deal. We are a facilitator 
and a regulator; we are never partners in a project. The projects are done by private investors. We can say to 
them that this will not fly for these reasons or we can say yes, we can make an arrangement, and that is what the 
Labor government did. We said we could literally sacrifice the 300 hectares to make sure that the project went 
ahead. We are relaxed about the 32 additional hectares. We think that that can be accommodated, but there 
should have been a proper environmental offset for that additional 32 hectares and we want to flag and make it 
clear to everyone in the community that if there is any suggestion that the company will come to the people of 
Western Australia asking for additional land on the island, there should be no expectation that additional lands 
will be automatically granted for the project. It will have to be looked at on its merits and the decision made 
based on the totality of the project. 
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The way Chevron has explained it to us, if it does not get this additional 32 hectares, the cost escalations on the 
project—which we know have escalated enormously already—will be too great to handle and there will be 
serious problems with completing the project. We understand and we are happy to accommodate Chevron’s 
interests because this is a major project, employing thousands of Western Australian workers. As the only party 
that puts employment at its heart, we agree to this proposal. Our core and number one value is about employment 
and jobs and security for working people. A future proposal will be looked at on the merits as they exist at the 
time.  

The next thing I want to comment on is that, as discussed in consideration in detail, this act does not set aside the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986. We will watch the Environmental Protection Authority procedures with 
keen interest to make sure that the EPA does its job properly. We strongly urge the government to make sure 
that, unlike what happened at James Price Point, no corners are cut in making sure that the EPA does its job. In 
the long run, cutting corners comes back to haunt everybody, including the proponents. The decision by the 
Supreme Court of Western Australia showed that, with the James Price Point land, the government had not made 
a decision even though it had published a decision. The court said that decision was invalid. In other words, it 
had never been made. That left the potential users of those lands exposed. We want to make sure the EPA does 
its job properly, because that is in the best interests of the proponent of the project, the people of Western 
Australia and our environment. It is a long time since proponents came to politicians and asked us to cut corners 
on the environment. I completely understand that that is the past and that now, in the modern world, big 
organisations such as Chevron are very keen to ensure there are proper environmental outcomes. Part of that 
social licence is to make sure there is proper government regulation, because that is part of our job—that is, 
regulating and facilitating rather than pretending that we are somehow a party to the deal. 

I will now refer to the detailed work in clause 11 of the original agreement, and that is the net conservation 
benefits that established the $40 million fund. I just make the remark that the Minister for Environment would 
have very little to talk about if it were not for the money that came out of this fund, because he is very fond of 
talking about the work at Lorna Glen and the transportation of different species to that vermin-proof facility at 
Lorna Glen, which I have also visited. Of course, that is one of the outcomes of that fund. The work at that 
facility and that transportation of species have been done partly because of the money that arose out of this fund. 
It is the same as the work on Dirk Hartog Island. There was a huge effort to exterminate vermin on the island, 
and then species were reintroduced. There are clear benefits for the environment from the original agreement. It 
was a sacrifice. Three hundred hectares of the class A nature reserve were bulldozed. No-one can dress that up; 
that is what happened. But there were offsets. There were benefits for the environment as well as the costs. That 
is why we think it is quite tragic that the government has not taken the opportunity to continue to get those types 
of benefits for everybody in the state. 

I will finish with the issue of the jobs; I know that a number of my colleagues will talk about this in particular. In 
my role as shadow Minister for State Development, I was approached a little while ago about a family-run 
engineering business in Osborne Park. I do not really understand the work it does—it is very technical work—
but I understand it was about pressure vessels. These people had been watching out for the letting of the 
contracts related to their particular expertise, and they made the point that the first time they knew the contract 
had been let was after it was let. Of course, it was let as part of a package. It is one of the challenges of these 
engineering, procurement, construction and management approaches that the major project proponents now do. 
As I said, we are here to regulate and facilitate. There is a proper role for government in ensuring that there is 
proper facilitation of these engineering companies, particularly the family-run engineering companies. I make 
the point that those family-run engineering businesses are the backbone of the German economy. I think we are 
missing out on a lot of opportunities for those types of companies that operate in very, very narrow niche areas. I 
think we could do better. The Labor Party introduced the skilled work agreement bill in the last Parliament. As 
we move forward, we will look at how things are going in local content and the modern challenges to that issue. 
Members opposite should not be surprised if we come back and talk about that issue again. 

We understand that this is an important bill and that thousands of jobs are underpinned by the work that was 
done by the former Labor government in working with Chevron on the Barrow Island agreement back in 2003. I 
make the point that the only member of Parliament I can see who ever accused Chevron of acting improperly 
was the Premier of Western Australia when he said, amongst the many things he said — 

ChevronTexaco is compromised by this, … 

That being the involvement in a “corrupt act”, and what he said about the corrupt act was — 

It is not to the same scale, but it is exactly the same as Northern Mining and Argyle Diamond. 

I am happy to see that the Premier has changed his position on these things. As I said, people can grow, change 
and mature, and if it is the position of the Premier that this was not in fact a corrupt act, as he said back in 2003, I 
am sure he is happy to explain that he is no longer of that view; and, if he is no longer of that view, he needs to 
apologise to Geoff Gallop, Clive Brown and Chevron for having made those accusations back in 2003. 
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MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.25 pm]: I must say that it is a very 
different tone in this debate in the Parliament today from what it perhaps was last week. In fact, it is sedate by 
comparison with last week’s debate. However, I note that perhaps everyone is suffering a bit of fatigue after last 
week’s efforts, and now we are just battling on towards the end of the year. I rise to indicate once again our 
support for the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. To reiterate what this bill does, it expands the footprint 
available to the Gorgon project on Barrow Island by 32 hectares. The development site on the island is currently 
300 hectares. That was provided by the 2003 legislation for the construction of the Gorgon project. 

I will not go over my rather extensive involvement with the project back in 2006. Needless to say, I am very 
familiar with both the island and the site in question. I regard Barrow Island as an important environmental site. 
As I think I said last week, it is beautiful in an arid Western Australian way. One of the reasons that Barrow 
Island is so beautiful is that it is immune to feral predators. There have not been feral predators in any numbers 
on the island in the past. As I recall, some feral cats were discovered on the island. Because it is an island of 
roughly 28 000 hectares, those cats were able to be isolated and destroyed. So Barrow Island is like Western 
Australia would have been prior to the introduction of feral animals. People who spend time on Barrow Island—
a Department of Environment and Conservation, as it was previously, ranger may well have been out there, and I 
know some people who worked there and, indeed, there were other proponents from Chevron—say that of an 
evening, or at dusk or at dawn, we see what Western Australia would have been like. The prevalence of native 
wildlife is extraordinary. If people go outside at the hours at which wallabies, birds and the like are out there, 
they see what our state would have been like prior to the introduction of feral animals. That is one of the reasons 
it is so extraordinarily important. It is an ark for wildlife. I believe one of the greatest tragedies in the history of 
this country has been the introduction of feral animals and the impact on native wildlife. It is up there in 
probably the top five tragedies in the history of this country. The fact that we have the biggest island off the 
coast of Western Australia of which I am aware that has been an ark for native wildlife, where they are free of 
predators and able to live without the fear of those predators that they did not evolve to be able to combat, is 
terrific. 

Chevron wanted to expand the usage of the island. It had been used for oil extraction since the 1960s, as I 
understand it. It was a small-scale operation. There were a number of those nodding donkeys around the island. 
But Chevron wanted to massively expand the activity on the island. The greatest threat, of course, from that is 
that feral animals may well be introduced to the island. There were a range of other threats. For instance, the 
light from the project was very threatening towards native wildlife, in particular flatback turtles. At the time we 
approved the project, flatback turtles were the subject of some derision, in particular by The Australian 
newspaper. If anyone has ever seen flatback turtles in large numbers on the beach, they will know that they are 
an environmental wonder. It is frightening and incredible to see the young turtles coming down the beach while 
their predators are lying off the coast in wait, but it is a marvel to observe Western Australian wildlife and 
nature. The flare from the Gorgon project, potentially, could have had a dramatic impact on the turtles, which are 
attracted to the light. Therefore, the environmental conditions meant that light issues had to be appropriately 
resolved. They did not want a light at night-time that would attract wildlife and make them vulnerable to 
predators in an unnatural way. They were afraid that feral animals would get on the island. That was very 
concerning. As I said, this area has been an ark for the past 180 years or so of European settlement in Western 
Australia. The idea that it would not be managed appropriately and feral animals could get on the island and 
devastate it is a very real fear. That is why very strict conditions apply to quarantine and the like, which I 
understand is very expensive for Chevron and the Gorgon joint venture to manage.  

There were also issues surrounding the release of a very large amount of carbon dioxide. I forget the exact 
figure—it might be 10 per cent or 15 per cent or thereabouts—that is extracted from gas in the Gorgon gas fields. 
That is another environmental issue that we have to deal with in the modern era. All those things were 
competing. Therefore, during the negotiations and discussions between Wally Cox from the Environmental 
Protection Authority and the Gorgon project, certain requirements were put in place. One of those requirements 
was an offset package. I support an offset package when companies take 300 hectares from an A-class nature 
reserve. It was not a piece of degraded turf in Perth; it was, as I said, a large slab of land on an environmental ark 
for Western Australia. What contribution would the companies make towards protecting the state’s environment, 
bearing in mind that the environment portfolio always needs more resources?  

The retreat of nature over the past 230 or so years has been one of the very sad developments in this country. We 
are always providing more resources and ways to protect creatures on Barrow Island, such as turtles, wallabies 
and reptiles, which have never evolved to deal with feral animals. That is very important. That is why there was 
a package that involved turtle research and turtle nesting assistance, as I recall. We also expected an expansion 
of marine parks and terrestrial reserves as part of that. Unfortunately, I left the environment portfolio the day 
after I provided the approval, so I do not know what happened with it. But I do know that there should have been 
a major expansion of both marine parks and terrestrial reserves as part of this project in that region to protect the 
region from what was potentially a threat.  
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Another threat was dredging, which potentially could have impacted the magnificent reefs of that part of world. I 
will tell members why. Dredging creates an issue in one spot, but the spoil has to be put somewhere and when it 
is put down, it creates a cloud that can extend for kilometres. There was grave fear about the impact on reefs in 
the vicinity of Barrow Island. An environmental offsets package was provided for not only the environmental 
risk to those 300 hectares, but also all the other risks that were a part of the project.  

The company approached the government and said that it wanted to expand its footprint by slightly more than 
10 per cent. In light of what was done before, there should have been an environmental offsets package. I have a 
copy of the Western Australian government’s environmental offsets policy, from the EPA website, which is 
dated September 2011. It reads —  

This policy seeks to ensure that environmental offsets are applied in specified circumstances in a 
transparent manner to engender certainty and predictability, while acknowledging that there are some 
environmental values that are not readily replaceable.  

Earlier it reads —  

The Western Australian Government’s Environmental Offsets Policy seeks to protect and conserve 
environmental and biodiversity values for present and future generations. This policy ensures that 
economic and social development may occur while supporting long term environmental and 
conservation values.  

A lot of people do not like policies such as this. But the fact of the matter is, as those paragraphs read, some 
environmental values are not readily replaceable. When we impinge and impact on those values and areas, 
something should be done. I will quote another section of the government’s current environmental offsets policy. 
On page 2, it reads —  

Environmental offsets address environmental impacts that remain after on-site avoidance and mitigation 
measures have been undertaken. Environmental offsets will not be considered in the absence of 
proposed strategies to avoid and mitigate environmental impacts. 

There is no way to avoid environmental impacts when 32 hectares of an A-class nature reserve are cleared. We 
knew that in 2006 when we put in the environmental offsets package that was somewhere in the vicinity of 
$100 million or $120 million. We knew that if we cleared that land, there would be absolutely no way to avoid 
environmental impacts. That is why Chevron was very agreeable to an environmental offsets policy. It was 
subject to criticism; people did not like it. The government’s current environmental offsets policy dated 
September 2011 states all those things that appear to me to be readily apparent—namely, if an area that is 
environmentally special is impacted, some offset must be provided. That is why I call on the Environmental 
Protection Authority, in its consideration of this matter, to have a good hard look at this policy. It should talk to 
the proponents about an offsets package. If one has been applied to 300 hectares on this A-class nature reserve, 
why has one not been applied for a further 32 hectares on exactly the same A-class nature reserve? The company 
is seeking a speedy resolution of this issue. I suspect that the clearing of an additional 32 hectares will save the 
company an enormous amount of money. From my recollection of conversations I had with the proponents in 
2006, it was their view that 300 hectares was all they would ever want. That is why they wanted the approval. 
They would not seek more; they would not suggest that more would be needed, because they had done the 
analysis and that is all that they would ever want. Chevron’s position changed. The only fair thing to do, in light 
of what it told the Labor government and what it is now doing to save a significant amount of money, is to do 
exactly what happened before and make sure there is some environmental benefit from clearing 32 hectares from 
an A-class nature reserve. That is the only fair thing to do. It is up to the EPA, the proponents and the 
government to look at this issue.  

When I was briefed on this issue a couple of weeks ago at my office at Parliament House, I asked questions 
about environmental offsets. I said it was something that Chevron should do and an issue that I would raise, so 
now I am raising it. When the company sought permission originally, it said that 300 hectares was all the land it 
needed. Now it is seeking more land, and there needs to be some benefit to the state. If the company is going to 
save hundreds of millions of dollars, if not billions of dollars, with an expansion of a footprint that it said it 
would not need, it needs to provide some support for the state’s environment. 

There are a few questions: is the land already being cleared? I note that the Premier said last week that it was not. 
Bearing in mind that 5 000 people work on Barrow Island, some of whom are my constituents, the advice that I 
have received from people on the ground is that the land has already been, or is currently being, cleared. If they 
are clearing the land prior to the passing of this legislation and prior to environmental approval, it is not 
acceptable. That question needs to be thoroughly answered—whether that is currently happening needs to be 
examined. 

The opposition has asked questions about what is called a sea squirt. A sea squirt does not sound very 
threatening or intimidating but neither does the crown of thorns starfish. As I understand it, these sea squirts 
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have come into that area via shipping and are now ravaging marine life in the vicinity of Barrow Island. 
Members should bear in mind that the reef systems in this part of the world, with Ningaloo, which is famous, and 
those to the north in the vicinity of Barrow Island through to Dampier, are some of the finest and most beautiful 
in the world. If species have been introduced from this Gorgon project, we need to know exactly what is going 
on, what mitigation measures have been put in place and how this happened. The assurance we received on all of 
these issues was that the strictest quarantine in the world would be applied. If some of the finest reef systems in 
this country are being ravaged by introduced pests, we need to know about it, and we need to know the 
mitigation measures that are being put in place by the government in that regard. That request is fair enough. It is 
up to the Gorgon project to provide us with that advice. 

A few other issues were raised last week, including the commonwealth’s $100 million from the revenues from 
Gorgon. In 2015, 300 terajoules of gas a day will come on-stream. That is great; fantastic. Regarding domestic 
gas supply, I think the pipeline is currently being constructed or near completion from the project to the Dampier 
to Bunbury natural gas pipeline. That is terrific; it is a major benefit from the project. A range of other benefits 
from a major project like this include thousands of additional jobs, a significant environmental offsets policy and 
all the tax benefits for the state with payroll tax and the like. I recall—this needs to be argued for—that the 
former federal government made a commitment of a significant benefit to Western Australia independent of the 
Commonwealth Grant Commission process when the revenue streams came online; that is, $100 million a year. 
The revenues from this project will not come online for a considerable time, and I think there will be deductions 
and the like that will delay the potential for a commonwealth contribution. However, it is worth arguing for. 
Nothing will be lost by arguing with the federal government for a contribution in that sense. No doubt the 
Premier’s argument will be that the time to have done that was when the legislation was passed in 2003. He may 
well be right. But a government committed to it, and we need to know whether this government has any interest 
in doing the same. I say this because this government has booked no revenue from the project. It has booked no 
revenue from a range of offshore oil and gas projects in commonwealth waters. It has booked none. It is not 
currently missing the revenue, and I doubt that this Prime Minister will be in office when the revenue comes on-
stream. I doubt that his successor will even be in office when the revenue comes on-stream. Nevertheless, there 
is an opportunity for the Prime Minister to say that we should share the offshore revenues from projects for 
which no revenue has been booked with the states. It will not be his issue or his problem. It will not be his 
current cabinet’s problem. Someone else in the future will need to deal with it. The government may not receive 
100 per cent of a future revenue stream; it may receive 75 per cent or 50 per cent of a future revenue stream. 
Nevertheless, by doing that, the government would be strengthening the Federation. I think the public would 
welcome an approach like that from the current government or from any Prime Minister or Treasurer. That is 
because it is not losing anything; it is losing absolutely nothing. It would gain a strengthening of the Federation 
and the idea that more money will be put from those oil and gas projects into the main service delivery area of 
the commonwealth—which is the states. That is into schools, hospitals, police and environmental protection—an 
area starved of resources. That is what the government would gain.  

That would be a wise, far-sighted approach by any Prime Minister that would be talked about by future 
generations. I do not think that it hurts to ask. I recently suggested this to some journalists. I do not think it 
would hurt at all to ask and put it on the agenda at the Council of Australian Governments. I know that the 
Premier would have every other Premier supporting him. Eight people around a table of nine are already onside. 
Put it on the agenda and start a discussion. Why not? The Prime Minister has nothing to lose. He would argue 
that the commonwealth deserves all the money so that his successor two or three from now can spend it. His 
successor two or three from now will probably be somebody from the other side of the house in any event. What 
has he got to lose? He has absolutely nothing to lose. 

That brings me to my last point. I note that the member for Cannington raised some issues. The Premier last 
week referred to his discussions with Chevron about the excision of additional land and the development on the 
Perth foreshore; I quote — 

At the end of that meeting, I raised—not Chevron—negotiations over the sale of land and simply urged 
both Chevron — 
… 
… I simply urged Chevron to try to reach agreement with the MRA.  

This is the Premier — 

During the telephone conversation, after we had finished talking about Barrow Island, for which I 
indicated my support, saying that we would introduce legislation, I said, “By the way, I would really 
like to see you conclude negotiations which are all but at an end.” 

I think that deserves further explanation. I know that it caused extraordinary reactions in this place last week, but 
it was the Premier’s own work. If the Premier had sat in silence while the member for Cannington raised these 
issues, no issue would have erupted. But the Premier said that he raised it in conversation immediately at the 
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conclusion of negotiations about the excision of additional land at Barrow Island. He raised it. I think that is a 
fair issue that deserves further explanation. I would like to know who the conversation was with and why the 
Premier thought it was appropriate to raise that issue at the end of that conversation. The Premier in reply to the 
third reading should provide that explanation, instead of getting wildly angry. Can members imagine the 
Premier’s reaction if it had been Alannah MacTiernan, Eric Ripper, Jim McGinty or Geoff Gallop who had done 
that? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: You are implying there was some improper motive, which there was not. They are both busy 
people who had taken the opportunity to follow up an issue, which in the case of the Elizabeth Quay transaction 
had actually been going on for over two years. There was no link with Barrow Island whatsoever. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Minister for Planning, that may well be the case, but I still think it was inappropriate. I 
think that they should have concluded that conversation and made an appointment for another point in time to 
have that other conversation, when the two were not directly linked by a matter of a second, if that is what he 
wanted to do as Premier. That is my view. I think it was inappropriate. I do not think that one should seek a 
benefit for the state from the sale of land here, and link it in a conversation or have it exactly at the end of 
another conversation about another issue. That is my view. It was inappropriate to hold that conversation. 
Perhaps the issue could have been handled more elegantly in the house. The Minister for Planning just provided 
a rational explanation. However, I think we should know who at Chevron had the conversation with the Premier. 
I think it would be fair to tell us the level at which that conversation was held. If the Premier had the 
conversation with a low-level functionary at Chevron, it would be of less significance than if he had the 
conversation with the managing director in America. He will get my point. Why do I consider that it would be 
less significant to have the conversation with a low-level functionary? That person would not be in a position to 
make the decision. If it involved the person in the position to make both decisions, it would elevate the issue. If 
they had heard one thing in one part of the conversation and another thing in another part of the conversation, I 
do not know how they would have interpreted those things, but they may well have interpreted that the two 
issues were linked. I think it would be a fair thing — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Complete fantasy.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: When the Premier was out of the chamber I raised the point that if Alannah MacTiernan, 
Eric Ripper, Jim McGinty or Geoff Gallop had had the conversation in the way the Premier had had it, the 
Premier would have come in here and asked exactly the same questions we asked. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I wouldn’t.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: He absolutely would have. They are four honourable people with distinguished records in 
the Parliament of Western Australia. The Premier would have come in here and raised exactly the same points as 
we have raised, but he would have been far more aggressive than we have been. We are positively sedate.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are now backtracking, aren’t you; trying to get out backwards.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Not at all. When these issues were raised last Thursday, I merely asked the Premier 
questions.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, you didn’t; I’ll tell you later what you said.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what the Premier does in this place. He can tell me later what I said; I am happy 
with that.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Cannington and Premier, the Leader of the Opposition 
has the floor, thanks. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Premier, it may well be just perception.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Only yours.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: But is that not a relevant matter to raise? The Premier interjected, and we were having a 
rational conversation, unlike what happened last week. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We are not having any conversation at all, my friend.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Okay. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: It might have been your perception but it has all been fully explained. The wider world 
understands.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: In 2007 the Premier said the following — 
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… we do, in this Parliament, I think you will agree, Mr Speaker, not only have to deal with reality but 
also perceptions.  

Admittedly, it was in the middle of a debate when the Premier accused a number of people of corruption. He 
attacked Alannah MacTiernan for wearing a tracksuit; he described various people as naive, stupid and 
neglectful and he attacked the current member for North West in vigorous terms, I might add. Perhaps the 
member for North West is being attacked at the moment by other people about other events that have occurred 
recently. The Premier described John Bowler as disgraceful and improper and called on him to resign from 
Parliament. He said all those things in 2007.  

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is correct. The Premier attacked John Bowler and Vince Catania and, in one case, he 
said they should leave the Parliament immediately, and then he welcomed them into his ranks. The point I am 
making is that very relevant questions were asked of the Premier the other day. I think they were relevant; I think 
it was inappropriate to have the two conversations at the same time. We should know who the Premier had the 
conversation with because I think there is a difference between having a conversation with a low-level 
functionary at Chevron and with someone who may well be running the corporation. There is also a difference 
between each person’s perception of what the conversation actually meant. If in the future the Premier is to have 
those sorts of conversations, it would be prudent to make some notes of the conversations. If the Premier is 
dealing with multibillion-dollar developers—I am absolutely positive these corporations do—he should make 
notes of the conversations so that everything is noted and there is evidence should any questions be asked in the 
future. Those sorts of conversations should have been recorded, particularly if he was discussing both issues at 
once, so that people can see whether and how the two issues were discussed in the same conversation and 
whether there might have been a perception of a linkage between an approval for one thing and the purchase of 
another. As the Premier said, this Parliament deals with perception.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: What nonsense.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: He said that on 17 May 2007.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You know you made a mistake and you’re backtracking.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is exactly what he said in this place. 

I think the Premier’s actions were inappropriate. I am not backing down at all. I said “inappropriate” last week. I 
am saying it again and I stand by what I said. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You’re just backtracking. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I absolutely stand by what I said last week.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You can’t rewrite your accusations.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am pleased to see at the conclusion of my speech that I have lifted the temperature once 
again. It is usually the member for Cannington who does that. Today it appears that I have done that, and I look 
forward to the Premier’s response. 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [3.54 pm]: I wish to speak briefly on the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 
2013 and this quite exciting project. Gorgon is the biggest natural resource project in Australia’s history. 
Expenditure on it is approaching $52 billion. The first three stages will produce 15.8 million tonnes a year. The 
purchase of the fourth train is on the horizon, and that will, of course, require expansion of the 2.1 kilometre jetty 
to service its tankers and a line back to the domestic market. The company is putting somewhere between 3.4 
and 4.1 million tonnes of CO2 back into the ground. Leader of the Opposition, Barrow Island is the second 
largest island off the coast of Western Australia. The largest island is Dirk Hartog Island. It is interesting that 
Dirk Hartog Island is being reverted from a sheep station to a reserve. I know from farming not far from the 
island that anyone who has shorn sheep there is considered to be a bit of a legend because of the state of the 
sheep due to the sand in their wool.  

Barrow Island has an area of about 200 square kilometres, is 27 kilometres long and 11 kilometres wide and, of 
course, it is a class A reserve. Oil was discovered there in 1964 by West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd. It is rated 
by BirdLife International as an important bird habitat. The exciting thing about Barrow Island, of course, is that 
no exotic wildlife has been established there. More than anything Barrow Island shows how one of our extractive 
industries can take measures to protect and enhance the natural environment. There is no doubt in my mind that 
if oil had not been found on Barrow Island in 1964 and the appropriate rules put in place, some species would be 
extinct that survive today. Those measures no doubt added to the costs of originally WAPET and now Chevron. I 
think all Western Australians will agree that that extra cost is worthwhile.  
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Another notable fact I discovered about Barrow Island is that in 1996 during Cyclone Olivia the World 
Meteorological Organization recorded the highest non-tornado related wind gust in history of 408 kilometres an 
hour there. Maybe that explains Chevron’s reluctance to embrace floating liquefied natural gas production. In 
addition to the 300 hectares it was initially granted, Chevron is now asking for an additional 32 hectares for lay-
down space, which will take its acquisition to about 1.3 per cent of Barrow Island’s uncleared land mass. I am 
sure Chevron will agree that it has discovered that the logistics of building on an island are very challenging 
compared with building onshore, especially an island the ecology of which is as protected and as fragile as that 
on Barrow Island.  

Interestingly, a similar situation is coming up in my electorate because a company has applied to drill near the 
Abrolhos Islands. The issues involved are similar to those on Barrow Island, and it will be hard to find a path 
between the two extreme conflicting views of a company wanting development at all cost and conservationists 
wanting to preserve everything for all time. Chevron, of course, is an old company that has merged with or taken 
over well-known companies such as Texaco, Gulf Oil Corporation and Unicol Ltd. It is one of the six super 
major oil companies, and, in 2013, was ranked eleventh among the Fortune Global 500 companies. It has 
projects in Western Australia, of course, and its biggest project worldwide is Gorgon. Development of the 
Wheatstone project commenced recently and Chevron has also recently bought leases in the Great Australian 
Bight. In 2007 Chevron established one of its two global technology centres in Western Australia; the other 
being in Aberdeen, Scotland. The purpose of these centres is to study process safety, environmental stewardship, 
liquid natural gas processing, subsea engineering, technical geophysics, exploration, reservoir management, 
enhanced oil recovery and deep water operations.  

I also did a bit of research on the weekend and I found comments had been made about resources majors leasing 
buildings rather than buying land and building their own buildings. I had a look into Chevron and on the whole 
Chevron seems to buy its own land and build its own buildings. It has a 50-storey tower in Houston along with 
two other towers in that city. Chevron has committed to building new headquarters at Century City in South 
Africa. Its corporate headquarters are in San Ramon, California on some 92 acres. I do not find anything strange 
about Chevron’s decision to purchase what is arguably the most prestigious office site in Perth at Elizabeth 
Quay. I think it fits into Chevron’s strategies. The company buys quality buildings of its own. It is an owner, not 
a renter, and I suspect that this will prove to be another very good investment for Chevron. I wish Chevron well 
with its projects. I am happy to see its confidence in Western Australia and I am happy to see that this bill, in its 
own way, has received bipartisan support. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [4.01 pm]: I to rise to speak to the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. 
Some commentary has already been made by the member for Cannington and the Leader of the Opposition. I 
will visit some of that briefly and make some further comments more generally around the bill. I do not think 
there has been any walking away from the question put by the member for Cannington last week to the Premier. 
In his contribution, the member for Cannington made some points. From memory, he put a series of questions 
surrounding discussions that the Premier had with Chevron. There has been debate around negotiation versus 
discussion. The Premier said he was not part of negotiations, but the statement from Chevron on, I think, Friday 
or whenever it came out, referred specifically to negotiations. We can a have debate what discussions are and 
what negotiations are, but clearly there was a phone call in which a discussion was had, and the Leader of the 
Opposition outlined that. The member for Cannington made the point that he thought, and I think he is right, that 
it was inappropriate. I do not think the Premier should be surprised that the issue was raised by the opposition—I 
do not think he should be surprised, shocked or horrified. Indeed, I made the point in the second reading debate 
that if there had been an appropriate record of those conversations, this whole debate may have simply passed 
through. I dare say that the only reason this matter became an issue was the Premier’s reaction.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are at least smart enough not to repeat the accusations of your colleagues. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is enough from the member for West Swan! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I know you all backtrack. I know this is the backtrack exercise, but you did not actually 
transgress, your colleagues did. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am simply deliberately trying to keep the climate somewhat moderate—down to 28 degrees 
Celsius! I am trying to. 

Mr M. McGowan: Up the temperature, go on! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am sure the temperature will increase as the Premier interjects. Premier? Where is the 
Premier? The question raised by the member for Cannington was in four parts. They were not shocking. They 
did not say to the Premier, “You are corrupt”, much like the Premier used to do. I remember when I used to sit 
on the back bench, basically where the member for Hillarys is now, watching the member for Cottesloe, who 
was then the retiring member for Cottesloe, call no end of members of Parliament corrupt, based on nothing. 
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Indeed, one of those members ended up supporting his government for nearly five years. When questions were 
quite properly raised by the member for Cannington, the relevant shadow minister, about whether there was any 
link between the purchase of property at Elizabeth Quay and the amendment of the state agreement act to allow 
access to more of an A-class reserve, I think the response from the Premier actually made this a political and 
public issue. When the member for Cannington said he wanted to raise these questions, which were good 
questions to be raised, I dare say the Premier could have said, “Don’t be ridiculous—end of story. You’ve got 
nowhere to go.” The Premier’s response was quite extraordinary and that is what made the matter a political 
issue. In the end, Chevron came out with a statement on Friday in respect of its interpretation of events and, 
again, Chevron focused on one point. The questions raised by the member for Cannington were different 
questions about the appropriateness of having that conversation. The Premier knows that it is not a good look to 
have had that conversation at the same time as talking about a potentially controversial issue of amending a state 
agreement act to allow access to more of an A-class reserve, and I think that explains to a certain extent the 
Premier’s overheated reaction. We have to remember that Chevron had thought that this would be a lengthy and 
controversial process. We should not forget that. The Premier said Chevron was of the view that providing 
access to more of the A-class reserve was going to be a long and controversial process. Chevron had that 
psychology in mind when it was having that conversation with the Premier and the Premier asked how Elizabeth 
Quay was going and said that the issue around Elizabeth Quay needed to be resolved. Quite rightly, questions 
were raised about that. I think the Premier’s reaction made this matter more of a political issue than it otherwise 
would have been. Those questions raised by the member for Cannington were primarily about what discussions 
occurred and whether any discussions about the additional land at Barrow Island occurred at the same time as 
discussions about Elizabeth Quay. I think, looking at the Premier’s responses in Hansard, that that is the 
question that raised his ire. Maybe there is an element of the Premier’s own mortality.  

An opposition member: Political mortality. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am referring to political mortality. I am not suggesting that the Premier keel over and die! 
We have discussed the issue of Barrow Island. The Leader of the Opposition talked about his travels there as the 
relevant minister at the time; I have travelled to Barrow Island and I am sure many members have travelled 
there. I travelled there and I travelled to the Abrolhos Islands and other islands up and down Western Australia 
and I think island histories and the culture of Western Australia get us talking about these things. In April this 
year I was a couple of hundred kilometres north east of Wiluna. 

Point of Order 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I refer to standing order 198, and particularly footnote 100, which states that third reading 
debates are to stick to the content of the bill and are not wide debates like second reading debates. I think north 
east of Wiluna is getting a bit too far away from Barrow Island. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Member for Victoria Park, I remind you that this is a third 
reading speech. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: A couple of hundred kilometres north east of Wiluna is where the animals were taken from 
Barrow Island and placed. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I have agreed with the Premier’s point of order and I 
would like to bring you back to the subject of the actual bill. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is where the animals from Barrow Island were placed. I am not sure how more relevant 
we can get to the direct heart of the debate. The Leader of the Opposition and the member for Cannington talked 
at length about environmental offsets and some of the requirements under that original state agreement act. 
Obviously people, including the Premier, forgot where those animals were taken, which was to a fenced area 
near Wiluna. The Premier obviously did not know about that. I was there just before the Minister for 
Environment went there after he was appointed.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: I’ve been there. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Cannington has been there as well. I was going to spend some time 
reflecting on that, but it would seem that the Premier is in no mood for a broader debate regarding his own 
political mortality. I was going to spend some time reflecting on the Montebello Islands, but I dare say the 
Premier will take a point of order in that regard, so I will return to what I intended to say. 

Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Why don’t you make a contribution? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I look forward to the member for Forrestfield standing up! He will, and he will have that 
massive fake $50 cheque that must have gone down very well in Forrestfield. It was a very generous $50 given 
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by the member for Forrestfield. I kid members not, the cheque probably extended from me to where the member 
for Forrestfield is sitting! 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Forrestfield’s support for McHappy Day is not really relevant to Barrow 
Island. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have been given a guideline about third reading debates by the Clerk. It states — 

At this stage the bill can be reviewed in its final form after the shaping it may have received at the detail 
stage. When debate takes place, it is confined strictly to the contents of the bill, and is not as wide-
ranging as the second reading debate. When a bill has been read a third time, it has passed the House. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I will respond to interjections as they occur, of course — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Perhaps if you could direct your comments to me. 

Mr B.S. WYATT:  — but I will no longer reflect on the member for Forrestfield’s lack of support for McHappy 
Day.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I return to the comments made by the Premier during that heated second reading response on 
the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. I think the point made by the member for Cannington was quite right; I 
went on the Chevron website to see the statement it put out when the member for Cottesloe accused 
ChevronTexaco of behaving inappropriately as a major international company. The current Premier said in the 
Parliament at the time, when reflecting on a meeting he had with Chevron — 

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

That is what the then Leader of the Opposition—the current Premier—said. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did I use the word “corrupt”?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Well, yes, the Premier did. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier did. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. Find the reference.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I again refer—responding to the interjection from the Premier—to Hansard of 
16 October 2003. He was talking about the Argyle Diamond project and said — 

That was the corrupt act. 

The then Leader of the Opposition went on to say — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Obviously, Mr Acting Speaker, the rules have now changed, so I dare say I can wander far 
and wide. If you are going to call me to order, perhaps you can also call the Premier to order for some of those 
interjections. What the Premier said — 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I will ask you to direct your comments to me. We are 
actually looking forward to listening to the document that you were quoting.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is not a document; it is Hansard. Hansard records what the now Premier said during 
consideration in detail.  

Mr N.W. Morton interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think the member for Forrestfield has some birthday cards he needs to go and sign; he is 
way out of his depth on this one! The then Leader of the Opposition said, “That was a corrupt act.” 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What was corrupt? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: As I said, when referring to the Argyle Diamond project, the then Leader of the Opposition 
said, “That was a corrupt act.” The then Leader of the Opposition went on to say, referring to the Barrow Island 
state agreement act — 

It is not to the same scale, but it is exactly the same as Northern Mining and Argyle Diamond. 
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When the Premier says that one thing is corrupt, and he says that is the same as that, then he is calling that 
corrupt too. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Cannington did not go anywhere near as far as saying that during the 
questions he put last week—nowhere near as far as that! The Premier can say, “I never said it; I never said it” — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I didn’t.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: — but this is the problem with Hansard—it stays around; we can search and check. But the 
then Leader of the Opposition, the now Premier, came into this place and admitted, “Well, not only was it a 
corrupt act, but I have since gone out and met with ChevronTexaco and I’ve berated them for doing the deal. 
I’ve told them off! I, as the member for Cottesloe, know all these things. I told Chevron they should not be doing 
this; that is not the way for an international company to behave.” He berated it, and then came into this place and 
said, “You’re compromised, ChevronTexaco.” I am assuming the Premier said Chevron was compromised 
because it had participated in a corrupt act. I am assuming that is what the Premier said. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I never at any stage, either in this house or outside the Parliament, said Chevron 
participated in a corrupt act, and I ask the member for Victoria Park to withdraw that.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, you did! You did!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Never. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, I will quote the Premier.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park — 

Mr P. Papalia: On the point of order.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes, further to the point of order — 

Mr P. Papalia: I just wanted to hear you say it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The Premier has asked you to withdraw what you said, which was that what 
Chevron did was corrupt, or was a corrupt act.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Okay. The Premier can ask me to withdraw what he does not like; so be it—he can ask away. 
But when the Premier drew the link with Argyle Diamond, he said—I am being true to the Premier’s words—
that this is corrupt and that “ChevronTexaco is compromised by this”. I am not sure what else I can do if I am 
simply going to use the Premier’s words. I do not think there is any problem with that; it is just reflecting what 
the then Leader of the Opposition said during the consideration in detail stage of the state agreement act on 16 
October 2003.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr B.S. WYATT: But, as I said, the then Leader of the Opposition berated Chevron. He obviously met with 
people from Chevron and told them.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not berate them. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier did. The then Leader of the Opposition stated — 

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

That is what the then Leader of the Opposition, who is now Premier, said. As I said, someone who has not 
actually been involved in international business was berating one of world’s largest oil and gas companies about 
how it behaved in international business, because God forbid that a large oil and gas company should enter into 
an agreement with the elected government of Western Australia! What an outrageous thing for it to have done! 
That is what the Premier was saying. He went on to say — 

I am ashamed of what has happened with this project … 

Not only did he berate ChevronTexaco, but also he was ashamed about the whole idea of the project on Barrow 
Island; a project that, of course, ultimately the Premier never sought to change once he became the leader of the 
state. 
I was going to speak only briefly, but the Premier’s interjections inevitably keep these things going. I conclude 
with some comments that the Leader of the Opposition and I made in the second reading debate about the 
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$100 million that was promised by the then Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd. The Premier will say, “Well, we never 
saw it.” As I outlined in some detail last week, it was $100 million a year when revenue started flowing from 
Gorgon. As the Leader of the Opposition said, it is a long way off, I dare say, before revenue to the federal 
government starts flowing as a result of the exploitation of the Gorgon gas field. The Premier wrote to the then 
Prime Minister of the former Labor government, which was either Prime Minister Rudd or Gillard, and asked 
that government to make down payments by bringing the money forward. There were infrastructure pressures 
and the state government wanted to bring that money forward and offset it for when the revenue started rolling 
in. The Premier and the Treasurer made great political hay of the fact that the then federal Labor government did 
not support the proposition put by the Premier. Last week I asked the Premier whether he had written to Tony 
Abbott, and he said, “No, no, no; that $100 million is no longer up. We are not interested in that anymore; it no 
longer exists.” He has walked away from $100 million a year. Remember, members, the deal was that the 
$100 million would be exempt from consideration by the Commonwealth Grants Commission, which is the 
equivalent of, effectively, $250 million.  

Ms R. Saffioti: More than the future fund returns.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is more than the future fund returns. 

The Premier said that no longer exists, and I am stunned that the government would walk away from one of the 
biggest returns we could probably get. One of the greatest challenges that states face—the Leader of the 
Opposition outlined this—is how to get a fair return for the exploitation of gas reserves offshore. I have 
previously made some comments about Browse, and that is perhaps one of the big questions we had in not only 
Western Australia, but also Queensland and the other states. It is a big issue. There is a lot of expense for not 
necessarily a lot of revenue. The $100 million flowing from Gorgon which was committed to by the former 
federal Labor government but which has now been abandoned is a missed opportunity.  

I think the member for Cannington raised very legitimate questions last week; in fact, it could have sailed 
unnoticed, I dare say, had the Premier responded as I must admit I expected him to—by simply waving it off. 
The Premier’s reaction is what generated the political heat for and activity on this issue.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: So that’s why you misled the media. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Who misled the media? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You did. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s rubbish! What a load of rubbish!  
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Acting Speaker — 

Mr M. McGowan: Where’s the misleading of the media? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We cannot argue with him! 

Labor is very proud of the exploitation of Gorgon and of Barrow Island. It is something that all Western 
Australians should be proud of. It is not something that every Western Australian will be able to go and visit 
because of the nature of where it is and how difficult it is to get there, but it is a quite extraordinary project due 
to the revenue it will generate for Australians. It will, I think, be perhaps one of the great investments in Western 
Australia’s history.  

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [4.19 pm]: I rise to make a third reading contribution to the debate on the 
Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. I begin by perhaps helping the Premier put into context some of the 
feelings he had around this project back in the early 2000s. An issue that has not yet been spoken of in our 
deliberations surrounds the role of Shell, one of the three partners in the Gorgon project at the time. Shell had a 
substantial stake in the project. It is worth noting that Shell got itself into serious difficulties with this project 
because it claimed that it had reserves that it did not have. The project had not received approval and it was not 
in a position to meet the standards — 

Point of Order 

Mr M.H. TAYLOR: Mr Acting Speaker, you have already ruled on relevance in relation to the content of the 
bill. I ask that you bring the speaker back to the actual content of the bill.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Perhaps more than usual in a third reading debate, we have strayed off the bill a bit, 
so I ask the member for Gosnells to come back to the bill.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I was trying to put into context some of the comments the Premier made about the 
Gorgon project when it was first discussed in this place. It is important that we recognise that major projects are 
not without controversy at different stages. There was enormous controversy over Shell’s involvement in the 
project. The chairman at the time, Sir Philip Watts, was required to resign very quickly because the company lost 
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about £3 billion on its share price when the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission found that the Gorgon 
reserves that Shell was putting forward to its shareholders as being reserves that the company had a legitimate 
claim to were not at a stage at which it had a right to do that. I think that might have influenced the Premier when 
he was speaking about this bill in the past. It could have inflamed debate. Obviously, I was not here at the time 
so I do not know to what extent. 

Last night I was at the Chevron launch of a major offset contribution that surrounds this project. This is core to 
the discussion we had over the past week. We want to see substantial environmental offsets from a major project 
like this. It is recognised by the company as being the right thing to do and it is recognised by the people of 
Western Australia that we should have substantial good quality environmental offsets when a company is set to 
make so much money out of a project that has such a high level of investment. Last night’s launch was of an 
exhibition put on by Chevron known as Big Bugs of Barrow Island, and the book The Terrestrial Invertebrate 
Fauna of Barrow Island. It was a splendid occasion. It is fascinating to contemplate that when the initial 
environmental work began on this project, very little was known about the invertebrates—the insects—of the 
island. There was a general understanding that there would be something unique about them because of the 
isolation factors that I spoke about in my speech on the second reading. Last night the company announced that 
it has acquired knowledge that a staggering 2 397 insect species have been identified on the island so far. These 
have been documented.  

Last night the general manager of Gorgon, Colin Beckett, launched the exhibition. He handed over to Professor 
Jonathan Majer, an invertebrate conservation expert based at Curtin University. I thought Professor Majer made 
an interesting comment. He said that during the campaign around this project, there was discussion that Barrow 
Island was Australia’s Galapagos Islands but he contested that idea. My recollection is that during the campaign 
the word was that Barrow Island was our ark because of the fact that we mentioned earlier about the number of 
animals that have been safe from feral predators and because of the 10 000 or so years of isolation from the 
mainland. He contested the use of the notion that it is a Galapagos. He said, quite rightly, that the Galapagos 
Islands are infested by weeds. That changes the whole ecology. That can have an impact on the fauna, as weeds 
compete with other flora species. Barrow Island is in a much purer state. As fascinating as the Galapagos are in 
terms of evolutionary history, Barrow Island has an even more unique role when we look at that ark side of 
things—the preservation of what was once there. Professor Majer made that point. To my knowledge, at the 
moment Barrow Island still has some weed species. The quarantine procedures, which I will come back to in a 
little more detail, are designed to keep out further weed-type incursions. There is buffel grass on the island. 
Members of this place might look fondly upon buffel grass as a livestock fodder in station country. It has its role 
to play. There were times when the Department of Agriculture and Food was commissioned to throw out buffel 
grass and to seed the rangelands with this stuff. In a place like Barrow Island, it is a weed. There is an attempt to 
get on top of it but once it has been introduced, it is very hard to get on top of. That was an interesting comment 
by Professor Jonathan Majer.  

The Chief Scientist of Western Australia, Professor Lyn Beazley, also spoke. She pointed out her association 
with the project. She talked about when she first became aware of the project and how she heard and learnt about 
it. Then she handed over to Dr Harry Butler. As many of us know, Dr Butler has a very long history with Barrow 
Island, going back to the West Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd days, and, as I mentioned in my speech on the 
second reading, to his documentary series In the Wild with Harry Butler. One of the most interesting things that 
Dr Butler said when he talked briefly about the ecology of the island was when he finished his remarks with the 
plea that we all continue to care about Barrow Island. I saw how that resonated with all those Chevron workers 
and employees who were at the QV.1 building last night.  

It was very timely that this exhibition was launched last night. I thought it was perfect timing, in fact, given that I 
could make special note of it in this third reading speech and really acknowledge the company’s work. I note that 
the exhibition will stay at the foot of the QV.1 building until 22 November. It is open to the public. There are 
interactive displays. We are talking about very tiny invertebrates that are sometimes only millimetres in size, yet 
the quality of the photography was excellent. The photographers use the very latest equipment for photographing 
very small organisms; they were almost microscopic in some cases. We really get to see the amazing detail of 
animals that we would not normally notice, let alone consider. That was fascinating. I also note the contribution 
of the Western Australian Museum and its CEO, Mr Alec Coles, who also spoke at the launch last night. That is 
an indication of the quality of things going on there. I also want to acknowledge the work of one of the principal 
photographers, Ms Pia Scanlon, who I think is based in the Department of Agriculture and Food.  

When we are talking about Barrow Island, the Department of Agriculture and Food has an involvement in the 
biosecurity area. It is all about understanding the biosecurity implications of what we are doing on Barrow 
Island. I mentioned earlier the need for us to really consider the offset potential with this project and my 
disappointment that yet again the Minister for Environment is not in the chamber. This is one of the biggest 
environmental issues that the state is facing in terms of the significance of the location and the potential for it to 
drive other environmental benefits. As has been said, the minister has been out to Lorna Glen Station and seen 
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some of the animals that were translocated from Barrow Island to the sanctuary on Lorna Glen Station. There are 
huge implications for the environment portfolio, not least of which is the biosecurity aspect.  

I refer to the environmental offsets. The real threats with this project were not the footprint and the additional 
32 hectares; losing parts of the terrestrial flora and environmental values of the area were lower order risks that 
went with the project. What was really at risk was the potential for quarantine breaches to occur. Big risks were 
also associated with the dredging exercise and the CO2 aspect of the project, but the biggest risk was always the 
quarantine risk. This project has the very highest of quarantine maintenance standards and a whole process has 
been put in place. Last night’s discussion involved talking to scientists in this area. It is fantastic that we have a 
framework and a set of principles and protocols that can be used to deal with a transitory workforce of 4 000 to 
5 000 people coming onto the island. We have made sure that people are educated on the implications of the 
environmental value of the island so that they adhere to the procedures that limit the chance of exotic grass 
species getting on the island. There is already buffel grass on the island, but we need to make sure that nothing 
else gets there. Similarly, vertebrate and invertebrate species should not get on the island. We need to make sure 
that a tiny insect does not get there in the bag of someone working a fly in, fly out shift on the island. A system is 
in place so that a worker with specialist skills for doing a particular job who is needed for only a matter of days 
is inducted through a process that helps them understand the significance of taking on the responsibility to act in 
a way that does not compromise the importance of the island. I am getting to the issue that the biggest offset, 
potentially, is one that we can still develop further—that is, the biosecurity principles.  

Chevron has summarised the biosecurity principles that have been established in a document titled, “Quarantine 
Expert Panel: Terms of Reference”. The panel at the time was chaired by Dr Roy Green. Some of the panellists 
are leading scientists whose names would be familiar to some members. For example, Dr Andrew Burbidge, one 
of Western Australia’s leading fauna experts, was formerly employed by the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management and Department of Environment and Conservation and is now recognised as a leading 
consultant. The panellists who still work for the Department of Parks and Wildlife include Dr Peter Kendrick; 
Mr Russell Lagdon, the Chevron general manager of environment; and Mr Johann van de Merwe. People of that 
order really understand the significance of the system that they have developed to protect the island from 
quarantine breaches. There is a concern that we could lose this good work and we are looking for somewhere 
else it can be applied. Here is the opportunity; we are looking for an offset. In this case, an offset is justified 
because the company has asked for an extra 32 hectares.  

How can we roll out this biosecurity practice that has been established? In discussion last night with experts 
from Chevron and associated academic institutes, universities and other organisations, I learned that the common 
view is that much of Western Australia’s ecology is at stake because of biosecurity threats. We can understand 
that quite readily when we think about losses in agriculture because they are very easy to quantify. We can easily 
measure the impact of a starling invasion on wheat crops or on viticulture. There is an exciting potential for this 
knowledge from the Gorgon project to be used on the mainland, but there is a fear that it will not happen. That 
biosecurity practice could very well be applied elsewhere.  

Members would be aware of the work led by Dr Syd Shea on the Peron Peninsula when he was head of the 
former Department of Conservation and Land Management. A very good feral-proof, predator-proof fence was 
built around part of Shark Bay and the area was cleared of goats, foxes and cats so that the Peron Peninsula 
could become something of an ark and a sanctuary for native species. We could apply these same quarantine 
principles that Chevron has developed in other areas of the state to great effect. My plea is that we consider the 
protocols that have been developed and use them more widely. We should not just say, “Well, it’s been 
successful in keeping away animals such as rats and mice from Barrow Island over the course of the construction 
phase of the Gorgon project, but once that project is done, we will just level that knowledge and let it dissipate.” 
That would be a great shame. We need to roll it out further. That is important because much of the system that 
has been established is about continuous improvement. We are always looking to see what the general standard 
is and to build upon that. We need other projects with which to make the comparisons so that we can develop it 
into the future.  

One of the key elements of the quarantine expert panel’s work is the development and implementation of the 
terrestrial and marine quarantine management system to prevent the introduction of non–Indigenous terrestrial 
species and marine pests to Barrow Island through all proposal-attributable introduction pathways. The panel 
wanted to determine the location of the pathways and that was a very effective way to protect the island. Major 
components for the project have had to come in from overseas. I recognise the debate about the extent of work 
that was done overseas, and I am certainly disappointed by the amount of work that was done overseas. 
Components that came in had to go to the Australian Marine Complex at Henderson and all sorts of processes 
were in place to wrap the equipment so that it would arrive at Barrow Island free of contaminants. Pathways 
were used to ensure that there was not an incursion, which makes perfect sense. We had to go through the very 
rigorous and methodical process of looking at all those pathways.  
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Another part of the quarantine expert panel’s work was to detect non–Indigenous terrestrial species and marine 
pests and any environmental change caused by their presence. This led to the interesting idea of blocking all the 
pathways while recognising that there was still the potential for something to get on the island and to monitor the 
changes. What sorts of things could be seen? I know from talking to people who have worked on the island that a 
tomato plant was found near a septic tank area. Things from a kitchen can literally get through the system and 
emerge in the environment. Observation is needed to detect environmental change and is also part of a good 
quarantine process.  

Control and eradication measures involve detecting something and eradicating it. I note the earlier discussion on 
sea squirts. It would be very difficult if sea squirts were found to have come in on vessels and needed to be 
removed. I talked to one expert last night who suggested that perhaps the sea squirts were already coming in.  

We are seeing changes in water temperature with the strength of the Leeuwin current these days. Dramatic 
environmental changes are occurring for other reasons, and it is sometimes difficult to attribute a particular cause 
for a problem. 

The quarantine expert panel is doing a lot of work about improvements to effectiveness—that is, the continuous 
improvement side of things. The panel is looking at biological baselines and survey work. It is looking at the 
sources. It is constantly tracking around, looking overseas, looking at where materials are coming from, and even 
looking at where workers are coming from to see where things that may eventually come on to the island could 
have come from. There is also all the auditing of the effectiveness. There is then a review and recommended 
quarantine study. The final point on Dr Green’s checklist was to look at any other quarantine matters as 
requested by the proponent or the minister. Again I say it is a shame that the Minister for Environment is not 
here to advise us whether there have been any other issues that the minister has involved himself in, taken an 
interest in and directed the quarantine expert panel to look at. That would be interesting information to have. In 
the absence of that knowledge, we can say only that the system in place has proved itself so far. I think that is 
valuable. We want to see it rolled out further. We do not want to let all that information just dissipate. 

I wanted to say a little bit about other aspects and risks on Barrow Island. I note that in the last week or so the 
island had a lightning strike. One thousand hectares of land were burnt, but recognising that the island is 
crisscrossed with pipelines and there are Lufkin pumps, it was incredibly fortunate that none of that caught fire; I 
think one bit of equipment burnt. However, this is a fire-prone environment, especially at this time of year. There 
have been lightning strikes in the Pilbara, and I know there has been a lightning strike and a fire in Karijini 
National Park. Last night I heard about a fire on Barrow Island. I am concerned that once we have a major LNG 
plant in operation, with three trains, four trains or however many trains, and we have that sort of lightning strike, 
there is a real risk. I am sure that the design of the project has taken great account of that and that the project has 
been designed in such a way that there would not be a disaster, but it is not unheard of for LNG plants to have 
these sorts of problems. 

During the course of debate—I think it was in the Premier’s response to second reading contributions—the 
Premier mentioned a previous gas-to-liquids project that was talked about for the island. My understanding is 
that we will no longer see a gas-to-liquids plant on the island. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That was at a particular moment in time. The technology has moved on. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Right. So gas-to-liquid plants — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It was in the original agreement to allow for that. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, because Shell was proposing that, but the world has moved on. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Right. I also was interested in the discussion to do with geosequestration around the 
original need for the company to be on Barrow Island. I think there was some discussion suggesting that the 
Dupuy saline aquifer was immediately under Barrow Island. My understanding is that it is slightly offshore, just 
to be precise about that point. It is a very interesting project that we have there. We hope that there will be the 
capacity to sequester, I think, about three million tonnes of CO2 a year. That will make it the biggest 
geosequestration project in operation in the world. In previous debates we have heard about other 
geosequestration projects—certainly, the Sleipner project off Norway has about one million tonnes a year of CO2 
sequestered there. I understand it is a similar geological formation, being a saline aquifer, so that will be 
interesting to see as well. 

We have canvassed the things that are at risk, such as the plant species, the various bird species, the various 
terrestrial fauna and the conservation status of those animals. We have also talked about some of the problems 
that have occurred during the construction phase. I am mindful that we have heard about the deaths of animals 
on the island during the course of construction. I think we should hear a little more about that from the Premier. 
If we are nervous about asking the company for offsets, perhaps we should ask the company how many deaths 
have occurred. I gave a figure in my second reading contribution that well over 1 000 spectacled hare-wallabies, 
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I think it was, had been killed. What repercussions have there been from that high death rate, and could it have 
been avoided? 

I can let the Premier know that I will be submitting a question on notice, or he may wish to respond to me now 
about things. My question will be to the Minister for Environment, who I see is still not in the chamber to deal 
with these things or to benefit from the foreshadowing. My question will ask: How many of these deaths were of 
specially protected animals? How has the minister dealt with the death of animals that were listed as threatened 
or vulnerable and thus protected under state and national laws? Have any fines been issued with respect to the 
death of specially protected fauna? My understanding is that we have not done anything about it, but I wonder 
why we have not. Again I say that there was scope to make some broadening of the offsets to include recognition 
of the fact that those deaths have occurred. There is no doubt that when we were going through the approvals 
stage, there was no mention of these large numbers of deaths of particular types of animals. That is something 
that has cropped up since the original offsets package was applied; it is new. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: So what do you recommend the minister should do? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I have outlined extensively, Minister for Mines and Petroleum, that I believe an 
offsets package could be delivered in terms of an extension of the quarantine program. That, to me, would be a 
sensible extension of — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: So that’s what you would do. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: That is something I would certainly look at. I am happy to give the minister further 
advice on how to develop the offsets package, and we can have that as another discussion. But, clearly, there is 
scope for offset work to be done, especially when there is an impact that was not anticipated in the original 
offsets package and something new has emerged. With the 32 hectares of extra land that is being asked for, there 
is further justification for that broadening of the offsets package. 

I also look forward—I have waited, hoping that the environment minister would come into the chamber—to 
hearing from the environment minister what level — 

Ms R. Saffioti: He’s trying to get his $4 million from the Treasurer. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: He does have a budget black hole to deal with—that is true—because he thought that 
he would be able to charge for environmental impact assessments, but he has not made the necessary legislative 
change to do that. So he does have a budgetary problem. But I was hoping to hear from him about the level of 
assessment on the 32 hectares. I was looking forward to getting some clarification of that. Perhaps the Premier 
can tell me. Clearly, it is an issue that would trigger, in my view, the provisions of the Environmental Protection 
Act. When we have an existing project and a bit more land is wanted, it is not an uncommon situation, but there 
is a correct process for dealing with it. At the moment, from what I am seeing and what I am hearing, we are just 
going to carry on as though we are dealing with exactly the same project, when there has been an extension to it. 
There was an opportunity to bring into play a process, which need not have been a lengthy process, but it 
certainly needs to be a public process so that we can canvass the expertise that is out there in the community. 

I would like to conclude my remarks. I support the additional 32 hectares going to Chevron, but with the proviso 
that we really should make sure that we get the best offsets package to go with the additional area being given to 
the company. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [4.50 pm]: I like following the member for Gosnells because he always gives 
such a polite contribution to Parliament while also being very insightful. His knowledge of the environment is 
second to none. It was quite fortuitous that last night he attended a function that considered some of the 
significant environmental benefits delivered through the original Gorgon agreement.  

I rise at the third reading stage to again support the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. The bill seeks to 
extend the project’s footprint by about 32 hectares. Today we have heard that no new environmental offsets are 
part of the agreement. The member for Gosnells highlighted the fact that some of the quarantine arrangements 
could be looked into. This project is supported by Labor; indeed, it was initiated by Labor. There has always 
been gas there—former governments looked at it—but it was Labor that opened the door in 2001 to use Barrow 
Island as the site for processing gas. Geoff Gallop, the Premier at the time, and Clive Brown, the Minister for 
State Development, took a recommendation to cabinet that Barrow Island not be excluded from discussions 
about a site for processing gas. In addition, they established what I think everyone would agree is one of the 
most thorough processes in this state to consider environmental conditions and safeguards. In 2003, Labor 
brought a bill to this place to facilitate the Gorgon project.  

As the member for Cannington said, Labor supports jobs. One of the key reasons that we brought the Barrow 
Island legislation before Parliament was the project’s capacity for significant job creation. The figures are varied, 
but the second reading speech states that currently there are 6 000 jobs in construction and up to 10 000 jobs 
across the nation. Of course, there are challenges in trying to ensure that we maximise local content. The 
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member for Cockburn will probably make more comments about that. Those challenges are real and we need to 
do better to ensure that Western Australian companies are able to participate. We understand that this is a 
globalised business and that it is a very competitive place to do business but we need to do better to ensure that 
particularly small to medium-sized manufacturing companies—high-end manufacturing companies can 
participate at the appropriate time—are able to participate. Labor introduced legislation to improve the 
transparency of the process, but it was rejected by the government. We all acknowledge that we need to do better 
to maximise local job opportunities.  

As we have discussed, the original agreement contained significant environmental offsets. Like other members 
in this place, I have had an opportunity to visit Barrow Island. It is, in a sense, an ark in its purest form, with 
perenties, flatback turtles and other animals living on the island. The environment is amazing, but the island was 
an oil production field for 40 years. It is about trying to balance economic development with protecting the 
environment, and the balance that we struck was right. We need to continue to manage the environment to 
ensure that economic opportunities continue to grow.  

I will mention the royalties issue again. As with so many of these types of projects, WA faces the challenge of 
trying to ensure a return to Western Australian taxpayers. As I recall, an agreement was reached with the federal 
Labor opposition, which then became the federal Labor government, for in-principle support for a Gorgon 
infrastructure fund. A certain percentage of royalties that flowed to the federal government would be put aside 
each year to create the WA infrastructure fund. As I recall, the initial amount was $75 million, growing to 
$100 million. The opportunity to secure that fund is not lost and should be back on the agenda. The project is not 
delivering royalties and will not deliver them for a few years—I am not sure exactly how many.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Ten to 20 years.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Ten to 20 years? The other day the Premier said it was 20 years.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is probably closer to 20.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The government has a massive opportunity to negotiate with the government that it helped to 
install—the Abbott government—to secure royalties for WA, but we have not heard whether the Premier is keen 
to do that. The Barnett government advocated for and cheered on the Abbott-led opposition; now that it has the 
government it wants in Canberra, it has an opportunity to secure a deal, and the infrastructure fund should be 
back on the agenda. If the royalties are not set to flow for a number of years, there is time to sit down and make 
sure that the infrastructure fund for WA is locked in—it is as simple as that. For years we have heard how this 
government got a raw deal from the Rudd and Gillard governments. Now it has an opportunity to fix its so-called 
raw deal and secure a better deal through discussions with the Abbott government. I think both the Rudd and 
Gillard governments gave WA significant infrastructure funding with the Great Eastern Highway upgrades, the 
City Link project and a number of road upgrades throughout Western Australia. I invite the Premier to comment 
on that and to advise us whether the infrastructure fund will be on the table during his discussions with the 
commonwealth.  

I will raise my last point as the shadow Minister for Planning. When the Minister for Planning made his second 
reading contribution, he highlighted the process involved in Chevron’s purchase of the land. I wish the Minister 
for Planning was in the chamber to help me with the time frame. Nothing that was said last week has been 
proven to be wrong. The opposition has not changed the story of what was said or claimed last week. The 
member for Cannington simply asked some significant questions and then the current debate started in the way 
that it did. However, the Premier interjected and created a hostile environment in this place, which he often does. 
He volunteered information that led us all to ask considerable questions about his conduct and the conduct of the 
government. It was his interjections, and his interjections alone, that created the story.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Backtrack! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier cannot help himself. He cannot control himself, and he has never been able to. 
He proved last week and today that he cannot control himself in a public debate, especially one in this place.  

The time frame seems clear. The Minister for Planning said that Chevron approached the government two and a 
half years ago about purchasing land or building an office tower on the Elizabeth Quay site. Then what made us 
all curious, including the media, and I think a number of developers around town, was that in May this year an 
agreement was signed for office space in the QV.1 building. We know that the Minister for Planning then talked 
to the Premier about some issues regarding the Chevron–Elizabeth Quay deal. In August the phone call 
happened when Chevron rang and, thinking it might be quite difficult to get the 32-hectare extension, was 
worried about whether it would be possible. Then that phone call was made. In that same conversation the 
Premier said he supported the extension of the agreement and then the issue of the Elizabeth Quay tower was 
raised. Of course, in September the formal proposal for the Barrow Island agreement change was put to 
government and now we are debating it in this Parliament. No-one is backtracking.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes you are.  
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No-one is backtracking.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: The media backtracked; they corrected it.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: The only person who ever backtracks is the Premier.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Possibly the Premier is backtracking from 2003 when he made some outrageous claims 
about the $3 million environmental offset fund. Other parts of Hansard have been quoted, but let me quote the 
following — 

We in this House who have a little understanding of politics and the timing of elections know that 
this — 

That is the $3 million — 

will be used blatantly by the Labor Government and the Labor Party for self-promotion in a pre-election 
year.  

I put the point, but maybe not so bluntly, to the ChevronTexaco proponents that they have now been 
drawn into a political process because they have allowed themselves to be party to an arrangement like 
this.  

I remember what that arrangement was; it was a $3 million allocation to an environmental fund being 
administered by a department. It was not a $3 million fund for the Labor Party. It was a $3 million fund set up 
through the department by a democratically elected government.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Whoever suggested it went to the Labor Party?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You did.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Did the then Leader of the Opposition honestly think that a $3 million fund set up by a 
department would influence political decision-making? The then Leader of the Opposition said there would be 
political decision-making, which implied that it would not be administered by the department and there would be 
no rules or proper administration of it. The then Leader of the Opposition said, “We all know that a political 
decision will determine how this money will be spent.” He said that a $3 million fund was purely about politics 
and that it would involve political decision-making and that ChevronTexaco had allowed itself to be drawn into a 
political process, and he told them that much. He was outrageous in his comments in 2003 and he is trying to 
walk away from those comments.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I’m not; not at all.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He is trying to walk away from those comments by saying that he did not say those things, 
when it is on the record. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I haven’t said I didn’t say it; it’s on the public record. I haven’t denied it at all. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I mean —  
Mr C.J. Barnett: I haven’t. And I did not deny it last week.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes you did. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier denied it. He denied it today and he denied when the member for 
Cannington —  
Mr C.J. Barnett: I denied using the word “corrupt” because I didn’t use the word “corrupt” in the context of 
Chevron. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: You did; you said that it was exactly the same.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Let us read Hansard yet again. In 2003 the then Leader of the Opposition said, “It was a 
scandal.” And in relation to the $50 million Argyle Diamond project, “That was the corrupt act.”  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That was the start of WA Inc.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He continues — 

If this Bill is passed, on 1 January $3 million will be handed over for the icon project.  
He did not say that it would be put into a fund properly administered by a department; he said “handed over”. He 
continues — 

What is the icon project? I do not know, but it will be announced by Dr Geoff Gallop, Premier of 
Western Australia, in a major publicity event in a pre-election year. That is what this is about. It is not 
to the same scale, but it is exactly the same as Northern Mining and Argyle Diamond.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Exactly the same as a corrupt act.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not say exactly the same as a corrupt act; it is not in the Hansard.  
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Mr W.J. Johnston: You did; you did. That is exactly what you said.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s not in Hansard.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: You can’t be that stupid. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; I’m not that stupid. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, you do not have the floor.  

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr P.T. MILES: The member for Cannington has used an unparliamentary term to the Premier and I ask that he 
withdraw.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I withdraw. He is that stupid.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member, I ask you to withdraw without reservation.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! The member for West Swan has the floor. Let us not have the cross-floor 
banter.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. The then Leader of the Opposition called a particular 
deal corrupt and drew an exact comparison with the $3 million fund. I do not know how many times we need to 
repeat this but that is what he said in Parliament. As we said, he did everything he could to undermine the 
Gorgon project, which was before the Parliament and which he is now taking credit for. He went into Chevron 
Texaco and said, “Do you know you’re being used as political pawns.”  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did I say that?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier said that he was being drawn into a political process. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: When did I say that?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The then Leader of the Opposition said — 

I put the point, but maybe not so bluntly, to the ChevronTexaco proponents that they have now been 
drawn into a political process because they have allowed themselves to be party to an arrangement like 
this.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes they have.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is what he said.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You said I said they were political pawns.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I was paraphrasing. I will quote the Premier again — 

I put the point, but maybe not so bluntly, to the ChevronTexaco proponents that they have now been 
drawn into a political process because they have allowed themselves to be party to an arrangement like 
this.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will say it again —  

... they have now been drawn into a political process.  

He was trying to undermine the project. He did everything he could within some constraints to undermine that 
project. He came in here and said that a $3 million fund—a fund set up through proper administration of 
government—was some sort of political grandstanding and that all it did was give the then Premier some sort of 
pre-election boost. Yet in the past couple of weeks he took part in signing a major agreement, he introduced this 
bill, and he talked about the new tower and this 32-hectare extension in the same conversation. Seriously, the 
Premier volunteered that information.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: Because there was absolutely nothing wrong whatsoever in what he did. He was doing his job 
as Premier and trying to get out of an issue that I had raised with him and it had been going on for some time.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think the Minister for Planning feels partly responsible because he said to the Premier, 
“Hang on; there seems to be some issues with this Elizabeth Quay deal.” I think the minister feels partly 
responsible and that is why he is interjecting.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: I am feeling partly responsible for getting a successful outcome for the project.  
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is not like the Minister for Planning to interject like this. He feels partly responsible 
because he came in here and said “Hang on, there seems to be an issue with this deal.” If he is saying that the 
MRA undertook — 

Point of Order 

Mr M.H. TAYLOR: Point of order, Madam Acting Speaker. 

Mr P.B. Watson: What’s the standing order?  

Mr M.H. TAYLOR: It is standing order 197, footnote 100, member for Albany. We have been quite lenient all 
day; we ask that the third reading — 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member for Albany, you have been told, and you should know 
that there is no interjecting during a point of order. I call you to order for the first time. Actually, I call you for 
the third time.  

Mr M.H. TAYLOR: Members opposite have been asked throughout the afternoon to relate the third reading 
debate to the content of the bill, and that does not seem to be happening much. I ask that they be drawn back to 
the content of the bill.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, that would be a relevant point of order had your minister not interjected. I 
ask the member for West Swan to note what I understand the previous Acting Speaker (Mr I.C. Blayney) drew to 
her attention. 

Ms R. Saffioti: It was not me. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I can draw the member for West Swan to the guideline, which states — 

At this stage the bill can be reviewed in its final form after the shaping it may have received at the detail 
stage. When debate takes place, it is confined strictly to the contents of the bill, and is not as wide-
ranging as the second reading debate. When a bill has been read a third time, it has passed the House. 

Therefore, the debate on this stage is not as wideranging as other stages and the member for West Swan needs to 
keep her comments to the bill. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As the Acting Speaker said, if members want to interject, I will respond to those 
interjections. In summing up, I have another quote by the Premier from 2003 about negotiations between 
Chevron and the government at the time. He said — 

I said to ChevronTexaco Australia … that I am disappointed that it, as a major international company, 
would be party to such an arrangement. I say that now, and I will say it publicly. Members … will run 
out and repeat it. However, ChevronTexaco knows my views on that. It is not the way in which 
international business is conducted. That is the sort of deal that oil companies must do in Third World 
nations; it is not the sort of deal that is done in a First World nation. If the Government wanted to 
negotiate an environmental aspect or royalties, by all means it should have done so. However, it should 
have been up front. It should not have asked for $40 million, almost on the side, to spend pre-election. 
That is what it is about. The Government should not do that. It should not negotiate like that. It should 
deal with a project on its merits.  

So here we are — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That was from the debate about the Barrow Island Bill in 2003.  

Last week we heard that those negotiations about Elizabeth Quay were not going that well, so the Minister for 
Planning approached the Premier. We heard that the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority was totally 
responsible for negotiations—remember, that is what the minister said. If the MRA was totally responsible, why 
did the minister have to raise the issue with the Premier? The minister admitted in this place—he should not have 
spoken in the second reading debate—that there were some issues and he raised them with the Premier. That is 
what he said. On one front he said that all negotiations were being undertaken by the MRA; on the other front, he 
said there were some issues and he had to raise them with the Premier. The Premier used the opportunity of that 
phone call to raise those issues. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: You are implying that Chevron, as well as the government, has acted improperly. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, I am not. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does the minister think it would be inappropriate to say Chevron was involved in a political 
process? Does he think it would be wrong to say that? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: They were certainly not involved in a political process. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does the minister think it would be wrong to say that? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: That they were involved in a political process? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Absolutely; they were not. They have acted entirely properly. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yet in 2003 the current Premier said those sorts of words in relation to this agreement. I did 
not say that; the current Premier said it in 2003. If the minister is so shocked by that, maybe he should have done 
something in 2003. I have not said it. I am only quoting what the Premier said in 2003. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, you do not have the floor. Member for West Swan, can 
you get back to the bill? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister interjected and said that we were making some allegations. All we are doing is 
quoting what was said in 2003.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: If the member for West Swan does not want the minister to interject, she should 
probably not put a question to him; she should bring herself back to the bill. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. 

As we said, we support this bill because we support the jobs and the opportunities that this project creates. We 
created the first agreement. In October 2001, cabinet gave in-principle support for not objecting to the use of 
Barrow Island. In 2003, the bill was given support by the then cabinet, sent for drafting and introduced in this 
place. We support the project. It is a significant and major project on the world economic horizon. It will deliver 
significant revenues to the commonwealth government, and I think we should be at the table trying to secure a 
portion of those royalties for the Western Australian budget and Western Australian taxpayers. Again, we 
support the bill and I conclude my comments. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.15 pm]: I rise to make some brief 
comments about this Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013 because it raises a number of very important issues to 
do with the way we manage such projects. I have not participated in debate on this bill to date, but I am very 
conscious of the fact that this is the third reading debate. I want to reflect upon just three aspects of the debate 
that I observed very closely during the previous week’s sitting.  

First, I particularly want to talk about environmental offsets. If we were contemplating today the first act in 
relation to a mineral or resource development on Barrow Island, I dare say we would conduct ourselves in a very 
different way. Our understanding today of the science associated with Barrow Island and its environmental 
values that drive a lot of those considerations are very much more enhanced, and we probably would not be 
contemplating those sorts of industrial developments on what is an extraordinary piece of real estate. I draw the 
chamber’s attention to the speech given just a short while ago by the member for Gosnells about some of the 
environmental values of Barrow Island. Indeed, he made the comparison with the Galapagos Islands and how 
important Barrow Island is for worldwide environmental heritage. In extending the footprint for this particular 
project by 32 hectares on this extraordinary piece of environmental heritage, it is astounding that we have not 
taken the opportunity to further extend the environmental offsets that relate to this development. During earlier 
debate, the minister confirmed that the extension of the environmental offsets were not part of his discussions 
with the company. I find that an unusual arrangement. The negotiations around such developments are always 
very finely balanced between the public interest associated with protection of the environment and the creation 
of jobs and economic development benefits that come with this project and the other side of the equation—that 
is, the exploitation of resources and the impact that that has on both our physical and living environment. If the 
government of the day says it wants a second bite of the cherry, it is appropriate, is it not, for the government of 
the day to take the opportunity to further extend those environmental benefits? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The voices of those members sitting at the back of the house are coming up to the 
front because of the acoustics. If they want to discuss things, they might want to take themselves outside. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The Premier has confirmed that there are no extra environmental offsets in relation to this bill, 
and that is unusual. My experience of negotiations with mining companies is in the area of native title, and in 
native title, when another opportunity arose to engage with the company to build in the benefits associated with a 
project, we always took it. Many members will be aware that with native title legislation, those leasehold 
arrangements in mining leases that were in play at the time the native title legislation was struck could not be 
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influenced by negotiation. However, if the mining company then required other easements or access to that 
mining lease or there were other aspects that would trigger the native title process, the whole project was back in 
play. We all know that we must support this legislation. The Gorgon development and project is a very important 
project, not only for our economy now, but for generations in the future. We all know that this is important 
legislation to ease through Parliament to ensure that we can keep this process going forward. However, we are 
all, even now, more acutely aware of the environmental impacts associated with this development, and we 
should take the opportunity to ensure that we have extra measures in place so that the impact of this development 
on the environment is reduced further. We should take the opportunity to ensure that those impacts result in 
further public benefit, be it the protection of the environment or other aspects.  

Since the original Barrow Island deal was struck, the mining industry has developed over the past five years or 
so in a way that the member for Cockburn and I find disturbing. I refer to the modularisation of the mining and 
resources industry, which resulted in the export of a range of jobs that we would have otherwise taken for 
granted. When the original Barrow Island deal was struck, there was an understanding about the kind of jobs that 
would eventuate from the project, and the negotiations with the mining companies reflected that. Now that the 
mining company has come back to us and said that it needs further approvals, it is the government’s obligation to 
say, “Look, while we are at it, we have noticed that the number and type of jobs coming from this development 
are significantly lower than we originally envisaged and the company portrayed in the original discussions.” 
Why did the government not go back to the Gorgon joint venturers and talk about the local content issues and the 
sort of jobs generated from this kind of project? The government should ask about this because when it 
originally struck the deal, it was told that there would be this many and this type of jobs, and in the context of 
those discussions that was understood. The government now knows, by the way that this venture has been 
conducted, that a significant number of jobs have been exported—jobs that the government anticipated would 
occur with this project—and it should say that it wants another discussion about that aspect; that is, the 
government wants to have a discussion about the economic benefits to be derived from this project. 

It is not Gorgon’s fault that it has come back to ask for another 32 hectares, although I have heard analysis that it 
could have avoided this if it was not modularising the project as it has. But it is also not the WA government and 
the WA public’s fault that the changes in the resources industry were not anticipated. Roll forward to the current 
circumstances in which the Gorgon partners have come back to ask to renegotiate this deal. The opportunity was 
there for the government to say that it wanted to talk about jobs for Western Australians—jobs that will come 
from this legislation. If the government was wise, it would say that it would take the lessons learned from the 
Labor Party’s Skilled Jobs Bill 2012 and make sure that it utilised the principles in that bill to increase local 
content in this project. Of course, as the Premier has demonstrated in debate on this bill, such discussion did not 
take place. 

Another issue raised by the opposition about this bill—I think it was raised by the member for Gosnells—was 
native title. The question posed is whether the granting of access to this particular 32 hectares of A-class reserve 
is a future act. The Premier replied that his advice was that it was not a future act. Although my understanding of 
native title law is a bit rusty nowadays, I concur with the Premier on that point. He was saying that granting 
access to these 32 hectares does not extinguish native title; it is a suspension of native title. If I understand the 
Premier’s argument correctly, the government is granting leasehold over the 32 hectares of the A-class reserve 
that will revert to A-class reserve once the lease has finished.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: My answer to you was that when the A-class reserve was created, it had the effect of 
extinguishing native title then. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is an interesting point. There is also argument that a conservation reserve can coexist 
with native title and therefore native title is not extinguished. I take the Premier’s point and simply comment that 
the opposition’s understanding concurs with the Premier’s in that it is not a future act—but it may be a 
compensatable act. Another opportunity that may have been missed in the negotiations with Chevron is the 
impacts on the enjoyment of native title as it might exist in terms of a compensatable act through the suspension 
of those native title rights, such as they exist under an A-class reserve title. 

The opposition has also sought some clarification—I think it was raised by the member for Cannington—on the 
reports that land clearing of the 32 hectares has already started. Assurances were sought from the Premier on 
that, and we are grateful for those assurances. It would obviously be quite an improper arrangement. 

The final point is the issue of the discussions that occurred with Gorgon, which resulted in a rather heated 
exchange between various members of Parliament. This turns on the perception of the Premier engaging in a 
discussion with representatives from Chevron about the acquisition of land at Elizabeth Quay at the same time as 
he was discussing the characteristics of and negotiations around this bill. As the Leader of the Opposition said, it 
is one thing to be able to exclude impropriety; it is another to manage the perception of impropriety. I have had 
considerable experience of this in negotiations on native title with resource companies and other proponents. In 
the context of native title, the perception of the discussions that took place between native title parties and 
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proponents was almost more important than the actual discussions themselves. That is because when native title 
parties engage in these discussions and negotiations, they do so on behalf of a group that has invested trust in 
them. There is a positive obligation on the person who engages in these negotiations to do so in a manner that is 
not just proper, but that is so proper, transparent and manages any perception of impropriety that they are very 
difficult, structured and appropriately formal discussions.  

When entering into negotiations with anyone, there are differing levels of obligation and ways to conduct 
oneself. If a small business owner conducts negotiations with another business, and they are the only ones 
injecting capital in the particular company, they have a very low level of obligation because they are only 
negotiating on their own behalf. They are at ease to negotiate the length and breadth of discussions and can 
wander into other discussions; it can be over lunch with a glass of wine if they like. There can be wideranging 
discussions touching on a whole range of issues and no-one is impacted negatively by that. The only obligation 
the small business owner has is to himself or herself as the investor and the owner of that capital and that 
company. The level of obligation for propriety is increased when a representative of a company represents 
investors and shareholders are involved. 

There is a whole new level of obligation around the way representatives of companies conduct themselves to 
ensure that what they do is not only in the shareholders’ interests, but also seen to be so and working in the 
interests of investors in that company. A whole new level of formality applies with that. Some of it is around 
notice to the stock exchange, some of it is around declarations and some of it is around the conduct of formal 
meetings or the availability of the nature of those negotiations. Indeed, there are particular obligations to the 
shareholders of a company to make some of that information available. Public officials and members of the 
executive of the Western Australian government have higher obligations concerning how discussions and 
negotiations are undertaken; they have an obligation to the WA taxpayer. It is simply not good enough to say, 
“Trust me; I am going in there to do the bidding”, and carry on in a manner that is loose and slack in the way 
those discussions are conducted—we have already heard no notes were taken at that meeting. Public officials 
must also not conduct themselves in a manner that could be seen to be or perceived to be possibly giving rise to 
acts of impropriety. In this case the member for Cannington raised the issue of whether it was appropriate for the 
Premier to conduct a conversation about the interests of the WA taxpayer in relation to Elizabeth Quay and this 
company’s access to an extra 32 hectares of A-class reserve on Barrow Island. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: He said a lot more than that. If he had just said that, there wouldn’t have been an issue. He and 
the Leader of the Opposition said far more than that.  

Mr R.H. COOK: But that is essentially the nub of it, is it not? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No. I think if that was all they’d said, you wouldn’t have had a public statement made by 
Chevron last Friday. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I think the public statement by Chevron on Friday was an appropriate response to the public 
debate that was then going on. I think it would have been more proper to have had the discussions separately, 
even though the opportunity may have presented itself to have concluded two discussions that the Premier had to 
have with Chevron. The fact that the discussions occurred together and the fact that the optics were so what the 
Premier would declare wilfully twisted, gives rise to questions around the sorts of obligations upon the Premier 
as a public official. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The question was asked and it was answered, but the accusations then followed.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Government officials often meet with businesses, particularly businesses that move in a fast 
environment and have a much lower obligation in how they conduct themselves, and the temptation is to fall into 
the same sort of fast-flowing discussion and connect different issues up where business interests and advantage 
might exist in a range of discussions. That gives rise to members of the private sector being able to have a range 
of discussions in a very short period of time, and they might be able to connect up those advantages. That 
opportunity does not exist for a public official. That is why we have to constantly remind ourselves that it is not 
just how we conduct ourselves; it is the perception of how we conduct ourselves, and that we do so in a formal 
manner that does not give rise to the sort of unsightly debate that occurred the other day. 

As the opposition, it is our job—as it was that of the current government, the then opposition, in October 2003—
to ask questions, some of the answers to which will be known and some will be hypothetical or rhetorical. But it 
is the obligation of an opposition to ask those questions, and very appropriately so on this occasion. It is our role 
as opposition to closely scrutinise the conduct of government and to ensure that when a negotiated settlement is 
struck, it is free of encumbrances around political obligations or advantage, as the current Premier highlighted in 
2003, or in this particular case, that it is unencumbered or not caught up in other discussions that the business 
might be having with the government. There should be squeaky clean, formal, rigid, documented, transparent 
and accountable discussions. We cannot go in there with loose language; we cannot go in there with 
opportunities to connect up these discussions.  
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Point of Order 

Mr M.H. TAYLOR: Under standing order 197, I ask you, Madam Acting Speaker, to bring the member back to 
the content of the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013, please.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): The point of order is, as I have read to the member for West 
Swan, that the third reading is not a wideranging debate; it is strictly related to the contents of the bill. I draw 
you to the bill and show you that the bill is about the variation to the agreement and schedule 2 to the agreement. 
Therefore, you need to look at what is in the bill to be able to bring your comments into the contents of the bill, 
member. The point of order is understood; it is not a wideranging debate, and so you need to keep it within those 
terms of the bill. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr R.H. COOK: Thank you for your guidance, Madam Acting Speaker. As I said at the beginning of my 
contribution to the third reading debate, I am purposely sticking to the three—although I may have strayed to 
four—specific issues with this bill—namely, the environmental offsets, the native title arrangements and the 
negotiations with the company in this regard. From that point of view, I am reflecting directly upon the second 
reading debate. Indeed, I am grateful for the Premier’s interjections, and from that perspective, I have sought to 
not stray too far from the subject matter and to stick to the very issues about which there was a debate in the 
consideration in detail stage. I conclude my comments in that regard.  

We have to support this bill. Had we been debating this bill at the beginning of the project’s inception, 
understanding the impacts that it has had upon the pristine nature and biodiversity of the environment, would we 
have gone down this path in relation to Barrow Island? I suspect not. Are the native title issues with the 
expansion of the 32 hectares of the leasehold impacted upon? I do not think they are. Has this deal been 
negotiated in an appropriate way? To some extent, we will never know, but we have sought the reassurance of 
the Premier in relation to that; he has given us those reassurances. But I will defend the right of the opposition to 
ask questions, even if those questions are uncomfortable. I will defend the right of the opposition to be able to 
debate these things at length to make sure that the conduct of business of this place by the government on behalf 
of the people of Western Australia is done in an appropriate, legal, transparent and accountable manner. 

I touched upon the fourth issue, which was local content. It strikes me that this is another great opportunity to 
look at the level of engagement of the Western Australian workforce in this development. When this project was 
first embarked upon, we thought it would have been much greater than has been the case. It has now been 
significantly reduced because of the modularisation of its physical elements. Obviously a historic opportunity 
was missed by this government when it did not go to Chevron and say, “We now wish to have a talk about the 
sort of employment outcomes that have occurred as a result of this project.” The Kwinana strip is shared between 
my electorate and that of the member for Cockburn, and we are constantly made aware of the disappearing job 
opportunities for young people with apprenticeships and other such things as we see the industry change. 
Clearly, this would have been a good opportunity for the government as well. We hope to see further outcomes 
with this project so that we can enjoy the benefits of this sort of boom; there are some great benefits to be 
enjoyed, but, goodness me, there are an extraordinary number of costs.  

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [5.39 pm]: I wish to say a few words on the third reading to conclude my 
remarks on the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. The comments that I made during the second reading 
debate related to the reasons Chevron needed 32 hectares in the first place, which, as stated by the Premier in his 
explanation, was because of the need for an extra lay-down area. I then referred to the logistical challenges of 
undertaking the construction of one of the world’s largest industrial projects on an island—an A-class reserve off 
the coast of Western Australia—that requires the sterilisation and sealing of all pieces of equipment taken to that 
island—that is, the sterilisation of every piece of mobile equipment and engineering equipment and the sealing 
of those pieces of equipment that cannot be sterilised internally. That process alone ramps up the cost of doing 
business and constructing a project of that size on an island off the coast of Western Australia. As has been seen 
from the statements made by Chevron and others who wish to jump on the bandwagon of bagging Western 
Australia and Australia, the overall cost of bringing that project to a conclusion has blown out significantly—
over 300 per cent so far.  

The doomsayers and the people who are so quick to criticise doing work in Western Australia or Australia 
immediately point to the Gorgon project as an example of why the oil and gas industry will never invest any 
more money in Australia for further LNG projects because of the poor productivity ethos and the massive cost of 
fabrication and construction costs in Western Australia. They use this project as an example of that. During the 
second reading debate I was trying to bring some rational debate back to this subject by pointing to the logistical 
challenge of undertaking the construction of one of the world’s largest industrial complexes on an island off the 
coast of Western Australia—not any old island but an A-class reserve. Hopefully, I put the points as 
appropriately as I possibly could in the second reading debate. I will not go over them again in the third reading, 
apart from saying that the logistical challenges that Chevron faces, even with the extra 32 hectares that it will get 
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from the passing of this legislation, will still be there. Those problems will still be there and the control of cost 
for this project will still be there. That is why I raised during the second reading debate the issue of why Chevron 
constructed this project on the island in modular form. Most of those modules were constructed, fabricated and 
assembled overseas. Chevron can certainly not point the finger of blame to Western Australian fabrication and 
construction for the blowout in cost because the modules were not made in Western Australia and they were not 
made in Australia; they were made in other parts of the world, primarily in Asia, yet as far as Chevron is 
concerned, the fabrication costs have blown out. This bill will not fix its problems; those problems will continue 
to occur. I believe that the very root cause of the problem comes down to the decision-making by Chevron itself 
about the way it went about this project and the fact that it should have been stick built rather than modular built. 
Stick built would have provided a far smoother logistical supply chain to the island, which would have allowed 
construction in a more timely and appropriate manner. It would almost certainly have provided a lot more work 
for Western Australia and Australia because the projects would have been broken down to a size and a scale to 
which Western Australian companies would have had the capacity to tender for that work. But Chevron made 
that decision and, consequently, it is in the position that it is in, and it then came to the government of the day 
requesting a greater lay-down area to cope with the logistical problems it has on the island and hence we have 
the Barrow Island bill.  

I turn to a couple of other issues that were raised in the second reading debate and that directly relate to the 
Barrow Island — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I bring you back to the fact that the third reading is restricted to the bill. It 
is not a time to reopen or repeat debate on matters you raised in the second reading debate. You need to contain 
yourself to the bill and discuss the clauses of the bill. The debate is restricted. It has been limited to the contents 
of the bill—that is, the matters contained in the clauses and the schedule of the bill. I take you to the fact that the 
bill has a schedule on a variation agreement, just so we are clear about the third reading.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Madam Acting Speaker, with respect, if you can take me to the point where I have drifted 
off — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): You were just going to repeat the issues that you raised in your 
speech on the second reading.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Madam Acting Speaker, I am not challenging the position of the Chair but I would also like 
your guidance to point to where I drifted from the bill. I was dealing particularly with the aspects of the bill, the 
way in which the bill was structured and some of the comments that I had made in the second reading debate 
relating to those aspects of the bill. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: That was my point—not to relate to your speech on the second reading. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I raised the issue of why the bill does not contain clauses relating to environmental offsets. 
This has been raised before in the house. Some of the comments made related to the possible manner in which 
the original Gorgon bill was negotiated with $3 million in environmental offsets. One of the things that we have 
to take into consideration—the Premier certainly did not mention in his interjection the original environmental 
offsets that were initiated by the Gallop government in the original bill—is what the environmental offsets were 
spent on. They were spent on protecting some of the same animals and plant species that exist on Barrow Island 
today. The money was not taken from Gorgon and then put into consolidated revenue or spent on another 
environmental project entirely; it was initiated by way of the environmental offsets provision in the original 
Gorgon bill and used on other offshore islands under the control of the department of environment to help save 
species of animals in the protected vermin-free environment that currently exists on Barrow Island. That is what 
the money was used for. That is directly related to Barrow Island. Is that a good thing? Of course, it is a good 
thing. It ensures that the species that occur on one island and had existed on many of the other islands off the 
coast of Western Australia continue to thrive and possibly inhabit other islands that have been depopulated by 
infestations of feral vermin. That is what the money was used for. That is a good thing. It is not corruption or 
standover tactics. It is not using a leverage of government to extract money out of Chevron. It is encouraging a 
major multinational corporation that wants to do one of the world’s largest industrial projects on an A-class 
reserve—something that Chevron admits it would not be able to do in its home state of California as it certainly 
would not get the approval—to further protect the wildlife on Barrow Island. It is an offset with which Chevron 
has been very proud of being involved.  

I laugh about the fact that in this debate many members have stood and talked about the pristine environment of 
Barrow Island. I do not know how many times members have been to Barrow Island, but it is certainly not 
pristine. It has been used as an oil extraction facility for the past 45 years and it has over 600 nodding donkeys 
on top of wellheads all over the island interconnected by pipelines that criss-cross the island. It is certainly not a 
pristine offshore environment. It is unique because the work done by Chevron and its predecessors, such as West 
Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd, has not interfered with the flora and fauna on the island at all.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not all over the island.  
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: I understand, Premier, that the oil installations are not all over the island, but they are 
certainly over a significant proportion of the island, so it is not a pristine environment by any stretch of the 
imagination. Parts of it are in very, very good condition, but it is a unique situation in that an oil and gas 
company has been able to operate on an island with unique flora and fauna, which has continued to not only exist 
but also thrive under the protections put in place by the oil and gas company to stop feral species coming onto 
Barrow Island. The offset money that came in by way of the original Gorgon bill was to replicate that exercise 
on another offshore island. That is why I question why no-one thought to include in this bill a provision to 
further encourage Chevron to be involved in this type of environmental rescue and saving of species. It was not 
raised with the company and put to it to further enhance the environmental offset fund as part of this request for 
an extra 32 hectares. I think the environmental offset is a good thing. The company certainly thinks it is a good 
thing, and it has achieved great things. That is why we raise the issue.  

I refer to the request for extra land in clause 4 of the bill, which amends the long title of the act to refer to 
332 hectares instead of 300 hectares. There was further discussion about possible offsets to that, which related to 
the Elizabeth Quay debate. The member for Kwinana raised the point—it was also raised earlier during the 
second reading debate and the Premier got quite hot under the collar—about perceptions of why the Premier 
raised the issue of Elizabeth Quay in the same conversation that covered Barrow Island. Hansard shows that 
Elizabeth Quay was raised by the Premier at the same time as the conversation on the need for the extra 
32 hectares for a lay-down area. It is not so much the perception of the general public, because the Premier and 
the Minister for Planning have responded to that issue.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: So has Chevron.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Chevron has also responded to it, and I am glad it has, because it is the perception of 
Chevron that is the issue. All big companies who have issues such as this raised in the one conversation. I do not 
know who from Chevron was at the other end of the phone, but whoever was representing Chevron would have 
had in their head, “What is the Premier saying to me here? I know he’s saying two things to me, but what is he 
saying to me?” I know and the Premier knows that that is how companies operate. When big companies deal 
with governments or other companies that are trying to indicate something to them, they pick up on body 
language, tones of speech and the way in which debate is structured and phrased. The other party in the debate 
would have wondered, “Is the Premier trying to send me a message here, or is he trying to explain something to 
me or is he making a request of me?” They were trying to work it out, possibly, in the meeting. That perception 
may well have been completely finalised by the statement by Chevron.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: The original perception was what the Labor Party put around.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington!  

[Quorum formed.]  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: As soon as I stood up, everyone left!  

As I was saying prior to the quorum being called, the issue is about how other organisations perceive statements 
made in conversations similar to the one to which I referred earlier; the negotiations for land at Elizabeth Quay 
were mentioned in the same conversation as Chevron’s request for the expansion of land on the A-class reserve 
at Barrow Island. Chevron may well have cleared all that up now with the statement it made. Nevertheless, it is 
still quite appropriate for the opposition to raise this issue in the debate on this bill, or at any other opportunity, 
to ensure that the government is aware that we continually look at the way in which it behaves to ensure that it 
does things in an appropriate and proper manner. From all the criticism from the government, it appears that as 
soon as we raise any issue such as this, this type of behaviour can be done only by the Labor Party; it is never a 
Liberal government or a Liberal–National government. That sort of impropriety can only ever be done by Labor.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Before the dinner break I was addressing clause 4 of the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 
2013 in my contribution to the third reading debate and speaking about the request by Chevron for an extra 
32 hectares. Clause 4 deals with replacing the figure “300” in the Barrow Island Act 2003 with “332”. I also 
addressed why the bill contains no offsets clause, as was contained in the original Barrow Island Act 2003. There 
were also discussions around the expansion of the A-class reserve footprint from 300 hectares to 332 hectares 
and about the perceptions built around that request. I concluded by saying that that matter might now have been 
cleared up to a certain extent. Nevertheless, it is something that the opposition has every right to raise because, 
whenever there are conversations between not only the Premier and companies that are seeking benefits from the 
state in the way that Chevron is, but also ministers and these companies, the perception may be that a trade-off 
could be taking place on another issue. That is the perception, no matter what the Premier says about this issue 
being raised only by way of an aside.  
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I have been going back through Hansard to read the debate in this house on the original bill, which clearly was 
feisty, to understand what could have been perceived. I started off my contribution to the second reading debate 
by saying that politics sometimes has on ironic flavour and that things come back to haunt members when they 
have said one thing and then done another. I think we have all been caught by that. I think the Premier has even 
caught me saying one thing in government and the opposite in opposition. Therein probably lies some of the 
hallmarks of politics; members sometimes have to float with the flavour of the day to make their point either in 
here or outside the house to members of the general public. That is not to say that they should deliberately go 
about doing that or misleading people, but it does provide us with an opportunity to point out those issues with a 
bill such as this, and particularly with clause 4. I pointed out to the Premier that some of the things he said during 
the debate on the original Barrow Island Bill 2003 and subsequently about the way in which the government of 
the day handled the discussions with Chevron—the offsets that were put in place, which I have referred to 
already, and the whole concept of the construction of LNG infrastructure on Barrow Island itself—showed that 
he was strongly opposed to those things. The Premier did not show that opposition in the way in which he voted, 
but he certainly showed it both inside and outside the house by way of comment. He was strongly opposed to it 
and certainly had different ideas on state development for LNG and where the Chevron LNG plant should be 
located. Yet, ironically, the person who was opposing it then and had other ideas about where the plant should be 
located is now in the house supporting an expansion of the existing plant on Barrow Island. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: To be fair, as I said during the debate last week, what I suggested clearly in that speech in 
2003 was that the separation of the CO2 should occur on Barrow Island and be reinjected, if technically possible, 
and that the major LNG plant should be onshore. Had that been done, I suggest it would not be a $53 billion 
project but something well under that.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That could be the case. If my argument is taken to its ultimate conclusion about the logistical 
problems of building a plant like this on an island, then that may well be the case. I have been fairly 
straightforward in pointing out that at the time, the Premier did argue the case for the separation of the CO2 
injection component from the plant itself and that his idea was to have the plant located onshore. The point I am 
making is that regardless of that, that is not what happened, yet the Premier is today seeking an expansion of the 
existing plant. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There would be no record of this, but what I said in this house, to the best of my knowledge, 
was that I was the first person who actually suggested the use of Barrow Island on this project as a minister in 
the Richard Court government. It was laughed at at the time, but Chevron looked at it and developed a case for 
the use of Barrow Island.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I have no idea whether that is right. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is right.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I cannot contradict what the Premier is saying whatsoever. The Premier has now obviously 
put that on the record in Hansard. I assume that what he is saying is absolutely correct.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It was seen as a bit fanciful at the time.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I cannot comment. That is the Premier’s argument. I am referring to the irony that 
sometimes emerges in politics. This is a quote from the Premier in Hansard from 14 September 2004, when he 
said — 

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

Given some of the things that have occurred between the election and today, I suggest that the Premier go back 
and read those words very closely indeed. In particular he should look at the Verve–Synergy merger, which we 
dealt with earlier, and where we are tonight on this Barrow Island Amendment Bill. Our words can come back to 
haunt us! That is a very good quote, Premier.   

Mr C.J. Barnett: I accept your principle, but I do not feel haunted over this bill. You could accuse me of that 
over trading hours, when I was forced to promote a position of the party that was not what I agreed with.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: There are quite a few things, Premier. It is a fantastic quote from 14 September 2004. I will 
bring it out regularly from hereon for the rest of his government! I now look forward to the contribution of the 
member for Willagee. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee.   

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [7.08 am]: Thank you, Mr Speaker; I think this is the first time I have spoken 
when you have been in the chair. 

The SPEAKER: There is a first time for everything, member for Willagee.  

Mr P.C. TINLEY: I hope it will not be the last time. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: I hope you are not suggesting that the Speaker does not sit in the chair enough!  

Mr P.C. TINLEY: What is the Premier suggesting? My goodness!  

I will be the last speaker from this side of the house on the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013. I certainly will 
not dwell on my contribution to the second reading debate, as uneventful as it was, but there was something I 
omitted from that contribution that I wanted to touch on tonight. I might have been out of the house when the 
Premier responded to this, so I am more than happy to receive an interjection. One thing that occurred to me 
when we looked at the amendment in this bill to add 32 hectares was the role of the traditional owners of Barrow 
Island. It is my understanding, according to the advice of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet—I thank 
the Premier for that—that native title was considered to have been extinguished due to past acts, including the 
grant of the A-class reserve in 1908; the vesting in 1986 of that reserve in the then National Parks and Nature 
Conservation Authority, subject to section 33 of the Land Act 1933; and the grant of a petroleum lease to 
Western Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd, subject to the repealed Petroleum Act 1936 and its subsequent renewal in 
1988 under section 134A of the Petroleum Act 1967. Those three actions served to extinguish native title, along 
with the fact that a majority of the full court of the High Court of Australia held that any native title right or 
interest to hunt or gather over land in a nature reserve created before 1975—the year the Racial Discrimination 
Act came into operation—was extinguished. That is interesting, but I do not for a moment doubt the 
government’s legal advice in relation to native title claimants. 

I note that that did not extend to the Kuruma Marthudunera people who, through the Yamatji Marlpa Aboriginal 
Corporation, on 24 June 2010, signed an agreement for the future construction of a domestic gas pipeline from 
Barrow Island through their native title claim area. It is my understanding that their claim area extended four 
kilometres from the coast, and I am wondering how they were catered for, because I understand that native title 
extends four kilometres into the sea. I thought it was a bit odd; through the passing of this legislation, there will 
be many opportunities, as other members have mentioned, for the government to revisit a range of things under 
the state agreement in relation to anything from local content to native title, but that does not seem to have been 
extended in this case. 

Nonetheless, Chevron has shown great sensitivity in dealing with the traditional owners of the land. In April 
2004, it undertook its own cultural heritage assessment and published its findings in a document titled, 
“Technical Appendix E1 Cultural Heritage Assessment and Management Plan — Proposed Gorgon 
Development, Pilbara, North–Western Australia”. It is quite a detailed and voluminous document in relation to 
both native and European heritage, and other users of the island. Under the heading “4.4 Conclusions”, the 
document states — 

It is clear from the above assessment that Barrow Island and other islands in the immediate region like 
the Montebello’s and Lowendal’s hold an unusual place in the pre-history and history of Western 
Australia. While some cultural heritage assessments have been undertaken on Barrow Island and 
mainland pipeline route it is concluded that additional site specific cultural heritage studies are required 
to identify cultural heritage sites that may exist within the development.  

The major conclusions of the assessment are: 

1. Three Indigenous communities (Yabburara/Mardudhunera, Kurama Marthudunera and Thanlanyji) 
have expressed an interest and need to be consulted in relation to cultural heritage management 
within the proposed Gorgon Development. This consultation may include inspection of the 
proposed development on Barrow Island and on the mainland. 

2. That at present: 

a) Two identified cultural heritage sites may be impacted on Barrow Island by the proposed 
Flacourt Bay Feed Gas Pipeline Option (see Map 41). 

b) Four identified cultural heritage sites may be impacted on the mainland (see Map 4-1). 

3. Owing to the low level of formal investigation, prior to construction all proposed ground 
disturbance areas including the seabed should be systematically surveyed for Indigenous, 
historical and maritime cultural heritage. 

I will not go on, but the point I am making is that there was very clear evidence, from Chevron’s own report, of 
Indigenous involvement in and around the islands and their waters for traditional purposes, and it also identified 
on an attached map several cultural heritage sites. Chevron is to be applauded in this instance for the sensitivity 
with which it went about consulting and conferring with the traditional owners of the land, when it did not 
necessarily have to. 

It seems to me that, if we accept the advice, native title was not extinguished but, in fact, this amendment to the 
act will potentially open up any and all possibilities for renegotiation which were not necessarily undertaken or 
acted on. It could have actually invoked a commonwealth “future act”—an act done after 1 January 1994, which 
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affects native title. Even though native title might have been extinguished, I was hopeful that maybe this might 
have been something that could have been acted on. It is something that I omitted from my contribution to the 
second reading debate, and obviously we could not get any detail. I understand the Premier made some 
comments; I may not have been in the house at the time, but I wanted to add something for the record about 
Barrow Island. We have all heard about it being a unique place where native flora and fauna have been able to 
thrive relatively unimpeded by outside influence, while species on many parts of the mainland have become 
extinct. Given that this is amending legislation to the act, there was a potential opportunity to revisit some of the 
local content provisions that I alluded to in my contribution to the second reading debate in relation to how much 
skilled work accrued to the businesses of Western Australia; that appears not to have been taken up in this 
legislation. 

I just wanted to add those comments in relation to the Indigenous owners, and on that note, I will conclude. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [7.17 pm] — in reply: I thank members 
opposite for their support of the Barrow Island Amendment Bill 2013 to allow Chevron and its joint venture 
partners to have access to a further 32 hectares on Barrow Island in addition to the 300 hectares it currently has 
access to. That area of 32 hectares is about 80 acres, which is not a very large amount of land on an island that is 
described as having an area of 200 square kilometres. In fact, of those 32 hectares, 20 hectares will be 
rehabilitated. As I said during the second reading debate last week, I expect that there may be an application for 
further land at some stage in the future relating to the development of a fourth LNG production train; however, I 
expect that that issue is probably at least two years away. In that case, and at that stage, there will potentially be 
another bill along these lines. 

Without retracing the debate of last week, I intend to respond to a few points that were made today. I have to say 
that, from where I was sitting, there was a fair bit of backtracking taking place today on this issue, with 
opposition members trying to reword and re-present what they said last week. I made no secret—in fact, I think I 
voluntarily made the point—of the fact that I received a phone call from Chevron, which I knew was coming, 
seeking to find out whether the government would make available that extra land. It had already been under 
negotiation for some time through the Department of State Development, and I said that yes, in broad principle I 
supported that, and that we would take a submission to cabinet and therefore legislation to Parliament. During 
that conversation, I did raise what seemed to have become something of a sticking point over long-term 
negotiations that had been going on for more than two years about Chevron purchasing two adjacent blocks on 
the Elizabeth Quay development. In no way was I involved in negotiations over Elizabeth Quay. Indeed, as I 
understand, an agreement had basically been reached between the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority and 
Chevron about price and all sorts of other areas, but there was a sticking point. There was a condition relating 
somehow to when construction would commence. It seemed to me to be a fairly minor point, and it had become 
a bit of a sticking point or a barrier to the final conclusion of a negotiation that was basically agreed. I simply 
urged Chevron, if it was able, to try to do what it could to find a middle ground on that aspect, as I urged, 
through the minister, the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority also to be a bit more flexible. This was one tiny 
related condition to the overall purchase, but to suggest that I somehow negotiated or put pressure on Chevron is 
simply false. Again, as I said last week, one of the jobs that a Premier does, and a minister does, is try to 
encourage economic development, whether it be on Barrow Island or the construction of a major new office 
tower on Elizabeth Quay. 

Last week the opposition tried to build a fairytale that there was something improper, perhaps even something 
corrupt, about that. I am going to make a few comments about this. The opposition was assisted by what I could 
describe as some naive or even gullible journalism, in which facts were not checked, and stories were written 
and printed. That is a fact, and I will come back to that. The backtracking occurred today. There is nothing 
wrong with asking a question, but the opposition went a lot further than asking questions. A number of quotes 
were read, principally by the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Cannington. I will read from Hansard 
of Thursday, 14 November 2013. The Leader of the Opposition said — 

What did the Premier say to Chevron in these meetings? Did he link the fact that it would get approval 
for expanding its footprint on Barrow Island with the purchase of land at Elizabeth Quay; and, if it 
purchased that land at Elizabeth Quay, it would be at a price elevated above market price? 

That is a false statement—absolutely false. It is asserting a fact that there was a deal and that they were related; 
that is, “If you give approval on Barrow Island, Chevron will buy the land”, and it also asserted at an elevated 
price because of that. There is no substance to either of those propositions. It was not a fact, it did not happen, 
and there was no relationship to the price. I did not even know what the price was. There was no discussion 
about price and there was no fact as asserted by the opposition. It was a false and misleading representation to 
this Parliament. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Wasn’t that a question, though, Premier? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It’s rubbish. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member may say it is rubbish. It is there in Hansard. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member says it is rubbish. It was significant enough that he made those sorts of 
comments repeatedly in the house last week, and it was written in both The West Australian and The Australian, 
and the stories were wrong—they were wrong. It was that that led to a statement issued by Chevron last Friday. I 
want to read it to the house. This statement was issued publicly to the media by Chevron on Friday, 15 
November 2013. It is a short statement that states, according to my notes — 

“Contrary to assertions made by the WA opposition and reported by some media, negotiations for the 
land at Elizabeth Quay commenced over two years ago and were conducted on behalf of the 
Government by the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority. 

Separately, proceedings to acquire additional land on Barrow commenced six months ago through the 
Department of State Development. 

Any inference the two matters were connected is wrong and is not supported by the facts. At all times 
the negotiations were conducted separately and in an honorable manner by the parties involved. 

The attempts by the WA Opposition and some media to connect the two matters is incorrect and 
disappointing.” 

End of story. Yet the opposition tried to repeat it again today. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: I thought you said we ran away from it. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Cannington can giggle over there. 

Ms R. Saffioti: He wasn’t giggling; I was. 

The SPEAKER: Okay, member for West Swan! I am going to ask you and the member for Cannington to both 
settle down. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I am telling you now; okay. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will not go through this, but the opposition suggested last week that I used the term 
“corrupt” in connection with any arrangement negotiated at the time of the state agreement for Barrow Island. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You did. Read the Hansard. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The allegation was made that I used the term “corrupt”. I certainly described it as 
grubby—I think that is the word I used—in that respect. There were aspects of the environmental package of 
$40 million that I thought were ill-defined or undefined, and 10 years ago I expressed concern about that. I am 
flattered that my speech of 10 years ago would be quoted so much, but again, for the record in Hansard, let me 
read out the one context in probably a 10-page speech in which I used the word “corrupt”. Let me read the 
sentence. It was in reference to an issue relating to fringe benefits tax and how that impacted on the Argyle 
Diamond Mine in the 1980s. I was referring to the fringe benefits tax. The sentence reads — 

It changed the economics of the Argyle Diamond project. However, the point I make is that Brian 
Burke and the Labor Government extorted $50 million. It was a scandal. Members should talk to some 
of the Rio Tinto executives of that period. That was the start of the corruption of the previous Labor 
Government. That was the corrupt act. It was extortion. 

The comment and the use of the word “corrupt” was only in relation to the Argyle Diamond deal. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Read the rest of it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I remember it well, because at the time I was a co-author, I think, of a two-page article on 
that deal in the then National Times. Going right through, I think the story was headed “Diamonds are a 
government’s best friend” or something like that. I knew something about it. Indeed, the structure was very 
similar to what happened under the Argyle Diamond act, but never did I use the word “corrupt” in the context of 
the arrangement — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You did. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I did not, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Again he continues. He is wrong; it is as simple as that. 
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Mr W.J. Johnston: No, I’m not wrong. Read the rest of the quote. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member is wrong. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Read the rest of the quote. Why won’t you read the rest of the quote? You have no ticker. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: You are wrong! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! If you take such issue with this, call a press conference tomorrow 
morning and take it up. I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The proof that the Labor Party, particularly the Leader of the Opposition and the member 
for Cannington, were wrong, is, first, that Chevron — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, I’m not. I’m not wrong. I’m 100 per cent right. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! I am just going to repeat: if somebody talks about someone else in 
this house, it does not give the opponent the right to interject incessantly. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In response to what the opposition implied last week in some of the statements it made, 
Chevron decided it was necessary to release a public statement, as a publicly listed major United States and 
global economy company. In that statement, it made it very clear as to what it thought of the sort of assertions 
being made by the opposition and how disappointed it was in that. Such was the statement by Chevron that The 
Australian wrote another article on the issue very openly to correct the situation—I think on page 2 at the 
weekend. The West Australian made a somewhat half-hearted correction. Nevertheless, both media outlets made 
a correction to the stories that had been written. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, that’s not true. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is what has happened. When the member is wrong, he should be big enough to admit 
it. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I’m not wrong. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think Chevron thinks you are wrong, as does every reader of the newspapers. My 
message to the journalists concerned is: do not accept at face value what the Labor Party says or what it tells 
them in briefings, because it is not to be relied upon. Even today, the Labor Party continues to imply the same 
sort of accusations. The truth of the matter is that there was nothing to it. It was a fairytale, and the opposition 
has been caught out in a fairytale. 

I will go on to some of the other issues raised. The member for Cannington and other members raised issues 
about the environment and the lack of offsets, as they saw it, in this case. I will make just a couple of points on 
that. This bill raises the cap on land utilised from 300 hectares to 332 hectares. It is important to expedite this. 
There has been no agreement on environmental offsets for the additional land. However—this is the point—it 
remains the case that Chevron will still be required to lodge its proposal for the use of the extra 32 hectares with 
the Environmental Protection Authority for an environmental assessment. While not pre-empting that process, 
the issue of environmental conditions, including potential offsets, may well be considered at that point. That is 
when it will be considered. That will be a matter for the EPA. So when the EPA assesses this it may well come 
back and suggest conditions or offsets. We do not know that. That is the EPA process, and it is not to be done at 
this stage. Can I say that it concerns basically a net 12 hectares—a small amount of land. 

Other questions were raised in that regard about the level of assessment. That has already been made public. I do 
not have the date of that, but that does not matter. An EPA bulletin received on 15 November states — 

The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) has decided to assess the above proposal and 
determined that the level of assessment be set at Assessment on Proponent Information (API) 
Category A — EPA-prepared scoping guideline.  

Mr C.J. Tallentire: So no public input?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; it has set the level.  

Mr C.J. Tallentire: No opportunity for public input. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It has set the assessment. The member for Gosnells asked the question; I am telling him. 
The matter has been referred to the EPA. The EPA set the level of assessment, not the government, and that is 
the level of assessment it has set for what is an additional 80 acres on a 200-square kilometre island, of which 
20 hectares will be rehabilitated. I do not know what the assessment will be. I hope it does it quickly. I do not 
know whether it will attach any conditions to it. That is up to the EPA, and it will provide advice to the 
government accordingly.  
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Questions were asked and, again, assertions were made that the land has been cleared or partly cleared. That is 
not correct. The land has not been cleared and it will not be cleared until such time as there is an EPA 
recommendation and approval.  

The question of native title was raised by a number of members. I simply make the point here that the advice I 
have is that native title is considered to have been extinguished due to past acts, including, firstly, the grant of the 
reserve in 1908, which made it an A-class reserve; secondly, the vesting of the reserve in the then National Parks 
and Nature Conservation Authority, subject to section 33 of the Land Act 1933, in 1986; and, thirdly, the grant 
of petroleum lease L1H to Western Australian Petroleum Pty Ltd, subject to the repeal of the Petroleum Act 
1936 and its subsequent renewal in 1998, under section 134A of the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy 
Resources Act 1967. Those acts are considered to have extinguished any native title should native title be 
claimed for Barrow Island. Further to that, a decision of the majority of the full court of the High Court of 
Australia held that any native title right or interest to hunt or gather over land in a nature reserve created before 
1975 was extinguished, that date being the date of the Racial Discrimination Act. The High Court affirmed that 
the granting of leases and the declaration of reserve extinguished native title on Barrow Island. That is the 
answer to that question and that was obviously considered.  

I do not need to say much more. They were the main issues. The environmental process will be underway once 
this legislation proceeds through the Parliament. The issues with respect to native title are clear. I am not sure 
about the issue about the pipeline raised by the member for Willagee. If he wants to pursue that, I will try to get 
him a response. Other issues were canvassed by members, including costs of construction and the like. 

This is a robust chamber. I do not mind good debate and people having a go at each other—I am not some sort of 
innocent in that regard—but members do have a responsibility in this house to present things as fairly as they 
can. Last week, and again to some extent today, the Labor Party deliberately sought to present an incorrect view. 
It deliberately went out to imply things that simply were not true. It may have had a theory and may well have 
asked questions about that theory, but it went on to repeatedly assert that there was wrongdoing, that somehow it 
was a matter of fact that these two were connected, that the Barrow Island land and the Elizabeth Quay sale were 
connected, and that it was a demand for a higher price. There was no substance to that. The Labor Party could 
provide no evidence and yet it ran with that, and, to my disappointment, some of the media—at least a couple—
did not challenge it. They just took it as though it was true, and it was just wrong.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We hear the giggles opposite, because the opposition has been caught out. It ran an 
argument with no facts or evidence. It asserted incorrect things. I imagine it probably briefed the media. The 
media fell for it, wrote a couple of articles that editors had to rewrite and retract in following issues. That is what 
happened. This government—the government that got the Gorgon project going—stands on everything it has 
done, because the opposition does not like to hear it. I do not deny the Labor Party played a role in 
environmental conditions. I do not deny that the former Labor government played a role in this agreement act—
it introduced it—but Gorgon did not start with the Labor government in 2001. It had a history going a lot further 
back, in which I and others were involved. When this government was elected in 2008, Gorgon had stalled. I 
well remember, soon after becoming Premier, the conversation with Chevron, when it asked who was going to 
take responsibility for Gorgon. I said that we will re-create basically a department of state development to 
concentrate on major projects. I would be the minister and I would take responsibility. That is when Gorgon 
reactivated itself. The intensity of work in my office, the Minister for Environment’s office and the Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum’s office got Gorgon going. The company was keen to proceed, but it had stalled under 
Labor. I give the Labor Party credit for what it did, but the project had stalled. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: And mindlessly and unintelligently, members opposite giggle.  

The SPEAKER: Thank you very much. Member for West Swan, you seem to be fixated on space. I call you to 
order for the second time. 

Point of Order 

Mr B.S. WYATT: In respect of your calling members of the opposition to order, Mr Speaker, you are no doubt 
aware that throughout the entire debate—the second and third reading debates—the Premier interjected 
incessantly on the opposition. This has not been — 

The SPEAKER: There is no point of order. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: All we ask for is a measure of consistency from you, Mr Speaker, in how you deal with this. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I am now in the chair. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I asked the member for West Swan and the member for Cannington 
to settle down before.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I conclude my comments on that. What we saw last week was some pretty poor politics by 
members opposite. They set the standard very low. They decided to have a week of attacking me. Good on them. 
They have done it, but they have fallen flat on their faces because they did not have any substance.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You are an embarrassment.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not embarrassed, but the Labor Party has embarrassed Chevron and the Western 
Australian resources industry.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time, and transmitted to the Council. 

PORTS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 October. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [7.38 pm]: I rise to contribute to the second reading debate on the Ports 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2013. Members will be aware that the shadow Minister for Transport is in the other 
place, but I will be looking after this legislation on behalf of the opposition in this place. The opposition does not 
oppose the bill, but it will move some amendments to the bill in the other place. Most of the concerns of the 
opposition about the bill relate to the removal of some of the regional port authorities and the port authority 
boards. The member for Albany is significantly concerned about the future of the board of the Albany Port 
Authority, its location and the removal of staff and resources from regional Western Australia. Of course, there 
are other concerns about the entire process being centralised in Perth. Another key issue is exactly what 
conditions and requirements these new boards will have in relation to regional representation. Those are the key 
issues relating to this bill.  

With the exception of the Fremantle Port Authority, port authorities will either merge or remain to create 
four new regional port authorities; namely, the port authorities of Kimberley, Pilbara, Mid West and Southern. 
The Southern Ports Authority will control and manage the ports of Albany, Bunbury and Esperance. The 
Mid West Ports Authority will control and manage the port of Geraldton. The Pilbara Ports Authority will 
control and manage the ports of Ashburton, Dampier and Port Hedland. The Kimberley Ports Authority will 
control and manage the port of Broome. The 13 non–port authority ports currently managed by the Department 
of Transport will come under the jurisdiction of these regional port authorities. The second reading speech 
outlines that as a key thrust of this bill, but there are a number of other aspects to it. Opposition members will go 
through many of them in our second reading responses tonight. The opposition’s key concern is the removal of 
many local elements to the existing boards. This government has shown a willingness to reduce regional 
representation and some of the requirements that have existed for regional representation, as we saw with the 
Horizon Power board and now with the governance structure of these port authorities. We will question the 
government about what impact this will have on the ground at port authorities around the state. The member for 
Albany, particularly, has significant concerns related to the Albany port.  

As the second reading speech outlines, a number of reviews have been undertaken into port authorities around 
Western Australia. I will refer to the first one in detail later—the “Report to the Western Australian Parliament 
on the Operation and Effectiveness of the Port Authorities Act 1999”. This review was undertaken under the 
stewardship of the former Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, in the former 
Labor government. The bulk of this report was completed before the 2008 state election. The report was 
ultimately tabled by Hon Simon O’Brien. A number of recommendations were made. The majority have been 
picked up through this bill, but the report also raises some other issues that I will refer to in my discussion.  

The minister outlined in his second reading speech that the other key reports this legislation will reflect are the 
Western Australian Education and Health Standing Committee’s report titled “Inquiry into the Cause and Extent 
of Lead Pollution in the Esperance Area” and the Council of Australian Governments’ review of Western 
Australian ports. This report basically picks up many of those recommendations. It also picks up the findings of 
the ports governance review undertaken by this government in the past number of years. I will go through that in 
a bit more detail. Interestingly, one of the key findings of that governance review—it was not tabled but it was 
produced in the past 12 months—was that our ports are actually operating effectively. Another key finding 
reads — 

The bottlenecks that have restricted commodity exports, particularly coal, through ports in New South 
Wales and Queensland and led to long queues of ships waiting to berth, have been absent from WA 
ports. 
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I remember being in government when there was a lot of debate—I think under the COAG reform agenda—
about what was happening around ports on the east coast. I saw the images of Dalrymple port that were 
constantly shown and some of the issues there. 

Despite WA ports being proven to be operating effectively, the governance review states — 

In … 2010, however, the State Government decided that a … high level review of port governance 
should be conducted to ensure that our ports could continue to meet the increasing demand for port 
services resulting from our rapidly growing economy, particularly the resources sector. 

That is one of the other key reviews that led to the legislation being put forward tonight.  

I will go through a quick analysis of port performances across Western Australia. For a trading state like Western 
Australia, ports are indeed essential pieces of infrastructure. When we look at economic development in Western 
Australia and at economic infrastructure, port infrastructure is critical. WA is, and always has been, a trading 
state. Our success as a state and our contribution to Federation and to the nation is contingent on our ability to 
continue strong export growth. Ports facilitate these exports. Port infrastructure is vital to the economic growth 
and to the economic opportunities in Western Australia.  

The state’s exports have risen from $25 billion per annum in 2000 to $101 billion in 2012–13. That is significant 
growth. Forecasts show significant growth over the next number of years. Capital infrastructure and capital 
investment in ports is also very important. One of the key things that occurred over the period of 2000–01, with 
the election of the Gallop government, was the refocus of energies and priorities on port infrastructure around 
the state. The report tabled by Hon Simon O’Brien, at appendix 3.2, analyses Western Australian port 
authorities’ capital works expenditure from 1994 to 2005. This is a little dated but it provides a good comparison 
with what was happening in port infrastructure when there was a change of government. In 1994, capital works 
expenditure from our ports was estimated—this is my estimation from this graph at appendix 3.2—to be about 
$30 million. In 1999 that fell away to only $11 million. The graph shows that a significant trend downwards in 
port expenditure was occurring around Western Australia.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Is that government spending?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. This is the appendix in the government report. 

In 2000–01, expenditure shot up, which is shown in this report. In the year 2000 it was approximately 
$20 million. In 2001 it shot up to about $70 million, and in 2005 to $100 million. That is a significant increase in 
port expenditure. When we lost government in 2008, we had projected and budgeted about $831 million capital 
investment in the forward estimates. That was a significant concentration on our port expenditure.  

I want to go into a bit of detail on Geraldton port. It was a demonstration of Labor focusing and getting things 
happening in Geraldton. At the time, it was an issue similar to Oakajee. The then opposition pretty much 
opposed what we were doing in the Barrow Island deal. The then Leader of the Opposition opposed what we 
were doing to ports. Geraldton port is an example. I remember it very clearly; it was the end of the Court 
government reign. There was significant friction between the National and Liberal Parties, particularly about 
what was going to happen to Geraldton. The National Party wanted significant expenditure, either for the port 
upgrades or the Geraldton southern transport corridor. That was being blocked by the then government. One of 
the reasons that Geraldton fell in 2001 was the lack of investment undertaken by the then Liberal government. 
One of the key projects undertaken by the Gallop Labor government was the port infrastructure upgrade at 
Geraldton. That was seen as vital to kickstart the iron ore industry through the midwest. I remember the debates 
significantly. I also remember the then Leader of the Opposition, Colin Barnett, completely opposing that 
Geraldton upgrade. I quote from an article in The West Australian on Monday, 29 April 2002 — 

Opposition Leader Colin Barnett said upgrading the State’s regional ports was commendable but he 
questioned the value-for-money in spending $100 million on deepening the Geraldton facility. 

He said there was hard rock at the bottom of the harbour and an enormous amount of money would be 
spent getting little extra depth. 

On 30 April 2002 The West Australian reported — 

LIBERAL leader Colin Barnett was out of step with colleagues when he criticised the expansion of 
Geraldton Port, Infrastructure Minister Alannah MacTiernan said yesterday. Mr Barnett said at the 
weekend that $100 million to deepen Geraldton Port would be better spent on a new deep-water port at 
nearby Oakajee. But his deputy Dan Sullivan and Liberal Greenough MLA Jamie Edwards are both on 
record supporting the $100 million Geraldton plan. Mr Sullivan said this month the Government could 
not use its Budget situation to reject the expansion. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: When was this? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was in 2002. It continues — 



6196 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 19 November 2013] 

 

The former government spent $23 million on developing the Oakajee port for a nil result. It might be a 
decade before Oakajee was needed. Ms MacTiernan said tenders had been called yesterday for the port 
project and work was expected to start in September. Construction is expected to create 660 jobs. 

Again on this issue the then Leader of the Opposition came into Parliament and made some very strong 
accusations about some dealings with Geraldton port. I will not go through all of those, but again he came in, 
opposed the port expansion and questioned the probity of the process and a number of issues relating to that 
expansion. As I said, the Geraldton port expansion led to the transformation of Geraldton and the associated 
transport corridor. Again, it changed Geraldton and those projects also helped to facilitate the midwest iron ore 
industry. 

I want to go quickly through some other key points of the review, which was commenced in 2005 or 2006 under 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan and on which many of these recommendations and proposed amendments are based. 
As I said, the “Report to the Western Australian Parliament on the Operation and Effectiveness of the Port 
Authorities Act 1999” was tabled back in 2009. In the report, the former Minister for Transport made a number 
of recommendations and raised a number of other key issues. As I said, this legislation accepts and adopts many 
of the recommendations laid out in the report, but it rejects a couple of recommendations and I seek the 
government’s view on why they were not accepted. One of the key recommendations, recommendation 1, 
reads — 

The Steering Committee recommends that the Act be amended to allow port authorities to enter into 
contracts (Section 40), and easements, leases or licences in respect of vested land (Section 28), subject 
to the instruments being conditional upon Ministerial approval being (subsequently) obtained. 

That was the first recommendation that I cannot see has been accepted, and I again seek the minister’s view in 
his response later to the second reading debate. 

Another key recommendation, recommendation 2, reads — 

The Steering Committee recommends the insertion of a new subclause Section 28(6) into the Act, to 
negate the need for a port authority to get the approval of the Western Australian Planning Commission 
under Section 136 of the Planning and Development Act 2005, to any lease or licences entered into by 
the port authority. 

Basically the report found — 

The application of this section raises some ambiguity relating to the port authorities’ leasing powers. 
Potentially it could restrict the capacity of the port authorities to lease land and maximise the revenue 
from this source. Its application is also contrary to the intent of the Act which was to provide the port 
authorities with greater rather than less commercial freedom. 

That recommendation was accepted. Recommendation 3 of the report, relating to the provisions of the Heritage 
of Western Australia Act, was not accepted. I can understand why, but again perhaps the minister will provide 
some information in his response. 

A number of other recommendations were put forward and again accepted. One was about port security. Since 
the 1999 Port Authorities Act, of course, there were issues to do with port security, driven a lot by what 
happened on 11 September 2001. The amendments to section 30 of the act helped to pick up those issues. 
Section 30 of the act prescribes the functions of a port authority. The amendment put forward in this legislation 
will add a broad responsibility for port security to reflect the port authority’s responsibilities in relation to the 
new commonwealth and international maritime legislation, which was legislated after the 9/11 terrorist attack in 
2001 and which was not in existence when the Port Authorities Act 1999 was enacted. Port authorities have 
always been responsible for the maintenance of port property. However, the amendment clarifies the existing 
environmental responsibility of port authorities arising from port operations. Again, that was a needed change 
since the changing landscape of terrorism across the world. 

Another key recommendation in the report, and one that is probably a little more controversial at a local level 
and was picked up in this legislation, reads — 

The Steering Committee recommends the Act be amended to incorporate a 24 hour day, 7 day a week 
functional requirement for the port authorities. 

Basically, the amendment put forward by this government will clarify that although the act does not restrict port 
authorities from operating 24 hours a day, operating hours remain subject to the Environmental Protection Act 
1986. Therefore, under the existing framework, a port authority is required to obtain an environmental licence 
that permits a range of operating conditions. The approvals process for an environmental licence is managed by 
the Department of Environment Regulation and includes a period of public consultation. As we understand it, 
therefore, this provision will not usurp the need for the DER approvals process, but it reflects that it does not 
restrict ports from operating 24/7. 
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A number of other recommendations appear in the report relating to the ability of ports to hedge their financial 
transactions to protect them from foreign exchange risk, and to the issue of liability, basically to protect the 
state’s interests more widely from faults or mistakes made by the users of ports. Again, those are 
recommendations that we support. 

There are a couple of issues that I want to highlight about the proposal in the bill before us. A couple of 
recommendations were put forward in the 1999 review that are worthy of some discussion but that I understand 
were not included in this legislation. One proposal put forward by the then Department of Industry and 
Resources referred to trade facilitation versus profit. The Department of Industry and Resources believed that the 
current legislation did not go far enough to promote trade facilitation above profit. There was a significant 
contribution from the department seeking to change the nature of our ports to better allow for trade facilitation, 
not commercial profits. The response from the committee, which I think is the right one, was that ports are 
profit-maximising entities in some sense—they are commercial entities—and that if the government wants ports 
to undertake any investment that does not return a commercial rate of return or is not seen as a wise investment, 
the government needs to make that transparent through either a subsidy or a community service obligation. I 
think that is the right path to take with commercial entities. A government of any persuasion on any day can seek 
to direct its commercial entities to undertake particular projects or activities, but it is incumbent on the 
government to make that transparent. Using a government trading enterprise as a vehicle for subsidising or 
creating another outcome should be done only if it is done in a transparent and open way. We do not want—this 
is one of the arguments that have been put forward about the Synergy and Verve Energy merger—this entity to 
become some sort of investment facilitator or to pursue other government policies that do not deliver the 
commercial rate of return. The whole process of commercialisation or corporatisation of government utilities 
under the national competition policy and the reforms of the past 20 years should ensure that some sort of 
corporate or commercial rigour is delivered to the utilities that the government owns. There is no use going 
through that process and then simply using them to achieve other objectives that may be quite right or can be 
defended. We need to do it in a transparent way. We cannot use these GTEs to pursue other objectives, unless we 
do so in a transparent and open way. An interesting contribution was made by the former Department of Industry 
and Resources and now the Department of State Development. It has always been in the game a bit to try to 
achieve other outcomes through GTEs, and this is another example of that. 

The other key issue I will touch on relates to a couple of other sections that will be changed. Proposed 
section 14A relates to community consultation. Because the nature of port authorities will change significantly 
from being town based to region based —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Member, can I just make a point on that? I accept and listen with interest to what the member 
for Albany says, but I’m not sure that there is actually a local resident now on the Port Hedland Port Authority or 
the Dampier Port Authority, the two largest ports. I will talk about that in my response. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You’re not sure or there isn’t? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I don’t think there is. I would have to double-check, but I’m pretty sure that there isn’t. What 
the bill is putting in place as a structure is actually a reflection of what is currently happening. It’s really just a 
reflection of the increased complexity and the changing nature of ports. It’s an interesting topic of discussion. 
It’s not meant to disenfranchise local communities; it’s really just a reflection of what’s happening. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think the Minister for Transport might be right; there might be differences in approach and 
local ownership between, for example, Albany and Port Hedland. I suspect that that will be the case. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I suspect, though, that if you had a look at the capacity to impact on the local community, the 
Port Hedland Port Authority is much more significant than Albany simply because of its physical size and some 
of the impacts that that has on the local community. I’m not saying that it’s not a worthwhile topic to explore; 
I’m just saying that it wasn’t done to disenfranchise local communities. It was done because I’m about trying to 
get the best skill set that we can on the boards of the different ports. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: On that minister, if it is already happening effectively, is the current legislation limiting their 
capacity to do it? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, it’s not. 

The SPEAKER: The member for West Swan is speaking. Hansard is trying to follow this debate, so I hand it 
back to the member for West Swan.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This has been one of the calmer debates over the past few weeks! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: In relation to the member’s comments, my understanding is that the current chairman of the 
Dampier Port Authority is a resident of the town of Denmark and the current chairman of the Albany Port 
Authority is a resident of Perth. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: But there would be other members of the board. 
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Mr T.R. Buswell: Of course, but not of the northern ones. My understanding—I would have to double-check—
is that there aren’t local residents on the Dampier or Port Hedland Port Authorities. Sorry. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is a very cordial debate. 

The Minister for Transport has just outlined some issues about how local our ports are—that is, the level of 
ownership and community involvement—but I am sure that the member for Albany can respond to that in his 
contribution. 

In relation to the issue of consultation, a new section will be inserted. It is something that we support. The 
section introduces a new mandatory requirement for port authorities to establish a community consultation 
committee for each port under their control, with local government representation insofar as a local government 
has electors who are or may be affected by port operations. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Correct, in communities where the port is integrated with the community, so in Albany, yes; 
Esperance, yes; Bunbury, yes; Useless Loop, no; and Cape Cuvier, no. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Again, we support creating these committees to ensure that there is some consultation and 
some communication with the local community. 

The other interesting part relates to the amendment to schedule 6, and this is something that we support. This 
amendment will remove specified company—port user—representation on the Dampier and Port Hedland Port 
Authority boards and related definitions. I understand that currently there are a number of nominees from some 
of the key users on these boards and this amendment will remove them from the boards. Given the debates about 
third party access in particular, this seems to be movement in the right direction. I am not sure what the shadow 
Minister for State Development would say on this point, but the issue of third party access representation by 
particular companies on the board has raised some questions in the past. I know it has been a hot topic of debate 
at times over the past decade. Again, this is something that we support. 

I want to raise some other points about some of the financial changes being made to the act. Proposed 
section 34A will be inserted. This proposed section introduces a provision under which port authorities must 
comply with state budgetary requirements. Port authorities must also comply with capital works expenditure 
limits that are set by the government from time to time, in addition to endeavouring to achieve agreed outcomes 
specified in approved financial statements. State budgetary requirements will override any requirements in a 
port’s statement of corporate intent and strategic development plan. 

From my reading of some of the background to this legislation, particularly the original reports that led to this 
legislation, it strikes me that some original recommendations might have been put forward and Treasury has got 
hold of them. I think that probably some of the Treasurer’s non-Treasury agencies do not like being under the 
same umbrella. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I think all of them! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes! As I see it, and from my reading of what is happening here, a lot of changes were put 
forward in relation to the governance structure, the number of boards, and the new regional authorities. 
However, Treasury then got hold of them. This one looks as though it is straight from Treasury’s handbook—
that is, while we can, let us try to make sure that these authorities abide by the limits.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: It is not a bad idea! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I am curious as to why you need to bring it in. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It already happens.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, it is not a bad idea. But the Treasurer cannot get any of his other agencies to abide by 
the limits. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: There is some GTE legislation on the horizon. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not talking about GTEs. I am talking about consolidated fund agencies run by the 
minister’s colleagues, such as the Treasurer’s little colleague who sits to the right of him, and his colleague in the 
upper house, the Minister for Education. It appears that no other agency in the Treasurer’s government needs to 
stick by expense or capital work limits, but these guys will have a new provision telling them to do that. I find it 
quite curious that the port authorities are being subjected to tighter financial control than the consolidated fund 
agencies being run by the cabinet colleagues of the Treasurer. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: We have to start somewhere! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I find that curious. 

Another key point that I would make in relation to when Treasury got hold of the bill is the interim dividend 
requirements. The amendment to section 84 of the Port Authorities Act provides for the payment of interim 
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dividends. Interim dividends are not currently provided for under the act. I am not sure why we need this 
amendment, given that ports are primarily capital agencies by nature. They run on small operating budgets, and 
their funds are sourced primarily from either operating activities or borrowings. So, again, it is interesting that 
the Treasurer would bring in this new interim dividend. I have not seen which review recommended an interim 
dividend, and nor have I seen which review recommended the new budgetary controls. As I have said, I suspect 
Treasury had a look at this bill and thought, “Here we go; let us bolster some of the financial requirements of the 
bill.” 

The last point I want to touch on is what is happening with Kwinana Bulk Terminal and the discussions that are 
being held on the legal problem that this government inherited from its predecessor, the previous Liberal 
government. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Predecessors.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, no; we did not sign the deal. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I know that, but it is a cumulative issue. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is cumulative, yes.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The basis of the action is a shocker. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. But as anyone in their right mind would recognise, the deal that was struck by the then 
Court government, in which the now Premier was a senior minister, and Buckeridge in relation to James Point 
was a shocker. I remember that the previous Labor government was trying to figure out how to get out of that 
deal, because it was an absolute shocker of a contract. The key issue is how those discussions about Kwinana 
Bulk Terminal fit into the model of these corporatised entities. I found it very interesting to read the “Ports 
Handbook Western Australia 2012”. It is amazing what we can find in that handbook. It says the following about 
the port of Fremantle — 

The Fremantle Port Authority (FPA) has experienced strong trade growth with the total port trade for 
2011/12 reaching a new record of 28.2 million tonnes. This was a 7.9 per cent increase on the previous 
year. The main reason for the increase in trade volumes was a rise in outer harbour bulk exports, 
particularly iron ore and grain. Inner harbour container volumes rose by 9.8 per cent, while non-
containerised break-bulk cargo was up 10.2 per cent, with strong growth in imports of industrial 
vehicles and machinery. 

It goes on to say that the highlights for 2011–12 included completing a $44 million upgrade of export 
infrastructure at Kwinana Bulk Terminal, which increased capacity and efficiency for the export of iron ore and 
coal. 

This bill has come at a fortuitous time in relation to getting some more clarity on what is happening with this 
deal. The Treasurer has asked the Premier, I think on five separate occasions — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The shadow Treasurer. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Maybe the Treasurer has asked the Premier, too; I do not know. The shadow Treasurer has 
definitely asked the Premier on five separate occasions — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I think it is six. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Five. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It might be six tomorrow, but it is five currently—whose idea these negotiations were. I must 
say that I do not remember—maybe I was on another planet at the time—this proposal being put forward under 
the previous government. I do not remember anyone saying that we could just sell Kwinana Bulk Terminal in 
some sort of secret deal without valuations and without going through a tender process. I know there were issues 
about whether they were legally able to build at James Point and what access the contract gave them, but I do not 
remember anyone saying we could just sell Kwinana Bulk Terminal So the shadow Treasurer has asked the 
Premier on a number of occasions — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Five.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Five, and soon to be six—about the circumstances that led to this being a real issue that is on 
the table and is currently being negotiated. I find it ironic that we are standing here talking about how we need to 
make our ports more commercial and more corporatised, and more effective and efficient, when in this deal we 
are basically undermining the work of the Fremantle Port Authority. The shadow Treasurer will probably raise 
these questions again in his contribution. But this is a perfect opportunity for the Treasurer to outline how it is 
that this bill is on the table, whose idea it was, what state Treasury is saying about it, what the State Solicitor is 
saying about it, and what the Treasurer’s Department of Transport is saying about it. As far as ideas go, this is a 
beauty. I have never heard of an idea such as this, where we will just sell, as part of some negotiated agreement, 
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a major government-owned utility, without any market process. It is beyond comprehension that we would do 
that. The Treasurer has the ability, if he so chooses, to take this opportunity to provide the Parliament with far 
more clarity on this deal than the Premier has been able to do 

Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.C. Blayney), I am upset you were not here for the Geraldton port discussion, given the 
fact that the now Premier opposed its expansion during all that time. It was actually up to the Gallop Labor 
government to expand that port, which kickstarted the industry in Geraldton. I am upset you missed that part of 
the debate, but I am sure you will read the Hansard later, as I know you have been known to do!  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): If I am allowed to respond, member, if you read Hansard 
yourself, you will see that I actually supported that expansion.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is no doubt you would; I am sure you did.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I think the expansion you’re talking about happened before you came to this place; but that is 
just splitting hairs.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I’m sure he would have supported it, in any event.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am sure any right-minded person living in Geraldton or the area would have supported it. 
Anyway, it does not matter. The operation of our ports in Western Australia is fundamental to our future 
economic success. We are an export-driven state. Our future, again, lies in our ability to continue to grow our 
exports and to facilitate trade through Western Australia. The report that was undertaken under the stewardship 
of Hon Alannah MacTiernan made a number of recommendations. Most of those recommendations have been 
adopted. One relating to heritage was not adopted; I think there will be some issues in relation to the Fremantle 
Port Authority. Again, the recommendations were all about improving and making sure that our ports can 
operate as effectively as possible.  

From my reading of that review, the summary of the government’s review and other reviews frankly show that 
WA ports have been operating effectively under the 1999 legislation. The key change, which has been more of a 
government-directed change, has been the creation of four regional port authorities and basically the abolition, or 
merger—whatever we call it—of some of the smaller port authorities, such as Albany. The member for Albany 
raised some concerns from his community about that, but it would be good to get a better understanding about 
how the minister sees these new port authorities interacting with the community and representing the local 
views. As I said, there are a number of new Treasury recommendations that require these port authorities to 
probably do a lot more than many other government authorities being funded through the consolidated fund—the 
normal general government agencies.  

There is a new requirement for an interim dividend. Again, I have not seen any independent report or any review 
that recommends this interim dividend. I basically think it is the Department of Treasury taking its opportunity to 
strengthen the financial aspects or the protection of the bottom line aspects of this bill; that is quite transparent 
through the reading of it. As I said, the key issue for us continues to be the Buckeridge deal—what impact it 
would have on the Fremantle Port Authority; also, the situation, circumstances and all the goings on that led to 
this deal being on the table, and what process the Treasurer sees with that deal going forward.  

As I said, the opposition will not be opposing this bill. I suspect there will be some amendments put forward, 
mostly in the other place. However, we look forward to making a continued contribution to this debate.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Victoria Park. 

Mr P.B. Watson: I’ve been bumped!  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [8.23 pm]: Sorry, member for Albany! As a man with a port, he should have 
got priority! I do apologise. I do not have a port; I can only envy his port.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I apologise.  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Maybe that is the plan! They will take my Burswood peninsula and stick a port on the end of 
it! I, too, rise to make a short contribution to the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill. The member for West Swan 
has outlined a number of questions about concerns the opposition has, but of course the opposition will not be 
opposing this bill. The member for West Swan went through some of the history about the report to the WA 
Parliament on the operation and effectiveness of the Port Authorities Act 1999 that was submitted to the 
Parliament by Hon Simon O’Brien, but of course that review largely took place under the stewardship of the 
former Labor government. As the member for West Swan pointed out—indeed, as the Minister for Transport’s 
own document “A Vision for Western Australia’s Ports” points out—we are a state very dependent upon our 
ports. The Treasurer’s document at page 4, citing the vision for ports, makes that point. I quote — 
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Since 2000, the value of WA’s exports has risen from $25 billion to $112.2 billion, or from 26 per cent 
to 46 per cent of the nation’s total. The State’s exports are now greater in terms of value than 
Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania and the Northern Territory combined.  

In 2010–11 Western Australia’s ports handled a total of 501 million tonnes of exports and 16 million 
tonnes of imports.  

I must admit, I have the Army Reserve to thank for my appreciation for our ports and our other vital assets. I will 
recount an experience in Geraldton, which I will relive in just a minute, but not long after I joined the Army 
Reserve and got my commission, we did a vital assets tour. Visiting a lot of the ports in the north west really 
brought home to me in my very early 20s the importance of our ports as vital assets in this state. Then, not long 
after I was elected in 2006, there was a regional sitting of Parliament in Geraldton. I had been in the Parliament 
very briefly when the Parliament moved to Geraldton for a regional sitting in the town hall, from memory.  
Mr T.R. Buswell: If only the former member for Geraldton was here today!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right! We were up there showing the love!  

Mr T.R. Buswell: The former Premier was reflecting on his performance, I think, in a production called Shane. 
Do you remember that? He waxed on about that for some time.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, I do indeed. It was a big, steep learning curve for me, not only with the regional cities, 
but of course with some of my colleagues on both sides, and also about Geraldton and the history surrounding 
Geraldton Port that the member for West Swan went through. It all became apparent to me from that visit, 
particularly the importance of the deepening of Geraldton Port. Anybody who visited Geraldton over the years 
would understand the transformation and the impact it had. The member for West Swan outlined some of the 
concerns with regional and local representations on boards. The member for Albany will no doubt talk to that; I 
would be very interested in his views. As I said, he is a member who has a port in his electorate, and of course I 
have some questions of the Treasurer about the James Point port proposal. I make the point to the Treasurer, 
without intending to inflame the debate this evening, but from listening to his interview with Paul Murray about 
this issue last Friday, I think he appreciates there is some sensitivity around this matter. Not only is it unusual to 
treat a public asset in this way—or to consider to treat a public asset in this way, the history of this matter makes 
it more so. To be frank, as he would no doubt be aware, when the applicant in the litigation is known publicly to 
be a very strong supporter and donor of the Liberal Party, of course we should expect more scrutiny not only 
from the Parliament, but also from the media.  

I want to remind members by quoting Hon Alannah MacTiernan’s statement she made in this place on 30 May 
2011 about the contract that was signed in the dying days of the Court government with Mr Buckeridge. I will 
not quote her entire statement, but I do want to quote for benefit of members one key part that reflects what 
contract obligations it put on the state and the rights it gave to Mr Buckeridge, and I quote — 

The contract has been subject to legal analysis and the main concerns from a public policy point of view 
include the fact that the contract has a term of 50 years with an option to extend by a further 10 years. 
James Point Pty Ltd is obliged to pay only a nominal rent to the state throughout the whole term. The 
commencement rent is set at $500 per annum and there are no escalation provisions or any market rent 
review provisions. The nominal rent delivers a seabed lease of approximately 70 hectares in stage 1 of 
the port and approximately 276 hectares in stage 2 virtually free of charge. In addition, James Point Pty 
Ltd has been given the option to purchase the freehold title of two reclamation areas for $10 each. The 
freehold titles to these areas may be worth considerably more to James Point Pty Ltd if it sold its 
business and reclaimed areas at some point in the future. Under the contract, the State has obligations to 
provide specific road and rail improvements for the benefit of James Point Pty Ltd. At this stage only 
preliminary costings have been obtained for the improvements but estimates range from immediate 
needs at $5 million to $21.9 million at full operation. There does not appear to be any mechanism in the 
contract under which the State obtains any return on its capital outlay for this expenditure. Although the 
contract contains a provision that the port must be operational within five years, this can be extended 
indefinitely if James Point can show a lack of demand for the port. Although the contract obliges James 
Point Pty Ltd to provide access to third parties who wish to provide services in the private port, it also 
allows James Point Pty Ltd to grant exclusive licences to third parties for the provision of port services. 
As a result, the freedom of access to third party service providers contemplated in the contract can be 
substantially restricted by the grant of exclusive licences. 

As members can see, that is quite an extraordinary contract for a government to enter into with a private sector 
operator. I say this, minister, not intending to inflame: in truth this was a former Liberal government; this was 
the Court government in which the now Premier was a senior player. That is why the Premier simply saying to 
the media that we should trust him, that he will ensure the taxpayer gets a satisfactory outcome in the event that 
the Kwinana Bulk Terminal is used or offset as part of litigation, is simply not sufficient. The minister made the 
point, in response to a question I asked him about this process, that on one side we have revenue, being the 
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potential sale of Kwinana Bulk Terminal, and on the other side we have a potential cost, being whatever 
potential liability there may be to James Point Pty Ltd by way of the litigation. He is right. On five separate 
occasions I have asked the Premier who came up with this idea. He will not tell me. Firstly, the Premier simply 
makes the point: he does not say it was the mediator in the Supreme Court; it just arose through the mediation. It 
is not the role of mediators to offer up state-owned assets; that would have come from one of the parties to the 
litigation. Secondly, the key point of the question I asked the Premier today, members, was that in light of the 
fact that the government is not going to provide any information now, in the event that Kwinana Bulk Terminal 
is used and sold as a result of the settlement, will it afterwards release all valuations of the Kwinana Bulk 
Terminal—so we can at that first instance, that point that the Treasurer made, work out what the potential 
revenue is—and then release the legal advice? I understand that the opposition will often call for the release of 
legal advice and the government will always say no. However, I made the point that it would be released after 
the settlement of the litigation; therefore, I do not seek for the government to compromise its negotiating position 
with James Point Pty Ltd. However, once it is settled, the government has to then prove its point that the 
potential exposure to the state justified the transfer of that asset. Let us not forget, members, that the Premier was 
willing to litigate to the High Court on the MRRT when he publicly said we had no chance of success, yet now 
he is very happy to get into negotiation, mediation and settlement discussions very quickly and keep it all off the 
record.  

We do not know what the strength of the state’s case is. If indeed Hon Alannah MacTiernan was correct in the 
statement she made back in 2001, I dare say that the state does not have a very strong position because 
extraordinarily strong and incredibly beneficial rights were given to James Point Pty Ltd. However, the Premier 
cannot simply get by with saying, “Trust me; it’s all going to be okay.” I recall an opinion piece, I think by 
Gareth Parker, shortly thereafter in The West Australian that made the point that in a modern democracy, that is 
not the way we operate. As I said to the minister at the beginning, although it will have no impact on the legal 
rights, certainly there is more political interest in light of the fact that Mr Buckeridge is publicly well known as a 
significant donor and supporter of the Liberal Party. That obviously creates more interest. That is why I will 
continue to pursue this issue in Parliament. I think the minister knows that this is not a sufficient way in which to 
deal with public assets—not by any stretch of the imagination.  

I want to spend a short time reflecting on the process that followed the release of the minister’s “A vision for 
Western Australia’s Ports”, which I think was in February 2012. Was it the beginning of last year? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I had scrawled “last year” in my notes. Interestingly, online there is a series of communiqués 
from March 2012 through to last month titled “Ports Governance Review Implementation”. They are actually 
quite useful and I commend the steering committee for releasing quite regular communiqués after its meetings. 
They are dated 15 March 2012, 22 November 2012, 15 May 2013, 19 August 2013 and 31 October 2013. They 
really outlined the implementation process of the government’s vision for Western Australia’s ports. Clearly, 
there was the steering committee and then a series of, effectively, subcommittees or working groups dealing with 
each new regional port authority—namely, Kimberley, Pilbara, Mid West and Southern. As we move through 
the various communiqués, which are in effect really, I assume, minutes or results of those meetings, we see some 
of the more interesting issues that arose; for example, discussions with the Australian Taxation Office and 
discussions with the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission. Helpfully, the ACCC made the 
decision that it was not going to conduct a review of the proposal—that is, the mergers—pursuant to section 50 
of Competition and Consumer Act 2010, but it did take some time for the Australian Taxation Office, of course, 
to make its decision about whether the proposed ports amalgamation would attract goods and services tax or the 
national tax equivalent regime. The communiqué dated 19 August 2013 made the point that — 

… the Commissioner of Taxation issued a private ruling relating to … GST … Based on the 
information provided, the ATO is of the opinion that there is no GST payable on the assets or liabilities 
transferred as a direct result of the proposed ports amalgamation.  

There was a similar ruling on the national tax equivalent regime. Those private rulings were just in June this 
year, so not that long ago. I dare say that was perhaps one of the final issues that would have then led to the 
drafting of this legislation. Interestingly as well, in the same communiqué dated 19 August 2013, there were 
some discussions with the WA Office of the Auditor General who had a few points of interest including — 

• the timing of the amalgamation (preferring it to be at financial year end);  

Hence the minister made the point that this comes into effect on 1 July 2014, I assume as a result of that advice 
from the Auditor General. Other points of interest included — 

• the asset valuation methodology (preferring it to be at fair value);  

• which of the port authorities are continuing authorities and which are merging authorities (as this 
will affect the work of their contract auditors) … 
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Another point of interest was about the ATO rulings made.  

In the final communiqué dated 31 October this year, I note some chairs-elect of the proposed port authorities 
have now been named—that is, Mr Ken Pettit of the Pilbara Ports Authority, Ms Neema Premji of the Southern 
Ports Authority, Mr Ian King of the Mid West Ports Authority and Mr Laurie Shervington of the Kimberley 
Ports Authority. I assume that is the Laurie I know, a lawyer with Minter Ellison — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I strongly suspect there is only one of them.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I have no doubt. If there was another Laurie Shervington wandering around, I would be very 
familiar with that because there really can be only one Laurie Shervington. I am pleased to see that Laurie has 
met the satisfaction of the government; he is a man of wise counsel who will no doubt do very well in that role. 
Is the intent of the government that they will continue as chairs for a term?   

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: So they will see the transition to 1 July 2014 and stay in those roles. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Correct. Well, it is our intent, but that will depend on their concurrence.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not assume that the government will pass legislation to force them to occupy those roles!  

Mr T.R. Buswell: But it is our intent. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The point was also made about a handover to the reconstituted steering committee, coupled 
with presentations by the four ports’ working groups on their progress to date, scheduled for 7 November 2013. I 
assume that happened. Interestingly, a question I have for the Minister for Transport is about the next phase of 
the legislative work.   

[Member’s time extended.]  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will read a paragraph from the October 2013 communiqué, which states — 

In October 2013, DoT met with officers from the Regulatory Gatekeeping Unit to explain the intent of 
proposed legislative changes in the second phase of the amalgamation, which will effect the transfer of 
non-port authority ports to the new port authorities. 

In relation to this second phase of legislative work, DoT is set to prepare instructions to draft the 
enabling legislation. 

There is still more legislation to come for the delivery of that.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes. This legislation deals with the port authority ports. There is a range of other ports, as the 
member for Victoria Park pointed out—the Shipping and Pilotage Act ports.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The SPA ports. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: A number of those are basically state agreement ports, if I can put it that way. Probably a 
good example is Rio’s port at Cape Lambert, but there are also others such as at Cape Preston. There is a 
legislative process and a negotiation process around bringing those into the amalgamated port authority 
structures.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: When will that legislation come through? 
Mr T.R. Buswell: I would have to get you some advice on that.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I would figure that it would be in the first half of next year. Is it something that the minister 
wants to get done before this legislation comes into effect, or does it not necessarily need to be?   

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, it is not necessary. I would have to get some advice on that. It is a slightly more 
complicated part of the reform.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I daresay it is probably something that Hon Ken Travers will pursue in more detail, but it is a 
point of curiosity that arose from the communiqué of October this year. Of course, the communiqué went on to 
make the point about discussions with the commonwealth Office of Transport Security. The member for West 
Swan has already gone through some of the recommendations in the “Report to the Western Australian 
Parliament on the Operation and Effectiveness of the Port Authorities Act 1999”. Recommendation 4 was that — 

The Steering Committee recommends the Act be amended to incorporate a definition of the term 
‘security’ and to include security within the scope of a port authority’s functions. 

I daresay that the meetings between the Department of Transport and the Office of Transport Security are 
probably dealing with some of those issues.  

The member for West Swan made a number of points during her contribution that were interesting and will no 
doubt form the subject of a number of questions, particularly around the issue of the interim dividend. I daresay 
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that the member for West Swan is right; Treasury has now had the opportunity to extract a little more from the 
balance sheet of the state. It sees the payment of an interim dividend as an extra way to extract some value from 
the balance sheet of the state. Interim dividends have been the subject of some debate in this place already, not 
necessarily for the ports, of course, but with other assets of the state. Of course, the Insurance Commission of 
WA received some focus. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You only get the benefit of an interim dividend once.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am assuming a dividend before the end of the year. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I don’t think we’ll get it this year, but I don’t think we need it. Effectively, if there is any 
benefit to flow through to the state’s books, if I can put it that way — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is early cashflow. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes, but you only get it the first year you apply it. If we got an interim dividend this year, 
2013–14, it would be accounted this year, but in the following year we would account only the balance plus the 
interim dividend for the following year.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: So in 2014–15, only the final dividend from the previous year would be accounted for.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: And the interim dividend from the next year.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Let us say that the interim dividend works out to be half, theoretically. It would still be 
accounted in each financial year for 100 per cent of the dividend; it is just a matter of a different mix.   

Mr T.R. Buswell: That is right; yes.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Okay; I think I understand that. There will be some further questions on this point.  

Are there any other government trading enterprises that have in their enabling legislation a specific requirement 
such as the one introduced by proposed section 34A? Proposed section 34A(2) states — 

A port authority in performing its functions must — 

(a) comply with approved requirements as to capital works expenditure limits and 
associated funding; and 

It goes on. I would have thought that statements of corporate intent, as set in other documents, would be looking 
to those issues anyway. The minister does not need to answer now, but no doubt when he gets to his feet, he can 
deal with why that has been introduced. I think he said by way of interjection or discussion with me across the 
chamber that it happens anyway. Is this dealing with a problem? Has there been a particular port that went on a 
capital-works frolic of its own and caused any particular problems for the state?   

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, but some of them went on some long-term planning frolics of their own that potentially 
could have caused some problems.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: If they made decisions around it. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: One of the problems, and I still need to do some more work in this space, is that the strategic 
development plans have a five-year horizon. I think the ports should be planning on a 20 to 30-year horizon in 
terms of long-term growth. We do not have a formal mechanism to capture that at the moment. We are doing a 
little more work with Ports WA on how we can take a longer-term view of where we think the ports are going to 
end up. Most ports independently have a long-term view, but it is often a view of the port and the board that has 
not been endorsed by government. There is a bit more work to be done in that space. A good example is the 10-
year asset and investment plan that most of our agencies now have to develop. This doesn’t deal with that, by the 
way.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right. What the minister has said makes sense—having large infrastructure such as 
ports develop 20-year plans all makes sense. However, the bill requires, under proposed section 34A(2), that a 
port authority must comply with approved requirements for capital works expenditure and associated funding 
and then, of course, must also endeavour to achieve financial outcomes that are consistent with forecasts 
contained in approved income and cash flow statements and approved statements of financial position. The bill 
then goes on to make the point in proposed section 34A(3) that — 

If there is any conflict or inconsistency between the duty imposed by subsection (2) and the duty 
imposed by section 33, the duty imposed by subsection (2) prevails. 

That will necessarily make it more difficult for a port to have the 10 to 20-year view if they are always 
constrained by the four-year cycle. Does the minister understand what I mean? We do not have a 10 to 20-year 
financial document.  
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Mr T.R. Buswell: The development of that longer-term plan is still a work in progress. I do not necessarily 
agree with what you are saying. I am very keen to do some more work with the port authorities on the capacity to 
develop these long-term plans. Some of them have had plans, which have come as a surprise to me.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is the minister willing to give some examples?   

Mr T.R. Buswell: Port Hedland.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Okay. At the time, was that going to expose the state to much more significant capital works 
exposure than the minister thought?   

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: To what level? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It wasn’t quantified.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Was that over a 10 to 20-year period or a much shorter period? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, a long-term period, outside of our budgeting cycle. Notwithstanding that, one of the 
things that the ports review recommends is developing, on the back of the state freight strategy, a longer-term 
port strategy. In theory, when you think about it, each of the individual port’s longer-term views in aggregate 
should be that long-term port strategy for the state. That level of overarching planning has its limitations, but I 
also think it is pretty important to do. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I agree, but it is interesting. The Minister for Transport made the point about the ports that he 
would like to see a 10 or 20-year plan. The 10-year projection for net debt in the budget shows net debt on an 
upward trajectory for 10 years. It does not change—only up to $47 billion. The Premier has made the point that 
it will not and cannot get there; I think he said that it is not sustainable, so there are already some capital 
constraints, I would have thought, as a result of that debt position. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The assumption in that is that the development plans for the port require state capital. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: True, absolutely, but I make this point by way of an aside: I am still surprised at the 
Premier’s desire for public spend on Oakajee when, at the time, the private sector was willing to do that without 
any public spend. The minister does not need to comment on that; I am just surprised by that because it seems to 
be contradictory to some of the messages that the minister tries to send. 

In my final couple of minutes, I note that the member for West Swan referred to the appendixes of the 2009 
report tabled by Hon Simon O’Brien. She noted the fact that from 1994 to 1999, there was a downward 
trajectory of capital spend and then, of course, there was a quite considerable increase between 2000 and 2005. 
Interestingly, there is also a chart regarding profitability and the return on assets between 1994 and 2005 that 
shows a steady increase in profitability, but a steady decline in return on assets. No doubt that is the reason why, 
in the communiqué I talked about a short time ago, the Auditor General was keen to get some answers around 
that. Appendix 3.5 has a chart dealing with dividend and income tax payments between 1994 and 2005. 
Interestingly, from 1994 to 1998 there are very small payments, and then it starts to increase beyond the period 
covered in the appendix. 

There will be questions from the opposition in respect of the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, which we 
do not oppose. It is timely to have a debate on this legislation, particularly in respect of the issues I talked about 
earlier—the James Point Pty Ltd port proposal and the litigation surrounding the agreement signed by Richard 
Court in the dying days of his government. As I pointed out to the Minister for Transport, it is not acceptable to 
hide this under litigation and mediation and to not be open and accountable in respect of two things—the value 
of any assets the ownership of which is transferred, and the likely exposure of the state. That is going to require 
the state government to have the maturity to release legal advice for the satisfaction of Western Australian 
taxpayers, who own those assets. That is an absolute necessity for there to be satisfaction surrounding any 
transfer of ownership of a state-owned asset. I look forward to the minister’s response, whether during his reply 
to the second reading debate or during consideration in detail. 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [8.53 pm]: I would like to speak on the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill 2013 
from a regional member’s point of view. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: We’ve got a quality contribution to come! 

Mr P.B. WATSON: I have not started yet!  

I say to the minister that in Brad Williamson, we have the best chief executive officer in the state. We have a 
very good port in Albany, which is run very successfully, so why do we have to change it? I am disappointed 
that the member for Eyre, a government member, is not in here sticking up for the Esperance port. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Do you know where Brad Williams went when we had a problem at the Esperance port? 
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Mr P.B. WATSON: He went to Esperance. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: He went to Esperance! 

Mr P.B. WATSON: That is right. Now he is running a very successful port in Albany, and we have a good 
board. I was interested to hear it said today that the chairman comes from out of town, but I think that is good, 
because the port is not just Albany; it is the whole hinterland, and the people in the hinterland are the ones who 
send in the grain and the timber. We have a really good mix of people there, and we have someone from outside 
who can control them, but now everything is going to be done from Bunbury. That might seem great to the 
minister, but not to the people from Esperance and Albany; it means Bunbury is going to run those ports. Would 
it not be better to start in the middle—in Albany? I know the minister will think I am biased because I am the 
member for Albany, but — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Member, can I say, having travelled around the state, if I had to choose anywhere other than 
Busselton to live, it would be Albany. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: Yes, but we do not want the minister! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Come on! 

Mr P.B. WATSON: I know the minister says great things about Albany, but if he thinks it is such a great place, 
he should not take away the power of our port authority. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: We’re not. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: The minister is; he is taking it to Bunbury, and we know what will happen next: it will go 
to Perth. Where is the National Party on this issue? The National Party says that it will build SuperTowns, and it 
will do this and that, but where are the development commissions run from now? They are run from Perth. 
Where will this be run from? It will be run from Perth. Everything is being centralised to Perth, but we want to 
be able to look after our own port. We recently had an issue in which there was trouble with the mussel farmers 
in the port, so I had the opportunity to take these people down there and sit down with the board, and we sorted it 
out. I should not have to go all the way to Bunbury with every issue that happens in our area, and I think it is 
disgusting the way this has happened. I am worried that the Buy Local policy will disappear and that everything 
will be bought from Bunbury. I am worried that it will be privatised, and I know there are things in there about 
privatisation that we are really concerned about in Albany. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Can I just say, member, of all the ports in WA, the one I often refer to as a landlord model for 
port development is the port of Albany, because in the port of Albany, a large percentage of the exporting 
infrastructure has been delivered and is operated by private entities, controlled on an overarching level by the 
port authority, but delivered by the private sector—and that is exactly the model for port development. Brad has 
given me a lot of advice, and that is exactly the model we want to see rolled out in other port authorities. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: If we are the best one, why can we not be the central one? The minister has not stopped 
talking about how good it is; I have not stopped talking about how good it is. Why does that power have to go to 
Bunbury? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: That’s your view. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: That is the view of the people of Albany. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: We’ll see. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: Pardon? Is it not? Has the minister spoken to the board? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, I didn’t say that it wasn’t the view of the people of Albany; I said that we’ll see how that 
plays out. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: It is going to go to Bunbury. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What’s going to Bunbury? 

Mr P.B. WATSON: The power to run the board. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What document are you referring to? 

Mr P.B. WATSON: When I read through the minister’s second reading speech, I am sure it said that it would be 
based in Bunbury. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: We haven’t determined where it will be based yet. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: Then after the minister’s glowing report today, it is in Hansard and we know that it will go 
to Albany. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I didn’t say that at all; I just said — 
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Mr P.B. WATSON: I am quite willing to back the minister on this. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I just said that we haven’t made a decision where it will be based, and I’m not sure that in the 
modern working environment the idea of a single base is required. The best people do the jobs in the relevant 
places. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: I am just worried that we are going to lose the focus in Albany. Let us say that it was in 
Albany; that is great, but then Esperance loses the focus on its port. We get these people on the board because 
they are people in the area; they are the ones who know what is going on in the area, and now we are going to 
have people who are not in the area making these decisions. I can understand the minister’s point of view, and 
we will be supporting the bill, but there are lots of questions that have to be asked—about privatisation for one 
thing. If the minister can say that there is going to be no privatisation—he has talked about how it works in 
Albany — 
Mr T.R. Buswell: A lot of the assets in Albany are already owned and operated privately. 
Mr P.B. WATSON: Which ones? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Woodchips, grain — 

Mr P.B. WATSON: Grain is off the port—Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It’s still not state owned. The stevedoring is done privately; from a landlord model point of 
view, it is a very good model.   

Mr P.B. WATSON: We are building up the case even more.  

I would like the minister to explain the provisions of the bill that will allow the ports to operate 24 hours a day 
subject to compliance with the Environmental Protection Act. I am concerned about this during grain drops, 
especially as this year’s harvest is going to be a bumper. What sorts of things will allow ports to operate 24 hours 
a day?  

Mr T.R. Buswell: A lot of ports already operate 24 hours a day. My advice is that that clause in the act simply 
codifies current practice in a range of ports. If for operational reasons a port has to operate 24 hours a day, it can 
already, although it is not specified in the legislation. This is simply a matter of codifying, or putting into 
legislation, a practice that already exists. But, of course, it is subject to the normal environmental controls, 
around dust and noise in particular, and other approvals that sit around port operations  

Mr P.B. WATSON: When the Albany Entertainment Centre was built, one of the main concerns was that trucks 
would be going by 24 hours a day. It has not been an issue so far, but it was a big concern raised at that time.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: A good example in Albany would have been if Grange Resources had got off the ground. 
That magnetite export facility—which was admittedly at the southern end of the port—would have been a 24-
hour-a-day operation.  

Mr P.B. WATSON: The trains do not go 24 hours, but they go for a fair bit, and that is a big issue for people in 
Albany, because train drivers like to blow the train horn every time they pass a crossing. I can receive up to 
50 phone calls the next day when that happens.  

The second reading speech also refers to a reduction in the number of members on the boards. If a board is run 
from Bunbury, how will it be situated? I know that the government picks the board members, because the 
National and Liberal Parties are well represented on the board in Albany, but how will the members of the 
boards be chosen now? Will the minister do that?  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: Will there be any additional people on the boards? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No. I think the act says five to seven board members. We, in consultation with the chairs, try 
to get the skill set that is required for the port at the time. That may change from time to time depending on the 
phase the port is at. But the ports review, which the member for Victoria Park referred to, makes some 
significant commentary around the composition of boards. So I think the best thing we can do for our ports is to 
have the best and most appropriate people sitting on those boards. I would not like to think that we appoint board 
members based on political allegiance. I have reappointed Gary Wood, the CFMEU organiser from Collie, to the 
Bunbury port at least once. I think he is a good member of the Bunbury Port Authority. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: That is how it should be, but it does not always happen. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I think when I had the commerce portfolio, I reappointed Tony Cook, is it, who was one of 
your predecessors?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: He was the secretary of the TLC.  

Several members interjected.  
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Mr P.B. WATSON: I did not want to interrupt the minister’s conversation! The opposition supports the bill, but 
I want to ask a lot of questions. Some people in my electorate are concerned that the Albany port will lose its 
identity. The port is a big part of not only the City of Albany, but also the entire hinterland. I want to make sure 
that the producers in the hinterland and the local people who have jobs there are looked after. As I said, Albany 
has the best port, and the best CEO, so why change it?  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [9.03 pm]: This is much sooner than I was expecting to be on my feet. I, 
too, want to make some remarks about the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill 2013. The first thing I want to raise 
is the capacity of the port for the iron ore industry in the Pilbara. If I were the Minister for Transport, this issue 
would worry me a lot. The minister stated in the second reading speech that 44 per cent of Australia’s export 
merchandise goes out of our ports; is that right? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It is more now.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Whatever the figure, it is a huge amount. The second reading speech identified Port 
Hedland as the world’s busiest port. By that I think the minister means by tonnes of exports, because Rotterdam, 
Holland, is the busiest container port, and other ports in the world are busier in terms of ship movements. 
However, Port Hedland is certainly the busiest by tonnage shipped due to the super bulk carriers that come into 
that port. Dampier port is also incredibly important, with a multitude of different products going out through that 
port. There is an intention to expand the Dampier port, but Port Hedland is a more complex port, which has led 
to BHP Billiton coming up with its outer harbour plan. I cannot remember the last figure, but I remember there 
was a suggestion that it would take something like $19 billion to build it. Naturally, BHP has said that 
$19 billion for one project is an awful lot of shareholders’ money, so it will not proceed with that plan at this 
stage. Perhaps at some time in the future it will come up with that sort of money, but it is unlikely in the current 
environment that that will happen any time soon. Last year the shadow Treasurer and I were briefed by BHP 
about its plans for milking the maximum volumes out of Port Hedland. It had a range of options to get more 
tonnes out of Port Hedland, because its competitor Rio Tinto is not similarly constrained at the Dampier port.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: And Cape Lambert.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But it is the Dampier Port Authority that runs that.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Cape Lambert is a state port authority port at the moment, but it will go across. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am just saying that BHP’s competitor is not similarly constrained. There is also the 
matter of the expansion for junior operators and FMG. All of that led to the idea of building a port at Anketell so 
that there would be expansion capacity in the Pilbara for junior operators, and, indeed, FMG—which is hardly a 
junior anymore—to have the capacity to get more out through the Anketell port. The problem is that whoever 
invests first in Anketell will have to build the facility to a capacity for—I am no specialist in these things—a 
turning basin. Whoever goes first has to build a turning basin so that there is the infrastructure to allow for the 
ships. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The channel and the turning basin.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The problem, of course, is how to finance these things. A lot of operators around the 
country such as Aurizon, the former QR National, say that they can build these facilities, but they need to get 
offtake agreements from the mining companies first before they can bankroll those activities. The problem is that 
mining companies do not have that sort of capital to guarantee a project will move forward, so an infrastructure 
provider has to convince some 29-year-old in New York that the project will fly. If the counterparty is, say, a 
$400 million company, how can that guy in New York be convinced that that $400 million company will fund 
them for 30 years to pay back the loans? That is the problem. It is the problem at Oakajee as well—I will talk 
about Oakajee in a moment. These are the fundamental problems for the continued expansion of Western 
Australia’s export industries. We are coming to potential bottlenecks, particularly in Port Hedland, but more 
generally in the state’s ports. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.C. Blayney), this is also an issue in Geraldton. The 
former Labor government did an excellent job by upgrading the Geraldton port. Without that upgrade there 
would no midwest iron ore industry—none at all—because there would be nowhere to put the ships out and 
nowhere to load. No matter what criticism is made of any part of that port expansion, the simple fact is that 
without it there would be no midwest operation.  

Getting back to Anketell, how is that not going to be cut? How can we get a long-term investor confident enough 
that there will be people to use their infrastructure and thereby repay the debt? Some people say perhaps 
superannuation funds should be asked to invest in these projects. Sure, I think that superannuation funds should 
look at them, but again they are not charities; they are not going to invest in a 30-year project if they do not have 
confidence in a return on their investment. It is interesting that Karratha Airport has been marketed to 
superannuation funds. Of course it is an airport and not a seaport. A problem that the Roebourne council has in 
marketing Karratha Airport is that nobody knows what passenger numbers will be in 10 years’ time. A 
superannuation fund with a 30-year investment horizon is very nervous about investing in a 10-year asset. The 
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same problem arises for a multiuser port that might allow junior operators to come to fruition. I am often told by 
people in the resource sector that if there is no land transport solution and a port, the project is just dirt because 
nobody is going to pay for the resource in the ground; they are going to pay for it only when it is on a ship 
heading to Korea or China, or wherever else it is going. I think this is a significant problem for the state. The 
question of what is going to happen to the expansion of our northern ports is probably the number one issue we 
are confronting if we want to continue to expand our iron ore industry. I am sure the minister thinks that is 
probably right.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: It is a big issue.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister can either tell the house now or in consideration in detail whether it will be 
possible to take out a long-term lease or sell individual assets of the port authorities through this legislation. 
What further parliamentary scrutiny would be required before the government moved to privatise any aspect of 
the port operations? The minister does not have to respond now, but does he understand the question I am 
asking? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes. I do not think this legislation inhibits the government from selling individual assets 
within ports or, the flipside, encouraging private sector investment in new assets at ports. I hope it does not 
inhibit it! No, it does not.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is obviously a real question for us about what is going to happen with the ownership 
structure of the ports. If a Fremantle outer harbour was ever built, it would be an ideal investment for the private 
sector.  
Mr T.R. Buswell: Absolutely.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Because volumes could effectively be guaranteed.  
Mr T.R. Buswell: There would effectively be a container terminal within the port of Fremantle which would 
still be a state-owned entity, which is the Port Hedland model over and over again.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. It is really what the commonwealth has done with the airports. It sold 50-year 
leases on the airports but the airports continue to belong to the commonwealth. Eventually it will come back to 
it. It is also the model that was proposed for the James Price Point port. I cannot remember whether it was after 
50 or 60 years it would come back to —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: James Price Point.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Not James Point; James Price Point. The Browse gas project was the proposed model. 
The private sector would have done the investment but it still belonged to the state. At the end of the project, 50 
or 60 years—I forget what it was in the act—it would revert to state ownership. In fact under that one I think it 
would have reverted to Indigenous ownership but with the state having the right to continue to operate it. The 
point I make is that that is the sort of proposal. There is no question that state governments do not have unlimited 
capital. There is an opportunity to ensure private investment in risk assets; that is, they are not just taking cream; 
they are putting their assets at risk. Risk is very important. That is what “incentivises”—if I can use that 
wonderful word—the private sector: the risk that they will not succeed as well as the possibility of reward for 
them succeeding. Without the discipline of failure, there is no private market. That is probably China, where 
corporations run by the state do not have failure. China is trending down on asset returns, so it is very important 
for there to be risk. We do not want to just pass over an asset to the private sector without it risking anything. 
The expansion of an outer harbour in Fremantle and the Anketell port are opportunities for the private sector.  

I want to talk about the possibility of competition for Fremantle in the container area. I do not have access to all 
the information, but I do know that people in Bunbury often talked to me—when I was state secretary and more 
recently—about the possibility of a container wharf in Bunbury. That would require an upgrade of rail 
infrastructure. It was put to me that a third rail is needed, like the freight rail that shares both narrow and 
standard gauge rail out east. If I am wrong, please tell me. This is what people say to me: we could have a 
container wharf at Bunbury in an expanded Bunbury port. That would provide competition between Fremantle 
port and Bunbury. If there was an outer harbour—still ultimately owned by the state government—there would 
be more competition and more opportunity. Obviously, Bunbury will never be as busy a harbour as Fremantle, 
but to the extent that commodities are exported in boxes, we give them another alternative.  

The same question arises at Oakajee. When Hon Gary Gray, the federal member for Brand, was the resources 
minister in the commonwealth government, he often talked to me about how exciting the opportunities at 
Oakajee were not just for the bulk export commodities, but also for a container facility. I cannot remember 
whether it was the Geraldton Iron Ore Alliance or the Midwest Group — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Geraldton Iron Ore Alliance. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is the Geraldton Iron Ore Alliance, but there was also another group. We spoke about 
opportunities in having a container wharf at a future Oakajee port. There could be a connection to the east–west 
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rail link, which provides a new alternative. One benefit would be not only reducing the travel time for 
containerised freight from port to the north west, but also reducing the number of trucks on the road. These are 
all really interesting, but I think we really need to look at the Darwin port outcomes. It shows that despite the fact 
the commonwealth spent hundreds of millions of taxpayers’ dollars upgrading and completing the rail line to 
Darwin from Adelaide, it has not been the success that everybody thought, partly because it is still cheaper to put 
containers on a ship and let them go around the coast than the potential saving in putting them on rail. That is 
why I say that Bunbury is a better option because it is closer to where the freight currently goes. There is 
probably a better likelihood of an economic outcome from investing in Bunbury than spending billions and 
billions to get either Oakajee or Anketell going. If Oakajee or Anketell come together because of the export 
volumes for bulk commodities, we could look at doing something like a container port, but it is not going to 
happen any time soon; whereas at least there are opportunities at Bunbury right now. I know that the Department 
of Transport is deep in negotiations with Lanco for coal export opportunities. I hear very big figures. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The port of Bunbury is. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. I hear big figures like $500 million or something—that was in the newspaper the 
other day from a Lanco executive—on how much it is going to cost to get them ready to go. The minister 
reckons it will be less than that or more than that—I do not know. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, no. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister is not making any speculation. I do not speculate. All I know is what I 
have read in the newspaper and that speculation is either right or wrong; but $500 million is a bit of money. I 
would notice it! Again, getting an opportunity for coal exports through Bunbury would be great for the state. 
Having that opportunity would benefit everybody in Western Australia. It would potentially increase volumes 
through the coalmine. As the coal companies say to me, as the marginal cost of mining goes down, the average 
cost of production goes down as well. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Either the gap between the amount being paid or the profit margin—whatever the case 
may be—will be better for the coal companies by increasing their volumes. It is interesting to note that the coal 
companies tell me that they have quite a big resource in the Collie area. There is not just the one seam for 
mining, but also there are potentially other seams of coal, some at depth, that they reckon they can work. So it 
would be a good thing if we could have an export facility in Bunbury. It is interesting to note that in the past the 
companies tried to export coal out of the same loader they used for woodchips and that caused trouble for the 
woodchippers. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The other thing is, let us not forget that there’s already coal being exported out of Kwinana. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, in boxes or something. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: No, it is a stockpile in the open and loaded — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But it is trucked. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: No, it’s coming in by rail, or I think it is. I don’t actually know how it gets there. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I think there is some trucking to Kwinana. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: But the woodchip loader at Bunbury, for example, is very inefficient because it’s an old-
fashioned piece of infrastructure. You actually have to move the ship along. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: But that is where Bunge is looking to export wheat from. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: So you are right, the woodchip facility at Bunbury is underutilised and they now have an 
arrangement in place to increase that utilisation. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: And increasing utilisation is why I think Bunbury is probably the best opportunity for 
investment in the state for an additional port because of the lowest cost. I have no idea what the member for 
Bunbury thinks about this, but it seems to me to be the lowest cost solution for additional capacity in Western 
Australia for handling both exports and imports. It does not solve all the problems, because bringing in 
containers to Bunbury does not reduce but in fact increases the distance to the north west. It does not therefore 
solve any of those problems, but it might solve some other problems, including creating competition. I have no 
trouble with competition. I have no trouble with private sector funding expansion. The Labor Party is opposed to 
privatising the ports but we have never been opposed to private investment in the ports. 

When the member for Albany sat down precipitously I was actually looking for a quote and I could not find it. 
However, in my memory of a couple of years ago the Premier in an estimates committee hearing ruled out 
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private ports south of Geraldton. Again, I do not have the quote in front of me and I might be mistaken in my 
commentary, but that is my memory. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: We have no intention to make any port private. There will be private facilities in the ports. 

Mr F.M. Logan: As there are now. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. The James Price debate was about the original contract let by the Court 
government  

Mr T.R. Buswell: James Point. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am sorry, James Point. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It was for a port within a port. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. The other day Hon Ken Travers sent around the speech that Minister Alannah 
MacTiernan gave in 2001. 

Mr F.M. Logan: I have it and I might run that out right now. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for Cockburn has it right in front of him. It was interesting to read. I 
cannot say I read every clause but I did scan through that agreement, which did seem to be a suboptimal 
arrangement. I know from my time as state secretary of the Labor Party that one of the interesting things was that 
everyone says “Len Buckeridge” when they talk about James Point, but actually his company was only one of 
three companies. It was one of the other shareholders who came to see me when I was state secretary to talk to 
me about that issue. They described to me all the problems they had with the land in the agreement, and in their 
view the arrangements were not adequate to get the port to operate. It seems a bit of a strange deal and the more 
we go into it, the worse it looks. It is a bit like the Westrail privatisation: the more we look at it, the worse it gets. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: At the end of it, irrespective of the merits or otherwise of the agreement, there is an 
agreement and at some stage you have to try to resolve those issues and get on with it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Sure, but the minister would not want to do what he did with the Mandurah rail line 
when the government settled the claim when he came into government. A court action was pending at the time of 
the change of government in 2008 that was settled after this government came in without completing the trial. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Sorry, what was that for? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That was for the argument about the rise and fall on the tunnel. It was about the 
interpretation of the rate of inflation, and the incoming government gave in to the contractor. Just because there 
is a claim does not mean the government has to give in to it. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Again, a question has been asked by the member for Victoria Park of the Premier—I 
think five times now—about whose idea it was, and that the idea that the mediator in a mediation in court 
somehow came up with the solution was not right. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I do not think that is right. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Clearly, one side or the other has made the suggestion and it is quite important for the 
people of Western Australia to know which side of the negotiations suggested that the sale of an asset without 
any tender or alternative bid would provide the best outcome for the state of Western Australia. It does not seem 
very wise to me that the people of the state will not get to know all the details of the mediation. I am sure the 
minister will give us all the assurances we need to hear. 

I come at the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill on the basis of my responsibilities as shadow spokesperson for 
state development and for mines and petroleum. Unfortunately, I was unable to hear all of the contribution from 
the member for West Swan, but she made an observation about what happens on the east coast with Dalrymple 
Bay and the vision of all the ships sitting off there waiting for access to the coal loader. Indeed, on coming back 
from holidays with my daughter in July at the midyear break and flying over Port Hedland, we looked out the 
window and saw all the ships waiting there. The difference there is that they are waiting for their turn to berth, 
whereas over on the east coast they are waiting for capacity. The ships are arriving faster than they can be filled; 
whereas in Port Hedland they are waiting for their turn to berth. It is not the same as happens on the east coast. 
One of the reasons for that, I suppose, is the fact that we have this capacity for the ports to expand with the 
private operators as their demand grows, and now we have this problem — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: In my memory, you can go to Geraldton sometimes and see no ship in the port and them all 
tied up in the bay because of the — 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Waiting for the tide? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, you actually get the surge and they break their moorings, and it is a big issue there.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have heard about the suction devices that one of the companies is using. The minister 
is shaking his head. Its competitors say that they do not work, but we never know. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I’m not sure that they’ve been entirely successful. There are still issues there when everyone 
has to stop loading and leave the port, which is quite bizarre. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Indeed, when I became the shadow Minister for State Development, Mr Langoulant, 
formerly of Oakajee Port and Rail, gave me a presentation on the challenges of Oakajee. One of those was that 
long-wave whatever they call it and the need to build the enormous breakwater. I know that some of the other 
companies in Oakajee said that they could do it cheaply in a different way. I remember that back in 2000, 
Mt Gibson Iron Ltd was not intending to go through Geraldton; it was going to do some sort of low-cost loader 
south of Geraldton and the ships would not be able to tie up in certain sea conditions. It is interesting that Cape 
Preston is doing that offshore loading. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Transshipping. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, transshipping and using those barges. I was quite shocked when I got the tour of 
CITIC Pacific Mining in the middle of last year. I saw the world’s biggest desalination plant, the 450-megawatt 
gas-fired turbines and all the massive facilities, and around the corner there was its wonderful mine plan, which 
it explained, and the crushers. But it is going to use barge loading at the port. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It actually happens in a lot of places around the world. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I understand that. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: In a lot of Chinese ports, they transship to off-load. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Indeed, I was in Derby years ago and saw —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Wyndham. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No; it was Derby. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Derby used to do it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It was 15 years ago when I was up there and they were using a barge — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Hopefully, CITIC’s first ship will be there in the next little while, notwithstanding the efforts 
of the new federal member for Fairfax. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Clive, yes. 

As I say, I come to this obviously with the perspective of the Labor Party’s opposition to privatisation, and we 
will talk about that during the consideration in detail stage. I come to this from the perspective of the opportunity 
for state development. These are very complex issues. There are no simple solutions. The old-fashioned state 
development approach of the government paying for it and taking all the risks is no longer possible. Given that 
that is the case, we have to make sure that we provide the most stable environment for investors to do that. 
Management of the ports is critical. It is not just the major players; a lot of small and medium businesses operate 
out of the ports in Dampier. Different offshore service organisations operate in the port and they have told me 
about some of the problems in their relationship with the port authority. These are all important issues and they 
have quite a large impact on our capacity. They have all raised these issues with me. 

We look forward to going through the details of this legislation in the consideration in detail stage. I am sure that 
a couple of other members will have a few remarks to make from the perspective of their portfolio areas. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [9.33 pm]: I am sorry, member for Cockburn, but the member for Albany goaded me 
into speaking on the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill 2013. I listened to his comments earlier when he asked 
where the member for Eyre was when it came to talking about port authorities. I am no expert on port 
authorities, but I do have community experience of the port authority over time. I want to recount to the house a 
bit about the background of the Esperance Ports Sea and Land, which is the new name of the Esperance port 
authority. I had the pleasure of attending the naming of the new tug to join the fleet of two run by Mackenzie 
Marine and Towage. It has added a new $8 million tug to its fleet to cope with the increased gross tonnage 
through the port of Esperance. The port of Esperance is the deepest port in the southern part of Australia; it is 
19.5 metres deep. There has been a significant increase in export tonnage, particularly of iron ore, of 19 or 20 per 
cent over the past 12 months. There has been an increase in the number of containers shipped through the port; 
32 000 containers were shipped through the port, which is an increase of 18 per cent in the past 12 months. 
Indeed, 840 000 tonnes of sulfur were imported for First Quantum Minerals Ltd, the nickel sulfide operation in 
Ravensthorpe, which is a nine per cent increase in the imports of that product. By far the largest percentage 
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export is that of iron ore through the port of Esperance, which is at 80 per cent. The gross shipping tonnage has 
increased significantly over the past 12 months; more than 200 ships visit the port every year. The capesize ships 
export iron ore and the panamax ships export grain. There has been a significant increase in containerisation, 
particularly of nickel from Forrestania, the western areas and Ravensthorpe. 

The port is the biggest single employer in Esperance. It is run by an excellent CEO, Shayne Flanagan, and a 
board headed by Bob McKinnon. I am sure that the minister would share with me in recognising that the port of 
Esperance has had its challenges in the past. Of course, many people know of the challenges it faced with the 20-
month period of lead export through the port of Esperance and what that did to Esperance. This government 
committed to a program that took nearly two years and $25 million to clean up the pollution created by the 
export of lead through the port. Things have improved very much since those days and we now have an excellent 
board and an excellent CEO, who is now coping with increased export and import tonnages through the very 
important deepwater port. 

The port is facing upgrades to its iron ore export facility. It is up to the stage of a request for proposal shortlisted 
process to look at the work that has been done not only within the Esperance port access corridor, but also inside 
the gate to increase the throughput of iron ore from 11 million tonnes to 20 million tonnes in the not-too-distant 
future. The state government committed $60 million to the Esperance port access corridor, matched by the 
federal government, for the grade separation between the rail, the road trains and the vehicular traffic, which had 
the potential to choke the entrance to the gate of the port and was a rate-limiting step to increasing exports 
through the port. 

The port of Esperance is a vibrant and growing port. It is the single largest employer in Esperance. From a man-
in-the-street perspective, I am concerned about what the umbrella management structure of the port authorities 
that is proposed in this bill will do for the ports of Bunbury, Albany and Esperance. I want to relate to members a 
couple of experiences. The man-in-the street concept of what has been happening in Esperance, and probably in 
a lot of other ports in Western Australia, is that a port authority act may have a mission statement that says that 
the port authorities should facilitate trade. However, there are then competing interests from different mining 
proponents. Mining companies that have a fair bit of muscle are able to play off one port against another by 
saying to Esperance port, “If you cannot facilitate this, we will take our business to Albany, because Albany port 
will give us a better deal”, or they will say to Albany port, “If you cannot facilitate this, we will take our business 
to Esperance port, because they will give us a better deal.” They are able to play off these ports, some of which 
have isolated boards, and some of which in the past did lack the skill set necessary for the job. That has now 
changed in Esperance, because the skill set on the board is excellent, and the chief executive officer has very 
good management skills to take us through this process. However, as a community member, I could see how the 
ports would often be played off against each other by the big players, in particular the mining exporters.  

Another matter is that we have had significant industrial relations issues in the port of Esperance, and those 
issues then cascade onto other ports. The maritime union has had a propensity to pick off the Esperance Port 
Authority. A strike at the port of Esperance some time ago cost Cliffs Robe River Iron Associates and Esperance 
port around $1 million a day because iron ore could not be exported through the port. Again, the maritime union 
had the ability to pick off this port, screw it down and get a deal in order to resume the export of the product, but 
the issues then moved on and whatever the union had achieved at that site cascaded onto another site.  

As I have said, one of the problems is that large exporters are able to pick off one port against another and try to 
get the best deal. There are also environmental and safety considerations. There is no point in facilitating trade if 
it is not economically sustainable. It is also important in the Esperance scenario, with our experience, that things 
be done in an environmentally responsible way. Those guidelines need to be adhered to. It should not be dictated 
by commercial considerations alone. It should certainly not be at the expense of environmental considerations. 

Those are two of the main advantages that I see from this reform. However, some questions are being brought to 
me as the local member. The Esperance Chamber of Commerce and Industry has been in contact with me. Very 
recently—so the minister might not have seen it—I wrote a letter to the minister outlining some of these 
questions. These questions are about trying to put a bit of flesh on the skeleton. The chamber of commerce and 
the community of Esperance want to know whether a socioeconomic impact assessment has been either planned 
or completed to understand the potential impact of the decision on the local Esperance community. They would 
also like the minister to provide some guarantee that the decisions regarding the new entity’s purchasing and 
procurement policy will not impact negatively on the Esperance economy, specifically for the small businesses 
that are currently servicing Esperance port. The argument they put is that although these ports are in the southern 
part of Western Australia, Esperance port is some 500 kilometres from Albany, and it is more than 
700 kilometres from Bunbury, so there are issues of distance. Esperance Ports Sea and Land, which is the new 
name for Esperance port authority, has a fundamentally different business structure from the ports of Albany and 
Bunbury. We need an assurance from the minister that Esperance port will remain a discrete business unit, in 
order to ensure continuity of service and trade, and that the structure of the new entity will be made public in 
order to ensure transparency. 
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I know it is early days and that some work will need to be done to put some flesh on the skeleton of this new 
entity, but it is about trying to get a handle on it for the community. The decision about the location of the head 
office of this new entity has been made, but we would like some information about how that decision was made. 
Just to engage in a bit of partisan reflection, Esperance port has the largest tonnage, the largest workforce, and 
the most complex structure of any of the ports in the south of the state. Of course, there have been some 
complexities in the management of Esperance port previously, as we all know. 

Other questions arise from whether there has been consideration of the inclusion of Esperance port in the merger 
when the current board and management are able to work through the significant operational and contractual 
considerations and issues. It has been put by the Esperance Chamber of Commerce and Industry that this would 
allow a new port authority board to concentrate on locking down the Albany and Bunbury landlord ports, which 
could limit the risk to Esperance port operations if the new management and board are left to try to deal with 
both the merger requirements and the current management considerations at the port.  

Those are just some of the considerations and I have no doubt that the minister will reply to some of the 
questions that have been put by the chamber. Obviously, I will support this legislation but I aim to have some of 
those answers so that I can take them back to my constituents in Esperance, the chamber of commerce and other 
organisations. They are concerned about the local content issues, management issues at the port and which senior 
operational staff will be retained at the port site to manage not only the port, but also the merger into the future. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [9.51 pm]: I rise to say a few words about the Ports Legislation Amendment 
Bill 2013 that is before us tonight. I will take a slightly different tack from some of the members who have 
spoken so far about the provisions of the bill and will talk about the way in which the eight ports are now 
basically concentrated in four authorities and why the Southern Ports Authority was chosen to be structured in 
the way it has been. I raise that because of an issue that the member for Cannington touched on earlier about the 
future role of the port of Bunbury.  

I question why Bunbury is in the minister’s proposed new Southern Ports Authority because if we look at the 
future development of Western Australia and the future development of the metropolitan area of Perth and 
greater Bunbury over the next 100 years, where is the most logical place to establish the next container port? Is it 
in Kwinana or is it in Bunbury? At the moment, if we look at Fremantle port, we see that Fremantle is still not at 
capacity. Over the last 10 years, Fremantle has had its port deepened and new computerised control mechanisms 
have been put in to Fremantle port to guide ships into their berths. The wharves in Fremantle, particularly the 
north Fremantle wharves, have all been straightened and lengthened so that the three shipping companies that 
use the north Fremantle port wharves can all have ships alongside one another right the way up the harbour. An 
intermodal terminal and a new rail connection with a new bridge have been constructed at the port. The 
companies in the port have invested in new high-capacity and larger container ship–lifters to deal with the 
capesize vessels that now visit the port of Fremantle. That has all occurred in the last 10 years, so Fremantle port 
has clearly kept up with the pace of change that has been happening in maritime logistics and with the demands 
on container infrastructure that are occurring around the world from the increasing size of container ships.   

The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, will you settle down, please?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Thank you, Mr Speaker. Fremantle Port Authority has risen to that challenge and has 
invested heavily in the capacity and capability of its port under successive state governments. It still has 
capacity. I know that the Department of Transport has put a limit on that capacity and a time frame to the limit 
on that capacity. Nevertheless, it still has capacity. It has got to that level of capacity over the last 100 years.  

If we take today as the benchmark, what will Western Australia and particularly metropolitan Perth look like in 
the next 100 years? Where will the growth happen in metropolitan Perth? Will it go further north beyond 
Clarkson and Yanchep and head off towards Geraldton? It is doubtful. It will probably continue to grow slightly 
further north, but the biggest growth in Western Australia—economic, housing, social and infrastructure 
development—over the next 100 years is going to be between the current southern suburbs of Perth and the outer 
suburbs of Bunbury. That is what will inevitably happen. The question then arises: why put a container port in 
the confined and congested area of Kwinana and Cockburn Sound? Why not put the next container port in 
Bunbury, as raised by the member for Cannington? Currently, there are rail infrastructure connections to the port 
of Bunbury. It does not have the third rail, as the member for Cannington said, but that is a very simple fix. 
There is heavy road infrastructure connection into the port of Bunbury, and the port is increasing its capacity and 
bulk tonnage regularly each year. Something that is not mentioned is that every year there are between 20 000 
and 25 000 container movements from the south west of Western Australia to Fremantle port, and the number of 
container movements is growing. The member for Cannington talked about container movements logically 
occurring through Bunbury, but what he did not mention was the exact number of container movements that go 
through Fremantle. The current number of container movements from the south west actually justifies container 
cranes in the port of Bunbury right now. Why has that not occurred? There are a number of suggestions for why 
that has not occurred. One suggestion put to me was that a former CEO of the port of Fremantle was violently 
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opposed to the port of Bunbury being in competition with Fremantle. Any time there was a proposal to put 
container cranes into the port of Bunbury, it has been suggested by various sources that a former CEO of the 
Fremantle port heavily lobbied various government ministers to ensure that that container lift did not get put into 
Bunbury. In fact, there are even suggestions that it was not just ministers who were lobbied but that shipping 
agents and authorities were also warned off pushing ministers to put container cranes into the port of Bunbury, 
with the threat that if they continued to lobby for Bunbury to have container cranes, their ships would go to the 
back of the queue going into Fremantle. That is one of the stories that has come back to me as to why Bunbury 
currently does not have any container capacity, even though there are between 20 000 to 25 000 containers 
coming out of the south west through the port of Fremantle. The Minister for Transport could today resolve a lot 
of the traffic movements from the south west through metropolitan Perth simply by approving the establishment 
by a private company of a container lifter in Bunbury. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I’m not aware that I’ve seen a request, but I certainly wouldn’t be averse to that request 
coming forward. The port of Bunbury knows that; it’s their business to grow. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Of course, but I am pointing out to the minister that Bunbury Port Authority has raised that 
matter regularly with governments of various persuasions; I am not too sure why it has not raised it with the 
minister, but it certainly has raised the need for one or more container lifters for the port of Bunbury. Whether 
shipping agents were actually scared off from lobbying ministers, particularly the Minister for Transport, is 
another matter. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Let me give you an example. Someone earlier raised the issue of Lanco Infratech exporting 
coal. Lanco had been in discussion with the port of Bunbury, an infrastructure provider and an operator for some 
time about using a retainer-type set-up at Bunbury as an interim solution while it tried to ramp up its coal 
exports. The retainer-type set-up is basically a container lifter of sorts that takes a half-container, for want of a 
better term, and tips it into the hull of the ship. I have a very open mind to ports looking to expand in innovative 
ways, and my view is that if the customers want it and there are people willing to support them through the 
required investments, there’s no inhibitor to them doing that. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Given that we are dealing with the future development of ports in Western Australia through 
this bill — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I’ll try to get this information for you before I give my second reading reply, but we did some 
time ago publicly release a range of figures about the long-term growth of container trade in the metropolitan 
area on a 50-year horizon—not 100 years, but 50—and I will have to double-check the figures, but that showed 
that Fremantle Harbour has a capacity of, I think, about 1.2 million twenty-foot equivalent units—TEUs—per 
annum, and the estimate was, I am sure, that in 50 years we would need five Fremantles to service container 
movements into and out of the metropolitan area, which is a scary proposition. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is but, minister, I think you would have to question those figures. That is assuming 
exponential economic growth to lead to that situation. That seems quite bizarre. When we look at growth over 
the last 100 years that has led to the current state of Fremantle, I think those figures are being taken to a 
ludicrous proportion. Nevertheless, even if it were one quarter of the growth that the minister has highlighted to 
the house, it would justify investment in the port of Bunbury as the second container port for Western Australia. 
It is a logical choice.  

Why is Kwinana not a logical choice? I will go through a couple of reasons. In terms of the logistics for a 
container port in Kwinana, the rail connection into the port of Kwinana is from the north and south. The rail 
network from the north is heavily congested already, and it runs through the majority of the southern suburbs of 
Perth. It runs from Midland right the way through to Spearwood and then diverts south and goes into Kwinana. 
Petrol, diesel, liquefied natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas, sodium cyanide in vast quantities, and lime are 
carried on that rail line. I have raised locally on many occasions the need for a safety and emergency response 
protocol to be in place should one of those sodium cyanide trains derail. If sodium cyanide leaks from one of the 
containers, it will immediately turn to cyanide gas and we would start evacuating half the southern suburbs of 
Perth. If water is put on it, it will explode. It is an extremely dangerous material carried in vast quantities from 
Kwinana to the goldfields for the gold extraction industry. Iron ore is also carried on the same rail line. We 
suggest that we hugely increase the number of train movements on the line that goes through all the southern 
suburbs of Perth by putting container traffic on it into an intermodal terminal at latitude 32, which is valuable 
industrial land that should be used for purposes other than a container park. Then there is the cost involved in 
building the infrastructure around the container port in Kwinana, which is valuable industrial land that can be 
used for much higher value projects in future that will be lost to container port backing. On top of that there is 
the congestion within the very narrow Cockburn Sound, which has effectively one entrance through a dredged 
channel. The significant number of shipping movements that would come into Cockburn Sound would bring in 
potential environmental pests and diseases on container ships from all over the world to an environment that is 
already under significant pressure from heavy industrial development.  
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They are all the reasons we should not build a container port in the middle of a very valuable heavy industrial 
strip that already has significant port infrastructure for purposes other than containers. They are the reasons it 
will justify future growth of container movement in Western Australia through the port of Bunbury and why we 
should create a west coast port authority, which would be Bunbury and Fremantle, as opposed to the southern 
port authority, which Bunbury is part of, under this bill.  

Those are the reasons I have issues with the way this port legislation is being rolled out. With respect to the 
proposal for a container port in Kwinana, the Premier himself is on record in this house in December 2009 as 
making it very clear that during a Liberal term of government there would be no container port in Kwinana.  
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I very clearly remember that being said, because Hon Alannah MacTiernan, the former 
Minister for Infrastructure and Transport, was in the house and she was as aghast as I was when the Premier said 
that and she asked him to say it again, and he did. I think the Premier was referring to proposals by James Point 
Pty Ltd, which, on top of its bulk cargo proposal, wants to prepare a container port for Kwinana. As the minister 
clearly knows, it has every right to push ahead with a container and bulk cargo wharf through the operating 
agreement it signed off on in the dying days of the former Court Liberal government. I bring to the attention of 
the house the exact wording contained in the operating agreement, as outlined in the house by the then Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, on 30 May 2001, who stated, when summarising this 
agreement in a ministerial statement — 

The contract has been subject to legal analysis and the main concerns from a public policy point of view 
include the fact that the contract has a term of 50 years with an option to extend by a further 10 years. 
James Point Pty Ltd is obliged to pay only a nominal rent to the State throughout the whole term. The 
commencement rent is set at $500 per annum and there are no escalation provisions or any market rent 
review provisions. The nominal rent delivers a seabed lease of approximately 70 hectares in stage 1 of 
the port and approximately 276 hectares in stage 2 virtually free of charge. In addition, James Point Pty 
Ltd has been given the option to purchase the freehold title of two reclamation areas for $10 each. The 
freehold titles to these areas may be worth considerably more to James Point Pty Ltd if it sold its 
business and reclaimed areas at some point in the future. Under the contract, the State has obligations to 
provide specific road and rail improvements for the benefit of James Point Pty Ltd. At this stage only 
preliminary costings have been obtained for the improvements but estimates range from immediate 
needs at $5 million to $21.9 million at full operation. There does not appear to be any mechanism in the 
contract under which the State obtains any return on its capital outlay for this expenditure.  

I can see the difficulty the minister has in trying to turn around what is an absolute dog of an agreement, signed 
in the dying days of the Court government, with James Point Pty Ltd. As members have seen from the details of 
this contract that I have read out to the house, James Point Pty Ltd is sitting pretty on future assets which are 
worth hundreds of millions of dollars, which it gained from the government at anywhere between $500 a year 
and $10 per hectare. Members should understand why it is unwilling to give up the contract given it has been 
able to extricate literally hundreds of millions of dollars in assets out of the state government for next to nothing. 
It also puts the onus on the state government to provide the infrastructure for servicing that port. The figures I 
quoted from Hon Alannah MacTiernan are 2001 figures. It is now 2013, so members can imagine how much it 
would cost the state government for road and rail infrastructure to connect up container ports and bulk cargo 
ports for James Point Pty Ltd. For that very reason alone, I strongly urge the minister to look at a future container 
port in Bunbury, as opposed to Kwinana. It removes the need to go back to look at this shocking agreement. We 
still do not know why that agreement was signed and delivered with such a generous series of options to James 
Point Pty Ltd. As I point out, there are ways and means in which that matter can be dealt with other than handing 
over a state-owned asset, being the Fremantle–Kwinana bulk cargo facility, to James Point Pty Ltd as part of a 
settlement of the demands of that organisation. I think, as we have seen from that summary of the contract, that it 
has already received enough from the state under this contract; it does not need any more. There is a completely 
different set of options available to the minister in this bill by using future development of ports in Western 
Australia to avoid any problems with this contract. Also, it would lead to the future economic development of 
the Bunbury area and the area of the member’s own seat around Busselton, particularly with the investments that 
would naturally occur as a result of container port facilities being established in the south west. There would be a 
natural point of growth as a result of the port infrastructure being created in the port of Bunbury.  

I will just highlight some other issues with the bill that I would like the minister to comment on. I go to the 
consultation process included in the bill. The community consultation process is set out and there is an issue that 
should be recognised that is valuable, certainly to the state, but also to the community. In his second reading 
speech the minister indicated — 

The purpose of these committees is to facilitate communication, information sharing and consultation 
between the port authority and members of the public living in the vicinity of the port who are affected 
by port operations. 
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If there is a move to broaden the capacity of the Kwinana port for any particular reason, whether it is by way of 
discussions with James Point Pty Ltd or simply a growth of the Kwinana bulk cargo terminal under the 
Fremantle ports to move cars and sheep out of the movements in Fremantle port to a Kwinana port, that 
provision over consultation with the general public is critically important. I remind the minister that the local 
governments and the citizens of Rockingham and Kwinana are violently opposed to the movement of sheep to 
the Kwinana area, with all the associated traffic movements and odours. The movement of the cars will also 
bring significant traffic movements to an area already congested, particularly during start-up work time and in 
the afternoons in the Kwinana industrial area. I am glad that provision is in the bill.  

The other thing I believe is important is the provision highlighting that the bill will recognise that port authorities 
operate 24 hours a day. The minister’s second reading speech states — 

This legislation clarifies government expectations of port authorities by specifically providing a power 
for port operations to take place on any day and at any time for the purpose of a port authority 
performing a function given to it under the act. 

Although I have just talked about the need for community consultation and involvement, there is the other side 
of the argument; that is, a port operates 24 hours a day and should have the right to be protected to operate 
24 hours a day, and people who live near a port should understand that very clearly even if they have lived there 
for 100 years or they have only just moved there. Those people should understand that ports are noisy, they have 
lights and they involve a significant number of truck and traffic movements. If a person wants to live near a port, 
they should understand that that is what they will have to put up with. This bill basically protects the integrity of 
the port and clarifies any port authority to be able to operate on a 24-hour-a-day basis, and I congratulate the 
minister for having that put in the bill.  

Apart from that, as the minister knows, the Labor Party supports the bill. I listened to what the minister said in 
response to the member for Cannington about the future privatisation of the port authorities. I still do not trust 
the member for Vasse. I know that privatisation is a core part of his body and if anyone turns their back for five 
minutes and one of those port authorities has been sold off —  

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, exactly. I am sure I saw him down there back in the 1990s with a black balaclava!  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I saw you with a balaclava on at the CCI opening!  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I did not have to wear a balaclava.  
Mr T.R. Buswell: You had your hat on across the road. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I was there waving at our friends across the road. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: You were across the road directing traffic.  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I was trying to stop the minister’s friend, who is the current head of the Economic 
Regulation Authority, from getting into his office! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: They still have the video.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am glad. One day the minister should show it. It would be very funny to see the current 
head of the Economic Regulation Authority nearly having his car stolen by picketing metal workers outside the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry!  

Mr T.R. Buswell: That was in the control centre across the road.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is right—exactly. I am not too sure whether I saw the minister down there at the port 
dispute putting on a New Zealand accent and wearing a black balaclava! It could have been him; there were 
some people there who looked like him.  

That is an example of an era and an industrial environment that nobody wants to revisit. It was a violent, 
unnecessary dispute. Hopefully, we never go back to a period like that again.  

I hope this bill succeeds in achieving what the minister believes it will achieve and does not lead to further 
privatisation of, or any privatisation over and above, what is currently occurring in Western Australian ports. I 
reiterate that I honestly believe the future of Western Australia’s container movements should be through the 
port of Fremantle as opposed to the port of Kwinana, as is proposed.  

MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [10.21 pm]: Mr Speaker, it is good to see you doing the night shift. I am 
quite happy to see you around here and I hope you are enjoying your time.  

The SPEAKER: I am a stayer, member for Collie–Preston!  

Ms M.M. Quirk: What do you want—another trip or something?  

Mr F.M. Logan: Where are you going now?  
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Mr M.P. MURRAY: I think that is very rude and cheeky!  

I would like to talk about the community consultation of the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill 2013. I am happy 
to see it in the bill, although I do not think it goes quite far enough. I am sure the minister knows exactly where I 
am coming from about how far to take the community consultation process. As the member for Cockburn just 
said, it is very good to have a 24-hour-a-day, seven-day-a-week roster and for people to understand what will 
happen around the ports. Sometime ago I took to task Bunbury Port Authority officials about where they were 
headed and how they were going to bring their goods into port. I see the minister nodding; I am sure he knows 
where I am coming from. I must say, I had quite a strong debate with the port officials. They believed that they 
did not have to do anything other than to say that the port was open and that they had no community obligations 
on the roads about how goods were brought into the port. I am now talking about the Bunge grain issue that will 
raise its head. I do not think that will be an issue so much this year but it probably will be next year. I believe the 
port has some responsibility for how and in which direction that grain is brought in. I know the minister’s 
announcement that he was very happy went “viral”—in today’s terms. When he was questioned in this house 
about it, he said, “Oh no, it was only a press release. I had nothing to do with it.” Now the minister has a chance 
to have something to do with it because we have a bill —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Something to do with what?  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: With the grain cartage. The minister put out a press release. The ink was not even dry and 
he was denying that he had anything to do with it.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: To do with what? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: The grain cartage and the loads that will come down the road, without the roads being up 
to standard to take road trains and other heavy vehicles. We have recently seen some of those truck drivers not 
abiding by the speed limit and their trucks have been impounded for 28 days. People speeding when they should 
not has caused some problems in my area.  

All those aspects come back when we look at how we get to the port and how it can be controlled. I do not have 
the answer to that—I am not trying to be over-smart on this one—but I believe that if goods are coming in, the 
port should be able to regulate them on an hourly basis; not, as we see with the stockies, 10 trucks pulling up in a 
row. With other grain trucks there might be 15 trucks in a row, and they have all come down the one road and 
caused those problems. I think the port has a responsibility — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Would the issues be the same if one of the coalmining companies came to us and said, “In 
order to survive and keep the coalmine open and all the workers in jobs, we have to get coal down to Bunbury by 
road”? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Yes; I am talking about them as well. I have been on record in many places saying that the 
more we can get onto rail, the better. I understand the companies’ frustrations, and also the port told me that 
there would not be any coal coming down the highways and that it would all be on rail. That is what the port told 
me. I know there will be changes under the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill 2013, but I am asking the minister 
to look at those changes and maybe put some regulations in so that we do not have those problems in the future. 
There is no doubt that there will be problems and conflict between the groups who want to use the port.  

I think it is incumbent on this house to make sure that we do not have any further disasters on the road. Just 
recently we have seen trucks crashing left, right and centre. I do not know why, but there have certainly been 
some horrific crashes. But if we condense those trucks into a short period when there is a ship in, there will be 
problems. It is great to see Bunge has put its silos up, so the time can be spread out a little and they do not all 
have to be out on the road at the same time. As to the issue about the coal, hopefully they will be able to sort 
something out there as well.  

That coal issue brings me to multiuser ports. In Bunbury one of the berths was actually held for ransom, and it 
was great to see the recent changes. Because there was a woodchip loader on berth 5, no-one else was allowed to 
use it if there was a chance of some dust or contamination around the place. It was put there as a multiuser berth, 
yet it had become a single-user berth because a small company had the right to be able to use that berth but 
would not work with others within the industry. Offers were made to change belts on the loaders and have sealed 
conveyor belts; all those offers were put in place and Griffin Coal was put to a lot of expense. Griffin Coal 
wanted to send coal out through there, and it has now been asked to provide a huge amount of money to get 
another berth put up, although these are multiuser berths. They have not been able to be fully utilised until just 
recently. I again take my hat off to the minister for that; I do not know how much influence he had. He did not 
have a media release out for that one, so I am not quite sure how much influence he had on it. But now that berth 
5 is available, it will certainly get things moving within the coal industry. Let us hope, as the minister said, we 
are able to bring those containers down on the trains, and not so much on the roads. I do not know how or when 
they are going to start, but I really hope that happens, because there will be a very big increase in grain trucks 
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and coal trucks if they are not put onto rail. Also, as we know, many people live on the coastal strip and drive up 
into the Collie region to work. I have some concerns in that area. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Or football. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Football? Well, the minister’s team cannot win a game even when we give it some 
players, so I do not know what it is going to do, but we will see what happens.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: The mighty Busselton Magpies, I believe, are on the record as having defeated the Collie 
Eagles in the replay of the tied grand final!  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I really do think one of the problems with the football down there is that they are not 
allowed to breathe in enough of that smell at the marina. I think if they were taken down there to do shovelling, 
it might toughen them up a bit, instead of spending $23 million of taxpayers’ money. I think that would probably 
be far better! But back to the port, and back to the — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Given that half of Collie holidays in Busselton every summer — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I think the minister has that wrong—it might be three-quarters! It has dropped off a little 
bit. Then the government goes crook because we are good fishermen; it accuses us of taking all the herring and 
says it will shut that down as well. 

I will get back to the port. I also have some problems with the set-up and the moneys that have been expended. 
About $20 million was taken away from what we now call the Greenbushes terminal, which goes through to 
Bunbury, and was put into the Avon to Albany rail line. An election promise was made two elections ago that 
was not honoured by the Liberal government and the money was taken away and used elsewhere on the 
woodchip line. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: That money went to Collie Coalfields Road. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: No, we are talking about the $20 million that went straight to the Avon line. None of that 
money went to the Coalfields highway; it all went to the Avon line that was upgraded. Now there are trucks 
driving across that line to come south to the port. If it has gone now, I would like to see it. At least the 
government is starting to spend some money, but in the wrong places, as usual, where very little is needed. The 
problems in the places that need that money have not been fixed. Excisions from forests have not been done, 
even though — 
Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: The minister knows very well what I am talking about. Even though he knows that, he 
allowed the ones further south to be done. He did not put enough pressure on the Minister for Environment to get 
one put through Wellington National Park. I will not go down that line and will get back to talking about the 
wharf. 
Again, it was great to hear from the member for Cockburn, although he stole a bit of my thunder about the 
expansion of the container shipping system in the south west. I have spoken about it previously and I believe it is 
an absolute must. We saw a great amount of publicity over the weekend about what is happening in Manjimup 
and about it becoming a vegie bowl more than a food bowl. It is different from what is happening in Carnarvon. 
Producers will save a huge amount of money by not dragging refrigerated containers all the way from Manjimup 
to Perth and instead going from Manjimup to Bunbury, and I believe this will make them quite profitable. The 
opportunity is there now because of the promotion and work being done down in the Manjimup area. The 
member who represents Manjimup is not in the house at the moment but I am sure he will back me up when I 
say that some farmers down there could save some of their ongoing costs, as it is a growth area. Those farmers 
are very quietly and very well lifting their production down there and they could have refrigerated containers 
going out of Bunbury. It is not happening. We see trucks coming along the highway. I see at the back of the 
chamber the member for Murray–Wellington nodding. I am sure he sees trucks along that highway on a regular 
basis that could be calling into Bunbury and dropping off their loads at the ships coming in there. That would be 
a big saving. 
As an aside to the minister, my understanding is that coal going out through Kwinana directly to Bunbury saves 
$12 a tonne. I can relate that back to the container issue as well so that the minister can imagine the savings 
there. Not only that but also the time involved by not having an extra day moving them out means that the vegies 
would be fresher. On the other side of that issue are dairy farmers. If they had a direct route out of the ports, I 
believe they could sell quite a lot more milk into Asia through a system of refrigerated bladders. They hold quite 
an amount of milk but they have to arrive within a certain time. All those sorts of things are positive for the south 
west—a huge positive to be quite honest. 

In saying that, I still have concerns, as others in this house have mentioned, about where we go with privatisation 
in the future. I have been asked the same question many times by the workers down there about where they are 
headed in the future with their jobs and which company will get the privatised jobs. Those sorts of things really 
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cause angst in families because they do not know where they are going in the future. It is good to see the member 
for Warren–Blackwood is back in the chamber. We have been talking about the growth in the Manjimup area 
and the containerisation of some of the vegies going out of Bunbury, which would certainly help those people 
become more profitable. 

In saying that, we need to look at all aspects. It is not as though we are running an Oakajee port. We would 
probably be limited to iron ore, just as some Queensland ports are used exclusively for coal. We need to look at a 
multipurpose use for this port and to accommodate everyone. We should not fall into the same trap as in 
previous times with the woodchip group. That happened under the Gallop Labor government. I make no 
apologies about that; I am not playing favourites. Woodchips were dumped in the middle of the port and caused 
all sorts of disruption because there was no proper planning. I am just saying that we should make the changes 
properly and make sure that the community is consulted. I know that one of the major contributors to some of the 
dissension down there is the head of the WA Liberal Party, Geoff Prosser, who did not want dust or woodchips 
blowing over to where he lives, just across the road from the port. It was good to hear in this house that people 
should accept that the port is there and that that is the reason why that town was established. We will have to 
look at that and work through it and make sure that the port is profitable. 

Tonight I first heard the figure of 25 000 containers being taken to Fremantle from the south west. It is time to 
make a serious move. Privatisation worries me. If we go into privatisation mode, the cost for many companies to 
put in a loader and a berth for containers will probably be prohibitive. They will need government help. If the 
minister is going to sell the port, he should do that work before he does so and add it to the bill. But I am not too 
sure about that. 

There are a couple of other issues about the insecurity of workers and people worrying about their jobs. It is 
about community consultation. The minister needs to explain to those people on the wharf exactly what his 
vision is, or he should get someone else to do it if he does not have the time. I know that he will be very busy 
shovelling the seaweed around Busselton! I ask that the minister consider the workers at the port, how we get our 
goods to the port, using containers in the short term as well as the long term, the amount of grain that will come 
down the road from the wheatbelt, and where the crossovers are. I believe the Kojonup–Duranillin road has now 
been deemed unsuitable for road trains, which means that they will have to go up to Arthur River and down to 
Albany on one line. I believe that under the new structure, the port authority will have to make sure that it is 
aware of community concerns and that it addresses those concerns. It is all right to be aware of the concerns, but 
it is also about addressing them. 

At this stage the moves are good. It will be interesting to see what happens with the regulations when the bill is 
passed. It will be very interesting to see who gets on the boards of the ports and whether there is a fair balance in 
the future. It has not been too bad this time around. There was a time when I thought it was a bit biased. I am 
talking about the Bunbury port. The make-up of the board is quite balanced and reasonable. There is another 
group that I do not always agree with, but that is not unusual for me. I am saying that we need to keep that 
balance so that some of the inland towns have a say in what happens, where the supplies come from and where 
they go to at that port.  

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [10.39 pm]: I wish to speak briefly on the Ports Legislation Amendment Bill 
2013. Port cities are different. It is a privilege to represent one, especially, in my case, the city that I was born 
and brought up in. Ports are always busy. To me, this represents jobs, and literally thousands of jobs depend on 
the port of Geraldton. The Geraldton Port Authority is probably the most interesting and complex institution in 
the city. Geraldton has always been a port city; that is why the city is there. Early transport to and from the town 
was by ship, then it was by rail and now it is by car, plane and truck. Economic change is reality. This change to 
new port authorities contains some changes that will lead to efficiencies. Ships have played a big part in the 
region in the past, starting with the wreck of the Batavia in 1629. Many other wrecks lie along the coast. They 
are a constant reminder of the potential danger in shipping.  

Our port is successful. In the past five years our tonnages have gone from five million to 10 million tonnes, and 
in 2014 it may be as high as 15 million tonnes. Some cargoes will stay with Geraldton port when Oakajee opens, 
such as grain, Extension Hill’s iron ore, which goes 300 kilometres up the Yangtze River by Panamax vessel, 
mineral sands that come both in and out of Geraldton, and other minor minerals. I am very glad that the midwest 
port authority will stay in Geraldton because the authority is a local institution. 

I turn to other notable events in the Geraldton Port Authority. Western Australia’s first magnetite was exported 
from Geraldton on 1 January this year. Geraldton was also the site of Western Australia’s and Australia’s first 
iron ore exports to Japan from Koolanooka. We also import fuel, fertiliser and mineral sands, as I mentioned 
earlier, from South Australia for processing, which are then re-exported. In most years we are the second largest 
grain export port from Australia. I think we handle environmental issues well. For example, Golden Grove was 
banned from exporting a couple of years ago, a problem that has since been solved. Another miner uses bins that 
it literally lifts straight off the truck and loads into the ship to unload.  
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Other things that link the port to the community include the HMAS Sydney memorial, which commemorates 
Australia’s biggest naval disaster with the loss of HMAS Sydney and her 645 sailors off Shark Bay during World 
War II. It is interesting to talk about this today because today is the anniversary of the sinking of HMAS Sydney. 
I missed the memorial service for the first time since I have been the member for Geraldton. On the weekend we 
will welcome HMAS Toowoomba to Geraldton, which is the first naval vessel that has visited for quite some 
time. 

It is also interesting to note that the oldest building in the city that is still used is the Mission to Seafarers 
building. It is accepted by the Geraldton Port Authority and the Anglican diocese of north west Australia that the 
community has a duty of care to the seamen who visit the city and who frequently come from poor countries and 
spend at least nine months of the year at sea. 

The Mid West Ports Authority will include Geraldton and the ports that service the salt mines at Useless Loop 
and Cape Cuvier and the proposed port at Oakajee. Oakajee is an interesting proposition. It is one of the few 
sites on the west coast where a deepwater port can be built but it will require a two-kilometre seawall similar to 
those used in places such as the Faroe Islands and Iceland in the North Sea. 

As I said, port cities are different. They are owned by the community that is built around them. The port users 
have a very strong sense of ownership as well, like the farmers and the miners. The most recent visit to 
Geraldton by a minister was Minister Francis to Geraldton yesterday. He came to launch a chapter of the Naval 
Association of Australia and visit the local sea rescue group. The sea and the port are always around us in a port 
city. But most of all, the port represents literally thousands of jobs. We should never forget that. We should 
respect the ports and manage them with care. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr J.H.D. Day (Leader of the House). 

House adjourned at 10.43 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

JIGALONG COMMUNITY — WATER TREATMENT PLANT 

1279. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the Tenders WA website and the Department of Housing – Design, Supply and Construct Water 
Treatment Plant at Jigalong and note that the status is ‘All Offers Declined’ and I ask: 

(a) how many offers were received; 

(b) what are the names of the organisations that submitted offers; 

(c) why was each offer declined; 

(d) will the Department be seeking further tenders for the design, supply and construction of a water 
treatment plant at Jigalong, and if so, when; 

(e) will the Department be allocating extra resources for the design, supply and construction of a water 
treatment plant at Jigalong; and 

(f) what will the Department be doing in respect of the provision of water to Jigalong now that the design, 
supply and construction of a water treatment plant has been delayed? 

Mr W.R. Marmion replied: 
The Department of Housing advises: 

(a) Seven. 

(b)–(c)  Aquasol Pty Ltd: offer was submitted incomplete 
Orica Australia Pty Ltd: submitted without compliant technical schedules 
Silkway Holdings Pty Ltd ATF AIRD Family Trust No 2 t/a Novatron Australia: did not meet value for 
money expectations 
Ngaanyatjarra Services (Aboriginal Corporation): did not meet operational requirements of technical 
specifications 
TJR Building Pty Ltd ATF The Rogers Family Trust: submitted without compliant technical schedules 
Pilbara Meta Maya Regional Aboriginal Corporation (two submissions): did not meet value for money 
expectations 

(d) Yes. The water treatment system has been re-tendered to close on 25 October 2013.  
(e) No. Additional resources are not required at this time. 
(f) Existing arrangements to supply bottled water to bottle-fed infants below three months of age will 

remain in place until the treatment system is installed and tested to ensure that the water quality is 
compliant with the Australian Drinking Water Guidelines.  

ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — ASSET INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

1280. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to page 182 of Budget Paper No.1 (volume 1) and the 10 per cent ‘underspend provision’ contained in the 
Royalties for Regions Asset Investment Program, and ask: 

(a) why was an underspend provision developed; 
(b) when did the Government make a decision about including a 10 per cent underspend provision; 
(c) was the underspend provision introduced as a result of advice or recommendations from the Department 

of Treasury or the Department of Finance: 

(i) if so, who provided the advice and when was it provided; and 
(ii) if no, who recommended the introduction of an underspend provision, and when was that 

advice provided; 
(d) of the $65.216 million underspend provision for the 2013–2014 financial year what are the individual 

assets and underspend allocation to each asset that makes up this total amount; 
(e) of the total $215.926 million underspend provision for the 2013–2014 financial year and forward 

estimates, what are the individual assets and underspend allocation to each asset that makes up this total 
amount; and 
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(f) if the full 110 per cent allocation for each asset is not spent, what happens to the unspent monies that 
have not been utilised? 

Mr B.J. Grylls replied: 
(a)  An over programming provision was introduced in recognition of underspends which traditionally 

occur in large budgets that stretch across a diverse range of projects and programs. Underspends can 
occur because of such factors as resourcing issues, contractual delays and planning issues and is not 
unusual for budgets that contain many new programs. The underspend allows for 10 per cent of 
program budgets to be redirected to other programs, rather than sitting unspent in a bank account, so as 
to take advantage of opportunities in the regions. 

(b)  The over programming provision was introduced as part of the 2013–14 State budget process for the 
Royalties for Regions program. 

(c)  (i)–(ii)  The over programming provision was jointly developed by the Department of Regional 
Development and the Department of Treasury during the 2013–14 budget process. 

(d)–(e)  No single program is reduced. Rather, a 10 per cent underspend provision is applied to the bottom line, 
in recognition that the total budget will not be completely spent. 

(f)  The budget is predicated on the 10 per cent underspend provision not being used. 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — RECURRENT PROGRAMS 

1281. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to page 182 of Budget Paper No.1 (volume 1) and footnote (b) referring to a ‘recurrent underspend 
provision of $314.6million’, and I ask: 

(a) why was an underspend provision developed for recurrent programs; 

(b) when did the Government make a decision about including a 10 per cent underspend provision for 
recurrent programs; 

(c) was the underspend provision introduced as a result of advice or recommendations from the Department 
of Treasury or the Department of Finance: 

(i) if so, who provided that advice and when was that advice provided; and 

(ii) if no, who recommended the introduction of an underspend provision for recurrent services 
and when was that advice provided; 

(d) for the 2013–2014 financial year what are the individual recurrent programs that attract the allocation of 
an underspend provision and what is the value of each underspend provision to each program; and 

(e) if the full 110 per cent allocation for each asset is not spent, what happens to the unspent monies that 
have not been utilised? 

Mr B.J. Grylls replied: 
(a)–(e)  Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 1280. 

ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — ASSET INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

1282. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the  Treasurer: 
I refer to page 182 of Budget Paper No.1 (volume 1) and the 10 per cent ‘underspend provision’ contained in the 
Royalties for Regions Asset Investment Program, and I ask: 

(a) why was an underspend provision developed; 

(b) when did the Government make a decision about including a 10 per cent underspend provision; 

(c) was the underspend provision introduced as a result of advice or recommendations from the Department 
of Treasury, and if so, when was that advice provided; 

(d) if the full 110 per cent allocation for each asset is not spent, what happens to the unspent monies that 
have not been utilised; 

(e) does the 2013–2014 State Budget contain any other underspend provision for any other part of the 
Asset Investment Program outside of Royalties for Regions; 

(f) if the answer to question (e) is yes: 

(i) which programs attract an allocation of a 10 per cent underspend provision and what is the 
value of the underspend provision for each program; 



6224 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 19 November 2013] 

 

(ii) what is the total underspend allocation for the Government’s entire Asset Investment Program 
for the 2013–2014 financial year; and 

(iii) what is the total underspend allocation for the Government’s entire Asset Investment Program 
for the 2013–2013 financial year and the forward estimates; and 

(g) if the answer to question (e) above is no, why are other parts of Government exempt from the allocation 
of an underspend provision? 

Mr T.R. Buswell replied: 
The Member’s question refers to page 182 of Budget Paper 1. As Budget Paper 1 is only 13 pages long the 
question is unable to answered.  

(a)–(g)  Not applicable. 

ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — ASSET INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

1283. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the  Treasurer: 
I refer to page 182 of Budget Paper No.1 (volume 1) and footnote (b) referring to a ‘recurrent underspend 
provision of $314.6million’, and ask: 

(a) why was an underspend provision developed for recurrent programs; 

(b) when did the Government make a decision about including a 10 per cent underspend provision for 
recurrent programs; 

(c) was the underspend provision introduced as a result of advice or recommendations from the Department 
of Treasury, and if so, when was that advice provided; 

(d) if the full 110 per cent allocation for each asset is not spent, what happens to the unspent monies that 
have not been utilised; 

(e) does the 2013–2014 State Budget contain any other underspend provision for any other part of the 
Government’s recurrent spending outside of Royalties for Regions; 

(f) if the answer to question (e) above is yes: 

(i) which programs attract an allocation of a 10 per cent underspend provision and what is the 
value of the underspend provision for each program; 

(ii) what is the total underspend allocation for the Government’s entire recurrent spending for 
the 2013–2014 financial year; and 

(iii) what is the total underspend allocation for the Government’s entire recurrent spending for 
the 2013–2013 financial year and the forward estimates; and 

(g) if the answer to question (e) above is no, why are other parts of Government exempt from the allocation 
of an underspend provision? 

Mr T.R. Buswell replied: 
The Member’s question refers to page 182 of Budget Paper 1. As Budget Paper 1 is only 13 pages long the 
question is unable to answered.  

(a)–(g) Not applicable. 

SWAN RIVER TRUST — CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATIONS 

1287. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to page 35 of the Swan River Trust’s 2012–2013 annual report, which states that three Trust members 
declared a conflict of interest in three items, and ask: 

(a) which Trust members declared a conflict of interest; 

(b) in which items did each of these Trust members declare an interest; 

(c) did these Trust members step aside from considerations of proposals, as well as the final decision 
making, in these particular items; and 

(d) what is the quorum required for Trust decisions? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
(a)  1. Prof Michael Poole. 

2. Cr Dudley Maier.  
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3. Ms Lindsay Baxter. 

(b)  1. Prof Michael Poole — Finance and Audit Committee Meeting August 2012 Item 4.4 CSIRO 
Contract Acquittal — audited Financial Statement Requirements. 

2. Cr Dudley Maier — Board Meeting September 2012 — Item 4.1 Swan River Trust and Alcoa 
Landcare Program 2013. 

3. Ms Lindsay Baxter — Board Meeting December 2012 — Item 5.5 Trails Masterplan. 

(c)  1. Prof Michael Poole — the Finance and Audit Committee decided that no material conflict existed in 
regard to CSIRO Contract Acquittal — audited Financial Statement Requirements. 

2. Cr Dudley Maier — The Board decided that Cr Maier would sit out for the item in regard to Swan 
River Trust and Alcoa Landcare Program 2013. 

3. Ms Lindsay Baxter — Board decided to note that Ms Baxter as Secretary of the Guildford 
Association may comment on the Trails Masterplan once it was made public. 

(d)  Five.  

COUNTRY LOCAL GOVERNMENT FUND — DARDANUP SHIRE 

1288. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the Shire of Dardanup and their failure to meet eligibility criteria for the Country Local Government 
Fund in the 2013–2014 State Budget, and ask: 

(a) can you advise what the 2012–2013 funding allocation to the Shire of Dardanup was under the Country 
Local Government Fund; 

(b) for what project or projects, under infrastructure provision and renewal, was this funding used; 

(c) if applicable, what was the total cost of the project or projects; and 

(d) if applicable, what shortfall now exists between the 2012–2013 Country Local Government Fund 
allocation and the estimated completion cost of the project or projects undertaken by the Shire of 
Dardanup? 

Mr B.J. Grylls replied: 
(a)  The 2012–13 Country Local Government Fund (CLGF) allocation of $620 522 is not available to the 

Shire of Dardanup as the Shire did not acquit its 2010–11 CLGF funds within the two year period as 
required under the CLGF guidelines. 

(b)  Project 1 — Gravel resheeting of two rural roads 
Project 2 — Resurfacing of urban roads 
Project 3 — Construction of pathways 
Project 4 — New public toilets in Millbridge 

(c)  The total cost of the projects is $781 200 

(d)  Refer to response in part (a) 

COUNTRY LOCAL GOVERNMENT FUND — DONNYBROOK–BALINGUP SHIRE 

1289. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the Shire of Donnybrook–Balingup and their failure to meet eligibility criteria for the Country Local 
Government Fund in the 2013–2014 State Budget, and ask: 

(a) can you advise what the 2012–2013 funding allocation to the Shire of Donnybrook–Balingup was under 
the Country Local Government Fund; 

(b) what project or projects, under infrastructure provision and renewal, was this funding used for; 

(c) if applicable, what was the total cost of the project or projects; and 

(d) if applicable, what shortfall now exists between the 2012–2013 Country Local Government Fund 
allocation and the estimated completion cost of the project or projects undertaken by the Shire of 
Donnybrook–Balingup? 

Mr B.J. Grylls replied: 
(a)  The 2012–13 Country Local Government Fund (CLGF) allocation of $647 112 is not available to the 

Shire of Donnybrook–Balingup as the Shire did not acquit its 2010–11 CLGF funds within the two year 
period as required under the CLGF guidelines. 
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(b)  Project 1 — Donnybrook Skatepark 
Project 2 — Balingup Footpaths 

Project 3 — Donnybrook Recreation Centre 

Project 4 — Balingup Hall 

Project 5 — Shire Administration Center 

(c)  The total cost of the projects is $1 461 000 

(d)  Refer to response in part (a) 

COUNTRY LOCAL GOVERNMENT FUND — NANNUP SHIRE 

1290. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the Shire of Nannup and their failure to meet eligibility criteria for the Country Local Government 
Fund in the 2013–2014 State Budget, and ask: 

(a) can you advise what the 2012–2013 funding allocation to the Shire of Nannup was under the Country 
Local Government Fund; 

(b) for what project or projects, under infrastructure provision and renewal, was this funding used; 

(c) if applicable, what was the total cost of the project or projects; and 

(d) if applicable, what shortfall now exists between the 2012–2013 Country Local Government Fund 
allocation and the estimated completion cost of the project or projects undertaken by the Shire of 
Nannup? 

Mr B.J. Grylls replied: 
(a)  The 2012–13 Country Local Government Fund (CLGF) allocation of $335 468 is not available to the 

Shire of Nannup as the Shire did not acquit its 2010–11 CLGF funds within the two year period as 
required under the CLGF guidelines. 

(b)  Project 1 — Main Street Upgrade 

Project 2 — Brockman Street Caravan Park 

(c)  The total cost of the projects is $1 995 312 

(d)  Refer to response in part (a) 

COUNTRY LOCAL GOVERNMENT FUND — WEST ARTHUR SHIRE 

1291. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the Shire of West Arthur and their failure to meet eligibility criteria for the Country Local Government 
Fund in the 2013–2014 State Budget, and ask: 

(a) can you advise what the 2012–2013 funding allocation to the Shire of West Arthur was under the 
Country Local Government Fund; 

(b) for what project or projects, under infrastructure provision and renewal, was this funding used; 

(c) if applicable, what was the total cost of the project or projects; and 

(d) if applicable, what shortfall now exists between the 2012–2013 Country Local Government Fund 
allocation and the estimated completion cost of the project or projects undertaken by the Shire of West 
Arthur? 

Mr B.J. Grylls replied: 
(a)  The 2012–13 Country Local Government Fund (CLGF) allocation of $304 448 is not available to the 

Shire of West Arthur as the Shire did not acquit its 2010–11 CLGF funds within the two year period as 
required under the CLGF guidelines. 

(b)  Project 1 — Darkan Town Hall Refurbishment 

Project 2 — Lake Towerrinning and Duranillin Entry Statements 
Project 3 — Darkan Industrial Land Extension 
Project 4 — West Arthur Health and Resource Centre Extension 

(c)  The total cost of the project is $2 193 836 

(d)  Refer to response in part (a). 
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SUPERTOWNS PROGRAM — FUNDING 

1292. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to your announcement of 6 July 2011, providing $85.5 million to nine West Australian towns under the 
SuperTowns or Regional Centres Development Plan, and ask: 

(a) can you provide a breakdown of this funding (2011–2012) to each of the nominated SuperTowns: 

(i) Katanning; 
(ii) Collie; 
(iii) Esperance; 
(iv) Northam; 
(v) Jurien Bay; 
(vi) Morowa; 
(vii) Boddington; 
(viii) Manjimup; and 
(ix) Margaret River; 

(b) for each funding allocation, how much has each SuperTown acquitted of this initial amount in 2011–
2012; 

(c) for on what project or projects has each SuperTown used this funding allocation; and 

(d) in the 2012–2013 and 2013–2014 financial years, what funding allocations for SuperTowns have been 
budgeted for the nine regional centres initially identified in 2011? 

Mr B.J. Grylls replied: 
(a)  (i)  KATANNING: 

Katanning Town Centre Commercial and Streetscape Revitalisation — $8 715 000 
Multicultural and Aboriginal Engagement and Enhancement Project — $255 000 
SuperTowns Development Planning Fund — $175 000 

(ii)  COLLIE: 
Collie CBD Revitalisation — $11 010 000 

(iii)  ESPERANCE: 
Esperance Economic Development Program — $193 350 
Esperance Town Centre Revitalisation Masterplan — $380 000 
Esperance Waterfront Project — A World Class Foreshore Development — $12 650 517 
SuperTowns Development Planning Fund — $719 000 

(iv)  NORTHAM: 
Avon Health and Emergency Services Precinct — $4 814 550 
Avon River Revitalisation and Riverfront Development (Stage 1) — $3 655 435 
SuperTowns Development Planning Fund — $575 000 

(v)  JURIEN BAY: 
Jurien Bay City Centre Enhancement Project — Dandaragan Shire — $12 137 850 
SuperTowns Development Planning Fund — Shire of Dandaragan — $595 000 

(vi)  MORAWA: 
Morawa Town Revitalisation Project — $3 000 000 
North Midlands Solar Thermal Power Station Feasibility Study — $500 000 
SuperTowns Development Planning Fund — $762 000 

(vii)  BODDINGTON: 
Economic Development Implementation in the Boddington District — $1 173 298 
Ranford Water Capacity — $1 250 000 
SuperTowns Development Planning Fund — Shire of Boddington — $399 000 

(viii)  MANJIMUP:  
Manjimup’s Agricultural Expansion — $ 6 955 000 
Revitalisation of Manjimup’s Town Centre $ 5 710 000 

(ix)  MARGARET RIVER: 
Margaret River Perimeter Road and Town Centre Improvements — $1 940 000 
Surfers Point Precinct Project — $3 460 000 

(b)  SuperTown funding acquitted in 2011–12 is:  
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SHIRE OF BODDINGTON: 
SuperTowns Development Planning Fund — $399 000 

SHIRE OF KATANNING: 
SuperTowns Development Planning Fund — $175 000 

(c)  Refer to response in part (a) 

(d)  The SuperTowns initiative is part of the Regional Centres Development Plan which has been allocated 
$16m in the 2013/2014 financial year.  

BURSWOOD PARK RESERVE — LAND EXCISION 

1295. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I refer to page 50 of the Burswood Park Board’s 2012–13 Annual Report, which states that 1.2 hectares of land 
was excised from the Burswood Park Reserve and granted to Burswood Nominees Limited at cost, and ask: 

(a) what was the total cost paid by Burswood Nominees Limited for the grant of this land; 

(b) was this land valued by the Valuer-General and, if so, what was the valuation; 

(c) were there any conditions attached to the sale of the land and, if so, what were they; 

(d) when did Burswood Nominees Limited first approach the Government about buying the land; and 

(e) which Ministers and Ministerial or Departmental staff members were involved in the negotiations to 
buy the land? 

Mr T.K. Waldron replied: 
(a)  $10m plus GST 

(b)  Yes. The valuation was consistent with the sale price. 

(c)  Yes. The terms and conditions were published in Gazette No. 121 dated 10 July 2013. 

(d)  17 June 2010. 

(e)  The Minister for Racing and Gaming negotiated the sale of the land. Cabinet approved the final sale 
price. 

BURSWOOD DOME — LAND USE 

1296. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I refer to page 23 of the Burswood Park Board’s 2012–13 Annual Report, which discusses the demolition of the 
Burswood Dome to make way for a 1000-bay car park which will be integrated into the existing Burswood Park 
Board car park, and I ask: 

(a) who will operate the new integrated car park; 

(b) will any of the revenue from the new integrated car park operations be returned to the State Government 
and, if so, what is the estimated annual revenue; 

(c) who owns the Burswood Dome land; 
(d) who owns the land surrounding the Burswood Dome on which the existing Burswood Park Board car 

park is sited; 
(e) does Crown Perth have an arrangement to lease the existing car park land around the former Burswood 

Dome site and, if so, what are the terms and conditions of the lease; 

(f) has Crown Perth discussed buying this land around the former Dome site with any Minister or staff 
member, and if so, who; 

(g) does the Government have plans to sell this land to Crown Perth; and 

(h) when was this land last valued by the Valuer General and what was its value? 

Mr T.K. Waldron replied: 
(a)  Burswood Park Board will continue to manage and control the pre-existing car park around the 

Burswood Dome land and Crown Perth will manage and control the new car park area constructed on 
the former Dome site.  

(b)  No, as it will operate as a free public car park.  

(c)  Burswood Nominees Limited is the registered proprietor.  

(d)  The land forms part of Reserve No. 39361 that vests in and is held by the Burswood Park Board.  
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(e)–(g) No.  

(h)  For financial reporting purposes, as at 1 July 2012, the Western Australian Land Information Authority 
(Valuation Services) estimated the current use land value of the 110 hectare Burswood Park 
Reserve 39361 to be $7 million. 

BURSWOOD PARKLAND — LAND USE 

1297. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I refer to page 23 of the Burswood Park Board’s 2012–13 Annual Report, which states that the Board approved a 
request from Crown Perth to build a temporary 550-bay car park on Burswood Park Board parkland, and I ask: 

(a) is Crown Perth paying a lease on the parkland and, if so, what are the terms and value of the lease; 

(b) will this car park be demolished once the permanent multilevel car park is completed; and 

(c) is Crown Perth required to meet the costs of returning the car park to garden once the multilevel car 
park is open? 

Mr T.K. Waldron replied: 
(a)  No, as the car park will operate as a free public car park.  

(b)  While the temporary car park is proposed to be removed following the opening of the multi-level car 
park, the timing will be dependent on the Board’s consideration of a Concept Design Report to realign 
Campfield Drive foreshore road closer to the boundary of the Crown Perth complex.  

(c)  Crown Perth’s contribution will be based on the cost of returning the area to landscape gardens. 

ENVIRONMENT — LAND CLEARING 

1298. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the Department of Regulation (DER), application number CPS 5051/1, submitted in May 2012, and 
ask: 

(a) in March 2013, a new list of concerns were raised by DER about clearing land, what are those concerns; 

(b) how are these objections different to the concerns initially raised by DER in a reply to the applicant in 
December 2012; 

(c) why was the DER assessment and subsequent report of March 2013 refusing the application not made 
available to the applicant; and 

(d) can the DER confirm that that a new submission has been received from the same applicant to clear 
land at the same site? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 

(a)  The then Department of Environment and Conservation’s letter dated 21 March 2013 reiterated requests 
made in its letter of 12 July 2012 for information about how the applicant intended to address impacts 
to poorly represented vegetation communities, ecological linkages, significant fauna habitat, and a 
priority ecological community. 

(b)  The Department of Environment Regulation has no record of the former Department of Environment 
and Conservation replying to the applicant in December 2012. 

(c)  The applicant gave written authorisation dated 3 May 2012 for Mr Albert Gorman to act on his behalf 
in all aspects of the application. On 21 March 2013 the then Department of Environment and 
Conservation wrote to Mr Gorman, with a Preliminary Assessment Report, seeking comment on issues 
identified during the assessment of his client’s application.  

(d)  The Department of Environment Regulation has no record of a new application to clear native 
vegetation at Lot 1 on Diagram 43421 North Boyanup, which was the subject of application 
CPS5051/1. 

SCHOOL HEALTH NURSES 

1299. Mr R.H. Cook to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the School Health nurses employed by the Department of Health, and I ask: 

(a) as at 9 March 2013, how many full-time equivalents (FTE) school health nurses were employed by the 
Department of Health; and 

(b) of the FTE outlined above how many were employed by: 
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(i) the Metropolitan Child and Adolescent Health Service; and 

(ii) the WA Country Health service? 

Dr K.D. Hames replied: 
All figures provided are approximate as the WA Country Health Service component can only be estimated 
(explanation provided in (b)(ii) below). 

(a)  Approximately 177 as at 31 March 2013. 

(b) (i) 121. 

(ii)  Approximately 56. In the WA Country Health Service community health nurses work flexibly 
across the community health sector, including child and school health services as required, 
hence this number is an estimate. 

SCHOOL HEALTH NURSES 

1300. Mr R.H. Cook to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the School Health nurses employed by the Department of Health, and I ask: 

(a) as at 15 October 2013, how many full-time equivalents (FTE) school health nurses were employed by 
the Department of Health; and 

(b) of the FTE outlined above how many were employed by: 

(i) the Metropolitan Child and Adolescent Health Service; and 

(ii) the WA Country Health service? 

Dr K.D. Hames replied: 
All figures provided are approximate as the WA Country Health Service component can only be estimated 
(explanation provided in (b) (ii) below). 

(a)  Approximately 196 as at 31 October 2013. 

(b) (i)  140. 

(ii)  Approximately 56. In the WA Country Health Service community health nurses work flexibly 
across the community health sector, including child and school health services as required, 
hence this number is an estimate. A further 6 school health nurses and 1 speech pathologist 
will be employed in January 2014. 

RACING AND WAGERING WESTERN AUSTRALIA — CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

1302. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 
I refer to the Chief Executive Officer at Racing and Wagering Western Australia (RWWA), and ask: 

(a) how long has he been employed by RWWA as the Chief Executive Officer; 

(b) what is his current salary package comprised of, including monetary and non-monetary components, 
and the total value of the package; 

(c) during his tenure, has his salary been reviewed and if so, what yearly increases (in percentages) have 
been provided each year in the last five years; and 

(d) in the 2012–2013 financial year, what remuneration did each individual RWWA Board member 
receive? 

Mr T.K. Waldron replied: 
(a)  6 years, 1 month  

(b)  Components — base salary + super (9.25%). Total Package — $560,474 

(c)  2008 — 4.70% 
2009 — 3.00 % 
2010 — 20.56% (higher % increase was a result of an external and independent salary review 
conducted by Mercer. This company specialises in benchmarking CEO remuneration nationally and 
Mercer’s recommendation was endorsed by the board.) 
2011 — 9.62% (this year CEO’s salary included an allowance for work related travel and 
communication expenses, which the CEO had previously paid himself the previous three years) 

2012 — 4% 
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(d)  Jeffery Ovens — $42,342.28 (Board Member 01/07/2012 — 31/01/2013 & Chairman 01/02/13 — 
30/06/2013)  
Ross Bowe — $36,615.36 (Chairman 01/07/2012 — 31/01/2013)  
John Bradshaw — $30,569.98  
Lianne Cretney-Barnes — $31,129.98  
James Freemantle — $39,150.02  
Gary Gliddon — $30,509.98  
John Yovich — $11,612.30 (01/02/2013 — 30/06/2013)  
Robert Pearson — $35,949.94  
Ross Cooper — $30,679.99 

TOURISM — “EXTRAORDINARY” CAMPAIGN 

1305. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Tourism: 
I refer to the new Tourism Western Australia’s TV campaign promoting “extraordinary” experiences and I ask: 

(a) why do these advertisements shown in other States include a caption saying it is funded by Royalties for 
Regions; 

(b) was the funding for these advertisements from Royalties for Regions contingent on this caption being 
included; 

(c) how much funding was provided by Royalties for Regions for this campaign and how much by Tourism 
Western Australia; and 

(d) has there been research undertaken about recognition of the Royalties for Regions program interstate 
and whether it adds or detracts from the key message of the advertisements? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)  The Department of Regional Development’s (DRD) Royalties for Regions Marketing, Communications 

and Acknowledgements Policy (the Policy) requires that any State Government advertising material 
funded by Royalties for Regions be acknowledged as such. 

(b)  No. However, inclusion of the Royalties for Regions acknowledgement is consistent with the Policy. 
(c)  Royalties for Regions: $2 948 000 

Tourism WA: $2 627 083. 
(d)  No. 

ENVIRONMENT — FIRE MANAGEMENT 

1306. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the 2012–2013 budget special allocation for fire management of $32.9 million over four years and I ask 
for the 2012–2013 year and for 2013–2014 years and I ask: 

(a) how much of this allocation was spent in 2012–2013 and is planned to be spent in the 2013–2014 years; 

(b) can the Minister please detail how much in each of those periods was spent/ will be spent on additional 
personnel, bridge maintenance, training, additional crew protection; and 

(c) how many full-time equivalents will be allocated to fire fighting, and of these how many are managers? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
(a)  Expenditure in 2012/13 from the special allocation for fire management was $6 164 278. The planned 

expenditure in 2013/14 from the special allocation of funding for fire management is $8 610 000. 

(b)  The expenditure in 2012/13 from the special allocation for fire management relating to additional 
personnel, training and other items such as fleet costs and safety and operational equipment was 
$4 524 390. It is not possible to break this down to the individual expenditure categories sought by the 
member as the account codes used to assign the special allocation funds to expenditure categories are 
the same as those used for existing fire management budgets.  

The planned expenditure in 2013/14 from the special allocation for fire management relating to 
additional personnel, training and other items such as fleet costs and safety and operational equipment 
is $5 325 000. 

The expenditure in 2012/13 from the special allocation for fire management relating to bridge 
maintenance and construction was $795 552, with planned expenditure for bridge maintenance and 
construction in 2013/14 being $2 635 000. 
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(c)  The number of new full-time equivalents funded from the special allocation for fire management is 52. 
None of these positions are managers.  

SOUTH WEST DAMS — FACILITIES AND FUNDING 

1307. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the Wellington Dam, the Harris River Dam and the Harvey Dam, in the South West, and ask: 

(a) what funding is allocated on a yearly basis (2013–2014) for upkeep and maintenance at: 

(i) Harris River Dam Recreation Areas; 

(ii) Wellington Dam Recreation Areas; and 

(iii) Harvey Dam Recreation Areas; 

(b) what facilities or amenities are available for visitors to: 

(i) Harris River Dam Recreation Areas; 

(ii) Wellington Dam Recreation Areas; and 

(iii) Harvey Dam Recreation Areas; 

(c) in the last twelve months from the date of this question, what type of maintenance or upgrades has been 
carried out at: 

(i) Harris River Recreation Dam Areas; 

(ii) Wellington Dam Recreation Areas; and 

(iii) Harvey Dam Recreation Areas; 

(d) in the last twelve months from the date of this question, have any facilities or amenities been closed to 
the public at: 
(i) Harris River Dam Recreation Areas; 

(ii) Wellington Dam Recreation Areas; and 

(iii) Harvey Dam Recreation Areas; and 

(e) if applicable, of the closed facilities what was the reason for closure and the anticipated date the 
facilities will be reopened, at: 

(i) Harris River Dam Recreation Areas; 
(ii) Wellington Dam Recreation Areas; and 
(iii) Harvey Dam Recreation Areas? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
(a) (i)  The Harris Dam and Harvey Dam recreation areas are managed by the Water Corporation and 

Shire of Harvey respectively. Therefore the questions should be directed to the Ministers for 
Water and Local Government.  

(ii)  $305 000 is allocated for the management of visitors and the maintenance of visitor facilities in 
Wellington National Park. This includes the management and maintenance of recreation areas 
at or adjacent to the Wellington Dam. 

(iii)  See answer to (a)(i).  

(b) (i)  See answer to (a)(i). 

(ii)  Facilities located adjacent to Wellington Dam include Potters Gorge picnic and campground; 
the Quarry picnic area and abseil site; viewing areas; parking; toilets; interpretation; and walk 
trails. Recreation areas surrounding Wellington Dam and within Wellington National Park 
include picnic areas; campgrounds; walk trails; mountain bike and four-wheel drive trails; 
scenic drives; and river access for canoeing.  

(iii)  See answer to (a)(i). 

(c) (i)  See answer to (a)(i). 

(ii)  Maintenance and upgrade work includes general maintenance of all picnic areas and 
campgrounds; visitor risk management assessment and treatment of identified risks; 
replacement and repairs to signs; road upgrades and maintenance; and redevelopment of the 
Quarry picnic area with a wheelchair accessible path and new gas barbecues. 
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(iii)  See answer to (a)(i). 
(d) (i)  See answer to (a)(i). 

(ii)  Yes, Stones Brook and Gelcoat campgrounds and the Quarry picnic area. 
(iii)  See answer to (a)(i). 

(e) (i)  See answer to (a)(i). 
(ii)  The Stones Brook and Gelcoat campgrounds were closed to vehicles in late 2012 after the 

bridge on the entry road was damaged by floodwaters. The bridge is expected to be replaced 
and the camping areas reopened by July 2014. 
The Quarry picnic area was closed briefly during winter and early spring 2013 while facilities 
were upgraded. The area is now open. 

(iii)  See answer to (a)(i).  
POLICE — YOUTH ENGAGEMENT SERVICE 

1310. Ms J.M. Freeman to the Minister for Police: 
Further to the announcement that the Youth Engagement Service (YES), currently operating in Mirrabooka, will 
be funded by National Crime Prevention to operate in the South East Metro Corridor: 
(a) will the current three qualified social workers employed on establishing the Community Care Unit in 

October 2012 continue to work with prolific and priority offender youth in the Mirrabooka region: 
(i) if yes to (a), for how long; and 
(ii) if no to (a), why not; 

(b) will the three qualified social workers Youth Engagement Service Team members working with prolific 
and priority offender youth in the Mirrabooka region receive ongoing funding when the current 
Mirrabooka pilot funding ceases in October 2013; 

(c) if no to (b), how does the Western Australian Police Service intend to ensure the West Metropolitan 
Youth Liaison Officer can ensure that prolific and priority offender youths in the West Metropolitan 
region have ongoing one to one case management; 

(d) since establishing the Mirrabooka program in October 2012, have over 29 prolific and priority offenders 
have been referred to the Community Care Unit (now known as the YES), and if not, how many; and 

(e) since establishing the Mirrabooka program in October 2012 has there been a successful outcome which 
has seen a significant drop in reoffending and clients maintaining their community orders throughout 
the program? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)–(b)  These questions are not within the jurisdiction of Western Australia Police. The Community Care Unit 

at Mirrabooka is managed by the Police and Community Youth Centres (PCYC). 
(c)  WA Police has relationships with a number of service providers in the West Metropolitan District 

which deal with prolific and priority young offenders. 
(d)  30 prolific and priority offenders have been referred to the PCYC Community Care Unit in Mirrabooka 

by the West Metropolitan Youth Liaison Officer. 
(e)  The West Metropolitan Youth Liaison Officer has engaged 75% of identified youth PPO through the 

Youth Engagement Service program. There has been a 74% reduction in offending by these youth. 

POLICE — FREMANTLE AND COCKBURN STATIONS 
1333. Ms S.F. McGurk to the Minister for Police: 
(1) Is the Fremantle district administration unit being relocated to Cockburn, if so when? 
(2) What is the current status of the old Fremantle Police Station site on Henderson Street? 
(3) Is maintenance work being done to the Henderson Street site, and if so, please detail the work? 
(4) When does the government plan to make a decision about this site? 
(5) Will police be relocated back to the Henderson street site once it is safe to do so or will the government 

relocate the police station to Cockburn? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(1)  The South Metropolitan District (which includes the District Office located in Fremantle) is currently 

subject to an internal policing review and any decision on the deployment of resources within the 
District will not be made until the review is finalised. 
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(2)  The Fremantle Police Station site on Henderson Street has been de-commissioned. 

(3)  Sufficient maintenance is being carried out to ensure that the building fabric as well as equipment such 
as security and fire panels do not deteriorate. Additionally, the gardens are continuing to be maintained 
until such time as the review is completed and the future of the facility is determined. 

(4)–(5)  Please refer to (1). 

ROTTNEST ISLAND GOLF COURSE — FERTILISERS 

1335. Ms S.F. McGurk to the Minister for Tourism: 
I refer to the Rottnest Island golf course and I ask: 

(a) what fertilizers are being used on the golf course; and 

(b) has there been any environmental assessment of the effect on surrounding waterways of fertilisers used 
on the golf course? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)  [See paper 1153.] 

(b)  The Rottnest Island Authority has assessed the risks to the ground and surface waters from fertilisation 
under its environmental risk assessment framework, and has completed benchmark surveys for ground 
and surface waters (lakes), soil, and the microbial algal communities. 

BUSHFIRES — PRESCRIBED BURNS PROGRAM 

1351. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the process whereby proposals for prescribed burns must now be submitted to the office of bushfire 
management and I ask: 

(a) how many proposals have been submitted since May 2012; 

(b) how many of such proposals have been rejected or modified by the Office of Bushfire Risk 
Management; and 

(c) can the Minister please list those proposals rejected or modified by location and date of proposed 
burning activity? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
(a)–(c) The Office of Bushfire Risk Management (OBRM) sets standards for the development and 

implementation of bushfire risk management plans and treatments. The Department of Parks and 
Wildlife (DPaW) applies these standards in preparing and implementing its prescribed burning 
program. DPaW develops a prescribed burning program each year that is approved by the department’s 
Corporate Executive. The department provides this approved program to OBRM for its information. 
OBRM does not approve the departmental prescribed burning program, but rather requires agreed 
standards to be complied with. OBRM undertakes periodic audits of the department’s prescribed 
burning activities to ensure that the agreed standards are being effectively applied. Individual prescribed 
burn plans are not submitted to OBRM. 

ELIZABETH QUAY — HERITAGE AGREEMENTS 

1516. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Heritage: 

Can the Minister please advise whether the Heritage Council has negotiated and or executed any heritage 
agreements with any of the site owners at Elizabeth Quay? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
Currently, all of the sites at Elizabeth Quay remain in State ownership except one site known as Lot 7&8. 

Settlement for that lot is expected to occur in early 2014. A heritage agreement for that site will be executed at 
settlement. 

BROOME PRISON — HERITAGE STATUS 

1517. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Heritage: 
(1) Can the Minister advise of the current status of negotiations being conducted by the State Heritage 

Office on the proposed registration of the Bull Pen Shelter Shed and Archaeological Deposits at 
Broome Prison? 

(2) Can you further advise the names and positions of any stakeholders consulted to date? 
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Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
(1)  I approved the entry of the Bull Pen Shelter Shed and Archaeological Deposits at Broome Prison in the 

State Register of Heritage Places on an interim basis on 20 August 2013. My decision was gazetted on 
6 September 2013. Letters advising stakeholders that the place had been interim registered, and inviting 
comments on permanent registration, were sent on 9 September 2013. The six week period for 
comments closed on 18 October 2013, and I would expect the Heritage Council’s advice on whether to 
enter the place permanently in the Register shortly. 

(2)  Stakeholders consulted about registration were: 

• the Hon Joe Francis MLA, Minister for Emergency Services; Corrective Services; Veterans 
• the Commissioner of the Department of Corrective Services 
• the Chief Executive Officer of the Shire of Broome 
• the President of the Broome Historical Society, and  
• the Chief Executive Officer of the National Trust of Australia (WA). 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY — PUBLIC NOTIFICATION SYSTEM 

1551. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Environment: 
(1) Is the Minister aware that an environment group recently exposed the fact that dozens of people who 

had signed up to the Environmental Protection Authority’s public notification system, which has 
replaced its weekly newspaper advertisements, had not received any notifications for months? 

(2) Will the EPA apologise to people who had signed up to that system thinking that they were going to be 
kept up to date with referrals to, and assessment decisions made by, the EPA? 

(3) How many public notification systems does the EPA now have? 

(4) Do they all provide the same information, or do they provide different information? 

(5) If different, precisely in what ways and for what purpose? 

(6) Exactly how many people or organisations are listed on or signed up to each of these systems? 

(7) For each of the notification systems, which of the following matters of public interest are reported to the 
public: 
(a) all projects referred to the EPA or called in by the EPA; 
(b) all decisions of the EPA on whether to assess or not; 
(c) all decisions of the EPA on what level of assessment will be applied; 
(d) details of all opportunities for the public to provide comment or make submissions on 

proposals referred or assessments underway; 
(e) the publication of reports and recommendations by the EPA; and 

(f) any other decisions made by the EPA (or its Chairperson) relating to proposals referred or 
called in, including decisions to modify approvals and conditions without public notification or 
comment? 

(8) Can the Minister explain what is the difference in content, on the EPA website, between the page 
entitled Public Notices: Chairman’s Determination on Proposals Referred, and the page, Public 
Notices: Monday Advertisements? 

(9) How can a member of the public know precisely, in totality and in a timely manner (so as to be able to 
participate in any relevant public comment opportunity): 

(a) which proposals have been referred to the EPA; 

(b) how and when to comment on the decision as to whether any proposal should be assessed by 
the EPA and at what level; 

(c) what decision the EPA makes in relation to whether or not to assess; 

(d) what decision the EPA makes in relation to the level of assessment; 

(e) when and how the public can make comment on a proposal to be assessed; 

(f) when the EPA finalises and publishes its report and recommendations; 

(g) what conditions have (or have not) been recommended to be applied to implementation of any 
given proposal; and 

(h) when and how the public may appeal any or all of the above decisions? 
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(10) Is the Minister aware of how confusing the EPA system is now for the public? 

(11) Has the Minister made any representations to the EPA regarding what information is to be made 
available to the public and in what manner and what input the public can make and in what manner? 

(12) What steps will the Minister take to clarify, simplify and make more open and transparent the EPA’s 
notification of its decisions and public input systems and processes? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 

(1)–(2)  The Office of the Environmental Protection Authority (OEPA) became aware on 7 October 2013 that its 
email alert service for public comment periods was not functioning properly. The OEPA notified me of 
this matter on 7 October. The problem affected around 90 subscribers and has now been rectified. 

(3)–(5)  The OEPA has steadily increased the availability of information through its website. The email alert 
service is used in addition to other channels of notification, including website publication, Twitter 
alerts, RSS feeds and, for Public Environment Review (PER) document comment periods, newspaper 
advertisements. Further detail is provided in the response to (7). 

(6)  The OEPA does not track numbers of unique visitors to the website or consultation hub, and is 
precluded from knowing the number of people who may have subscribed to RSS feeds as this is 
confidential to the subscriber. As of 31 October 2013, there are 112 subscribers on the consultation 
hub’s mailing list and the EPA has 94 followers on Twitter. 

(7) (a) All new projects referred to the EPA or called in by the EPA are open for 7 days public 
comment on its online consultation hub. Notifications are distributed through the email 
subscription list, Twitter and the RSS feed. 

(b)–(c)  All decisions of the EPA on whether or not to assess a proposal or scheme, and the level of 
assessment, are published on the website, and notifications are distributed through Twitter and 
the RSS feed. The EPA’s decision not to assess a proposal is subject to a 14-day appeal period 
through the Office of the Appeals Convenor. 

(d)  All Public Environmental Review documents are advertised for public comment on the online 
consultation hub, with notifications provided through the email subscription list, Twitter and 
the RSS feed. The EPA’s Administrative Procedures 2012 also oblige proponents to advertise 
PER documents in newspapers. 

(e)  All EPA reports and recommendations on proposals are made public and notifications are 
distributed through Twitter and the RSS feed. All reports on new proposals are subject to 
a 14-day appeal period through the Office of the Appeals Convenor.  

(f)  All EPA reports on inquiries under section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act (proposed 
change to conditions) and all decisions made under section 45C of the Environmental 
Protection Act (change to proposal after assessment) are published on the website. 
Notifications are distributed through Twitter and the RSS feed.  

(8)  The page titled Public Notices: Chairman’s Determinations on Proposals provides a weekly record of 
determinations on levels of assessment by the Chairman of the EPA. The page titled Public Notices: 
Monday Advertisements provides a weekly record of levels of assessment set that have an appeal 
period, whether public advice has been given, and reports released by the EPA. 

(9) (a)–(f)  This information is provided on the EPA’s website and via notifications as outlined in the 
response to (7). 

(g)  Ministerial Implementation Statements are published on the EPA’s website. 

(h)  Where relevant, the information on the EPA website indicates if appeals can be lodged. Further 
information on the appeals process is available on the Appeals Convenor’s website.  

(10)–(12)The OEPA regularly seeks feedback from stakeholders as part of its efforts to continuously improve the 
transparency and availability of information. Any feedback received by me or my office is provided to 
the OEPA. 

CAMPING AND VISITOR FACILITIES — IMPROVEMENTS 

1552. Mr C.J. Tallentire to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the proposed improvements to camping and visitor facilities, and ask: 

(a) for the following campgrounds, as listed (i) through to (cxv), what specific improvements and at what 
cost are planned for the 2013–2014, 2014–2015, 2015–2016 and 2016–2017 financial years; 
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(b) for the following campgrounds, as listed (i) through to (cxv), what work has taken place between 
1 July 2013 and 30 September 2013, and at what cost; and 

(c) (i) Baden Powell, Lane Poole Reserve (ii) Bald Hill Campground, Avon Valley National Park (iii) 
Banksia Camp, D’Entrecasteaux National Park (iv) Barrabup, St Johns Brook Conservation Park (v) 
Belvidere Campground, Leschenault Conservation Park (vi) Benwenerup Campground, Stokes National 
Park (vii) Big Brook Arboretum, Big brook Dam and Arboretum (viii) Big Lagoon, Francois Peron 
National Park (ix) Black Point, D’Entrecasteaux National Park (x) Boat Harbour, Cape Range National 
Park (xi) Boondi Rock Campground, Goldfields Woodlands National Park (xii) Boranup Campground, 
Leeuwin–Naturaliste National Park (xiii) Bottle Bay, Francois Peron National Park (xiv) Breakaway 
Campground, Coalseam Conservation Park (xv) Bungarra, Cape Range National Park (xvi) Burra Rock, 
Goldfields Woodlands National Park (xvii) Canebrake Pool, Rapids Conservation Park (xviii) Cave 
Hill, Goldfields Woodlands National Park (xix) Chapman Pool/Warner Glen, Blackwood National Park 
(xx) Charlies Flat, Lane Poole Reserve (xxi) Chuditch, Lane Poole Reserve (xxii) Coalmine Beach 
Holiday Park, Walpole–Nornalup National Park (xxiii) Congelin Campground, Dryandra Woodland 
(xxiv) Contos Field – Davies Drive Loop, Leeuwin–Naturaliste National Park (xxv) Contos Field – 
Hamelin Hollow Loop, Leeuwin–Naturaliste National Park (xxvi) Contos Field – Isaacs Loop, 
Leeuwin–Naturaliste National Park (xxvii) Contos Field – Whalers Cove Loop, Leeuwin–Naturaliste 
National Park (xxviii) Contos Field – Whistlers Way Loop, Leeuwin–Naturaliste National Park (xxix) 
Coodamurrup Beach–Moore’s Hut, D’Entrecasteaux National Park (xxx) Credo Campground, Proposed 
Credo Conservation Park (xxxi) Crossing Pool Campground, Millstream Chichester National Park 
(xxxii) Crystal Springs, D’Entrecasteaux National Park (xxxiii) Dales Camping Area, Karijini National 
Park (xxxiv) Draftys Camp, Warren National Park (xxxv) Drummonds Camp, Avon Valley National 
Park (xxxvi) Fanny Cove, Stokes National Park (xxxvii) Fernhook Falls, Mount Frankland South 
National Park (xxxviii) Goongarrie Homestead, Proposed Goongarrie Conservation Park (xxxix) Grass 
Tree Hollow, D’Entrecasteaux National Park (xl) Gregories, Francois Peron National Park (xli) 
Hamelin Bay Holiday Park, Leeuwin–Naturaliste National Park (xlii) Herald Bight, Francois Peron 
National Park (xliii) Hoffman Mill, Hoffman Block (xliv) Homestead Camp, Avon Valley National 
Park (xlv) Honeymoon Pool, Wellington National Park (xlvi) Honeymoon Pool – Gelcoat, Wellington 
National Park (xlvii) Honeymoon Pool – Stones Brook, Wellington National Park (xlviii) Jaurdi 
Station, Proposed Jaurdi Conservation Park (xlix) Jorndee Creek, Cape Arid National Park (l) Karijini 
Eco Retreat, Karijini National Park (li) Kurrajong Camp (Cape Range), Cape Range National Park (lii) 
Lake Brockman Tourist Park, Logue Brook Dam (liii) Lake Jasper, D’Entrecasteaux National Park (liv) 
Lake Mason, Proposed Lake Mason Conservation Park (lv) Lakeside Campground, Cape range 
National Park (lvi) Le Grand Beach, Cape Le Grand National Park (lvii) Leaning Marri Campground, 
D’Entrecasteaux National Park (lviii) Lions Dryandra Woodland Village, Dryandra Woodland (lix) 
Logue Brook Dam – Brockman, Logue Brook Dam (lx) Lucky Bay, Cape Le Grand National Park (lxi) 
Marrinup Townsite, Marrinup Block (lxii) Martins Tank Lake Campground, Yalgorup National Park 
(lxiii) Mesa Camp, Cape Range National Park (lxiv) Miliyanha Campground, Millstream Chichester 
National Park (lxv) Miners Campground, Coalseam Conservation Park (lxvi) Mitchell Falls 
Campground, Mitchell River National Park (lxvii) Moingup Springs, Stirling Range National Park 
(lxviii) Mount Ragged Campground, Cape Arid National Park (lxix) Nanga Mill, Lane Poole Reserve 
(lxx) Nanga Townsite, Lane Poole Reserve (lxxi) Neds Camp, Cape Range National Park (lxxii) New 
Baden Powell Campground, Lane Poole Reserve (lxxiii) North Mandu, Cape Range National Park 
(lxxiv) North T Bone, Cape Range National Park (lxxv) One K Camp, Cape Range National Park 
(lxxvi) Osprey Bay, Cape Range National Park (lxxvii) Peak Charles, Peak Charles National Park 
(lxxviii) Perth Hills Centre, Beelu National Park (lxxix) Pilgramunna Camp, Cape Range National Park 
(lxxx) Point Road Campground, Leeuwin–Naturaliste National Park (lxxxi) Potters Gorge, Wellington 
National Park (lxxxii) Purnululu NP, Kaurrajong Camp, Punrululu National Park (lxxxiii) Rowles 
Lagoon, Rowles Lagoon Conservation Park (lxxxiv) Seal Creek, Cape Arid National Park (lxxxv) 
Shannon, Shannon National Park (lxxxvi) Shoal Cape, Stokes National Park (lxxxvii) Silent Grove 
Campground, King Leopold Ranges (lxxxviii) Skippy Rock, Stokes National Park (lxxxix) 
Snottygobble Loop, D’Entrecasteaux National Park (xc) South Gregories, Francoise Peron National 
Park (xci) St Mary, Fitzgerald River National Park (xcii) Stargazers Campground, Millstream 
Chichester National Park (xciii) Stockton Lake, Stockton Lake (xciv) Stringers Camp, Lane Poole 
Reserve (xcv) Sues Bridge, Blackwood National Park (xcvi) Temple Gorge Campground, Kennedy 
Range National Park (xcvii) The Cut, Leschenault Conservation Park (xcviii) Thomas River, Cape Arid 
National Park (xcix) Tonys Bend, Lane Poole Reserve (c)  Tulki Camp, Cape Range National Park (ci) 
Valley Campground, Avon Valley National Park (cii) Victoria Rock, Goldfields Woodlands National 
Park (ciii) Walardi Camp, Purnululu National Park (civ) Wallaroo Rock, Wallaroo Rock Conservation 
Park (cv) Walyunga Campground, Walyunga National Park (cvi) Warren Campground, Warren 
National Park (cvii) Waychinicup Inlet Campground, Waychinicup National Park (cviii) Wellington 
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Forest Cottages, Wellington National Park (cix) Windjana Gorge Campground, Windjana Gorge 
National Park (cx) Wolfe Creek Crater, Wolfe Creek Crater National Park (cxi) Workmans Pool, St 
Johns Brook Conservation Park (cxii) Yanchep Inn, Yanchep National Park (cxiii) Yardie Creek 
Campground, Cape Range National Park (cxiv) Yarragil Camp, Lane Poole Reserve (cxv) Yeo Lake 
nature Reserve, Yeo Lake Nature Reserve? 

Mr A.P. Jacob replied: 
(a)–(c)  [See paper 1154.] 

The State Government has allocated $21.05 million Royalty for Regions funds over four years for 
improvements to camping and visitor facilities in national parks and reserves across the State. The 
proposed list of areas where funding is to be allocated has been developed to address as many of the 
priority areas as possible identified in recommendation 3 of the Western Australian Caravan and 
Camping Action Plan 2013–2018 (which relates to the development of camping sites on land managed 
by the Department of Parks and Wildlife) and the Government’s national park facilities and 
accommodation initiative, known as ‘Parks for People’. The attached table provides a list of indicative 
projects.  

Initial expenditure is being directed to planning and design. The final budget allocation for each project 
will be subject to planning and design requirements, approvals processes and tender prices. Similarly, 
the locations of works for the proposed commercial tourism lease projects are subject to further 
negotiation with lessees. 

__________ 
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