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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 7 May. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [4.42 pm]: I gather from speaking 
to members of both sides of the house that there are no further speakers on the Address-in-Reply. I think it 
appropriate that I spend a few moments to sum up and to comment upon some of the matters raised by members 
and, also, to take advantage of my right as a member to say a few things about a few matters that I think are 
important at this time.  
I am delighted to be a member of the minority Liberal-National government; it sure beats being a member of the 
majority Labor opposition. Today, I heard the term “minority Liberal-National government” used in a derogatory 
fashion, as if somehow minority government lacks integrity or credibility or, indeed, should not exist. The great 
irony for those people who want to use those terms is that the Legislative Assembly continues to support the 
minority Liberal-National government. It is fair to say that the alternative to the minority Liberal-National 
government is the majority Labor opposition. I am quite happy for the majority Labor opposition to sit back on 
the benches on the other side and watch another government in action in Western Australia. Everybody knows 
that it was a very close election. Everybody knows that the Liberal Party, the National Party and a number of 
Independents have come together to form a government. A government is made up of members of the 
Legislative Assembly who collectively can command a majority—and that is what is happening in Western 
Australia now. To suggest somehow that it is a so-called cobbled-together alliance and therefore not a legitimate 
government is absolute rubbish. This week, that government will bring down its first budget and I think members 
will be very pleased with the content of that document. Whenever opposition members want to deride us by the 
claim that this is a minority government, I sit back and think, “Well, it sure beats the alternative.”  

I did not get involved in the energy debate today because I know he is one of those who are leaving us soon and I 
thought it appropriate that Hon Paul Llewellyn should be able to speak twice. We will certainly miss his 
significant contributions on a range of issues, albeit we do not always agree on the position he takes. I listened 
with great interest to Hon Sally Talbot’s comments about the previous Labor government’s achievements in the 
energy portfolio and about what it did to try to enhance the quantity and quality of renewable energy in Western 
Australia. That may be right, but most of all I remember about energy during the Labor Party’s term in office 
was the Varanus Island explosion.  

Hon Kate Doust: It was not our fault. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It is probably the only thing that was not the Labor Party’s fault. If the member had 
waited for about half a second, she would know that I was about to say that I do not blame the Labor Party for 
the burst pipe on Varanus. 

Hon Kate Doust: How generous of you! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Of course I do not blame the Labor Party. I am not yet sure who to blame. However, 
I know about the way the Labor Party managed the after-effects of the explosion and that it had let Western 
Australia get into a situation in which there were no alternative supplies or contingency measures in place to deal 
with that massive and significant problem that affected Western Australia. I am simply responding to Hon Sally 
Talbot’s telling us about the wonderful job done by Labor by reflecting on the extraordinarily poor job it did in 
energy. The Labor Party’s response to that crisis was fundamentally appalling. I also remember a couple of 
occasions when the state ran out of electricity during summer. Do members remember the blackouts in the 
metropolitan area? We were told to turn off our air conditioners because there was not enough energy. This is in 
the middle of summer! We could expect that any self-respecting government would ask what the peak demand 
for energy is in summer and what the cause of that demand is, and know the answer is air conditioners. The 
government of the day would know it had an obligation to provide the fundamental base energy load that will 
meet that peak requirement, but it could not and it did not and instead it told us to turn off our air conditioners. 
That is a very poor record; a very poor record indeed!  

However, enough has been said about that. I think the Liberal-National government has indeed responded very 
well to the matters raised by Hon Paul Llewellyn. There is no doubt that the government has an obligation and a 
determination to maximise renewable energy, at the same time as it has an obligation to ensure that the baseload 
power supply meets our state’s fundamental requirements.  

The Leader of the House used to respond to the Address-in-Reply debate by providing a response on behalf of 
the government to the various matters raised by different members. That probably happened during the days 
when the Address-in-Reply was an annual event. Parliaments were prorogued and reopened every year and 
therefore an Address-in-Reply debate would happen every year. In recent times, we have simply opened the 
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Parliament during its first year and then again four years later after the next election. Because of the often 
lengthy nature of the debate and the myriad issues raised, the Leader of the House has, I guess, not gone to the 
trouble of responding to members’ issues. I regret that on this occasion I have not gone to the trouble of 
responding, but I recommend to the next Leader of the House, that after the next election—I am pretty sure I 
know who it will not be!—that he or she gives some thought to the Address-in-Reply response. If different 
agencies could provide to the Leader of the House responses to the matters members raise during debate, it 
would make the Address-in-Reply debate more useful, rather than it simply being an excuse for a debate.  

However, I want to discuss a couple of matters this afternoon in response to matters raised by members because I 
think it important that we have some debate about them. Today, I want to talk about the fundamentals of the 
approvals processes inherited by the Liberal-National government, and I specifically refer to the mining and 
petroleum portfolio, which I hold. I want to talk about that because in debate members raised a number of issues 
about some documents leaked from a committee that I had appointed to do a job for the government. I want to 
outline to the house why that committee was formed and why it is so important to the state’s economy to 
overcome some of the portfolio issues that I have inherited. I also want to talk about uranium mining because I 
think Hon Giz Watson spent some time in her contribution on uranium mining. I want to indicate to the house 
what this government has in mind, what its intentions are and how we intend to put in place in Western Australia 
a very safe, environmentally sensitive and economically viable uranium mining industry, as has happened in the 
Labor states of South Australia and the Northern Territory and is supported by the federal Labor government. I 
also want to talk about freedom of information because ever since we have been the government, I have heard 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich spend significant amounts of the house’s time describing the government’s poor 
performance, as she describes it, on FOI applications. I want to go through a particular example, as it affects me 
as a minister, to explain to the house how ridiculous this whole thing has become and how this member, for 
reasons best known to herself but known to me because of what other people have told me, wants to use the FOI 
process as a vehicle to cause ministerial offices so much trouble that they do not have enough time to do the 
work for which they have been legitimately and properly constituted. I will go through that issue, as well. 

On the issue of approvals in the mining and petroleum industry, I begin by saying that the resource sector in 
Western Australia is far and away the biggest contributor to the state’s economy. It is massive and, indeed, 
during the most recent boom in Western Australia, I think, 80 per cent of our exports were from the resource 
sector. That is a long way from the old days when agriculture was the mainstay of this economy. Since the 1960s 
right through the second half of the twentieth century, the resource sector in Western Australia has grown 
dramatically. Western Australia is now one of the powerhouse economies of the world because of the resource 
industry. I must say that we are very, very good at it. This state is very, very good in world terms in the way it 
runs its resource sector. As a result of that, thousands of Western Australians are directly employed in the 
resource industry and many, many thousands are employed indirectly. That growth, as I said, has been 
phenomenal in terms of output, the number of people employed, the quantity of our exports and, importantly, in 
the number of dollars this state gets in royalties. I might add that the vast majority of our royalties is spread 
amongst the other states, courtesy of the Commonwealth Grants Commission, so we indeed make a significant 
contribution to the national coffers by virtue of the royalties paid by mining and petroleum companies. 

It is interesting, is it not, that about 12 months ago the biggest problem facing the resource sector in Western 
Australia was a lack of labour. We had a serious shortage of labour in Western Australia. We had reached the 
point at which all aspects of the economy were under significant pressure because of excess demand. We only 
had to go to Perth Airport on a Monday morning to know what that excess demand was; we could barely move at 
the airport and, indeed, the airport simply could not cope. The previous Premier, Alan Carpenter, needs to be 
congratulated for saying what a lot of us thought; he was highly critical some time ago of Perth Airport’s ability 
to deal with the significant demand placed upon it largely because of the growth of the resource sector. However, 
12 months later we have a world economic crisis and, therefore, a downturn in the resource sector. The downturn 
is not as significant as some people might think, but it is still significant for employment, in some industries 
more so than others. For example, nickel, particularly from laterite nickel projects, is suffering very low prices 
and having significant difficulty, which has led to the closing of the Ravensthorpe BHP Billiton project and a 
number of others. Gold on the other hand, which is the other staple of the eastern goldfields, is at a significantly 
higher price than normal. That is a reflection, of course, of the global economic circumstances—namely, when 
there are global economic problems, the price of gold goes up. To a certain extent that mitigates the issues faced 
in nickel. That is not to say that we are not disappointed by what is happening in the mining industry; we very 
much look forward to the upturn in the price of these commodities so that we can get back to growth conditions. 

When the Liberal-National coalition government—I was the Minister for Mines, fortunately—went to the 
election in 2001, it was the Asian economic crisis and there was a quite significant downturn in the state’s 
economy. At the time, a significant number of geologists and drilling rigs were fundamentally unemployed. I 
went to that election saying that we would invest some $66 million in the Geological Survey of Western 
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Australia to improve the state’s geological knowledge. Therefore, to take advantage of the downturn, we 
intended to spend money on the work of the geological survey and engage unemployed geologists to build up the 
intellectual knowledge of Western Australian geology. In other words, they would look at the largely unexplored 
parts of the state to find out what we really needed to know about the state’s geology so that the mines of 
tomorrow could be found today. It transpired that we did not win that election, but I understand the Labor 
government put $20 million or so extra into that survey and did some good work. Now that we have a downturn 
again, in Western Australia we are introducing the exploration incentive scheme, which is part of the royalties 
for regions program. That is very fortuitous at this point in time; it is $80 million over five years and the money 
will be used to do the things we had in mind in 2001. We will take advantage of this downturn in the resource 
sector to do a lot of the work that needs to be done in improving our knowledge of this state’s geology. By taking 
advantage of these circumstances, when the tide turns we will have intellectual knowledge of our geology 
available for mining companies to access. That is the direction in which we are headed but there is an 
impediment, which brings me to the issue of approvals. 

About the day after I became the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, a magazine called Resourcestocks ran a 
story about the 2008 world risk survey. This magazine annually surveys various jurisdictions around the world 
and assesses them based on the risk associated with doing mining business in those jurisdictions. The headline 
was “SA emerges as exploration favourite”. South Australia! We all know about South Australia and its 
wonderful wine, beautiful scenery and the glorious city of Adelaide, but we never knew of it as a significant 
destination for exploration expenditure. We certainly did not see it as the world leader in exploration 
expenditure. However, to give the Rann government its due, the Minister for Mineral Resources Development 
instituted a proactive government program that led to a significant increase in exploration. At the same time, the 
South Australian government did some hard work on the approvals processes so that people were not hanging 
around waiting for a very, very long time to get the approvals they needed to go ahead with projects they had 
discovered through the incentives provided under the exploration incentive scheme. When I looked at the article 
entitled “SA emerges as exploration favourite”, I thought that Western Australia would at least have to be second 
best, because Western Australia has always been regarded as the most attractive destination for exploration 
expenditure in Australia. I was horrified to find that we were actually last amongst Australian states. We were 
behind the Northern Territory, Tasmania, New South Wales and Queensland. We were even behind Victoria as a 
destination for encouraging exploration expenditure. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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