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Hearing commenced at 10.22 am 

 
ROSAIR, MR PAUL 
Director General, Department of Regional Development and Lands, examined: 

 
GADALON, MS JOYCE 
Manager, Office of the Director General, Department of Regional Development and Lands, 
examined: 

 

 

The CHAIRMAN: Welcome to the hearing. There is a formality we need to go through, and let us 
get stuck into that, because we would like to get into the questions. You will have signed a 
document entitled “Information for Witnesses”. Have you read and understood it? It is an important 
document. 

The Witnesses: Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: These proceedings are being recorded by Hansard. Your transcript of the 
evidence will be provided to you. To assist the committee and, particularly, Hansard, if you quote 
from any documents can you give the title of the document so Hansard can track it? I remind you 
that your transcript will become a matter for the public record. If for some reason you wish to make 
a confidential statement during today’s proceedings, you should request that the evidence be taken 
in closed session. If the committee grants your request, any public and media in attendance will be 
excluded from the hearing. Please note that until such time as the transcript of your public evidence 
is finalised, it should not be made public. I advise you that publication or disclosure of the 
uncorrected transcript of the evidence may constitute a contempt of Parliament and may mean that 
the material published or disclosed is not subject to parliamentary privilege.  

We have arranged questions that I think we sent to you. Do you have any statement you want to 
make before we get into those questions? 

Mr Rosair: I do not know that I have seen all of the range of questions, but generally — 

Ms Gadalon: We did not get them. 

The CHAIRMAN: You did not get the questions, so there are no questions. 

Mr Rosair: I was hoping I had not got them at that point! 

We definitely are very keen in this area to be involved in any of the committee’s deliberations or 
recommendations. Being the Department of Regional Development and Lands we have a key role 
in managing the state’s crown land estate, which is 93 per cent of the state. As you can imagine it is 
quite a complicated responsibility. That is also tied in with the regional development agenda, so we 
are certainly very keen to explore opportunities for regional development and that includes 
recreational use across the state and so it is an area in which we are very keen to assist. 

The CHAIRMAN: Have you had a look at our eleventh report? 

Mr Rosair: Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: We have two issues that are of prime concern to the committee inquiry going to 
the process. It is 18 months since we put that report down, and we would like to know where it has 
moved in 18 months; that is our first interest. We have a range of concerns about how it all 
interacts, or perhaps I should say how it does not all interact. We have high concern about 
Kununurra, and why we focus on Kununurra is because we believe what has been happening 
Kununurra is likely to be what happens everywhere else. So as we make these areas available for 
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recreation, the high level of dysfunction that has occurred in Kununurra may be replicated in other 
areas, which would make us pretty irritated individuals. They are the core issues. Saying that, they 
are the issues we want to focus on. 

Mr Rosair: Hon Max Trenorden, if I may, I did also want to include in my summary at the start 
that the focus in the south west as well, I note, was about recreational access to some public 
drinking water supply areas. I would like to take the opportunity to advise the committee that the 
department is undertaking a “Living Lakes” program around the south west of the state, not 
necessarily on public drinking water areas, but we have identified 25 lakes through a community 
process and three of them have been shortlisted to potentially be recreated, through a re-engineering 
process, into living lakes—that is, Lake Ewlyamartup down in Katanning; Lake Towerrinning in 
Darkan; and Lake Yealering out near Wickepin–Corrigin—to re-establish them for recreational use. 
So hopefully, if we achieve that objective, it takes a bit of pressure off recreational needs on public 
drinking areas as well, because all of those have opportunities for boating, recreational facilities, 
and even regional development opportunities. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Mr Rosair, I would like to bring you back to the reason you are here this 
morning and that is in regard to the Department of Regional Development and Lands’ involvement 
in the interagency working group. Are you part of that working group? 

Mr Rosair: Not that I am aware of. I do not believe so, and I did make the point in my notes here 
that we would definitely like to be part of that. I have previously been involved in the role of the 
director of the Department of Water and the director of the Department of Environment, and I have 
a lot of knowledge about some of the dysfunction you allude to, and would welcome an opportunity 
to become involved in this working group. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Why do you believe you have been excluded from that? 

Mr Rosair: I do not know if it is necessarily been excluded, and I would really need to take some 
more information on that, because Peter Stubbs might well be included at the local level. 

The CHAIRMAN: We are interested in outcomes. I think the reason your agency is not there is 
because the letter of intent that was at the core of the eleventh report did not include your agency.  

Mr Rosair: Yes, it referred to other agencies as well. 

The CHAIRMAN: In looking to the future about what happens in these places, obviously your 
agency is the one that should be there. That is why — 

Mr Rosair: We would love to be there. 

The CHAIRMAN: That is why we have got you here today. What we are interested in is how we 
make these things work very clearly in a lot of places that do not work. No matter what the intent 
may be, the outcome is not good. I have a range of questions, not all of them. Can you explain your 
agency’s role in Kununurra? What do you think your role is in Kununurra? 

[10.30 am] 

Mr Rosair: Our role is to address regional development issues, primarily, through our arm of the 
department. We see the opportunity, and we do this across the state to look at increasing regional 
development opportunities, and that includes the full spectrum of housing, services, recreation, 
cultural events and everything that comes with regional development more generally. We look at 
every opportunity to create the environment for that to happen. In the Pilbara for example, we are 
trying to ensure that the process for releasing crown land through the native title process brings 
crown land to the fore, so we can make affordable blocks for development. In Kununurra, in a 
similar vein, we have three primary roles. We are responsible for the Ord irrigation expansion, and 
with that comes a lot of obligations for involving Indigenous communities and the like. We have 
another role of regional development more broadly in Kununurra and across the Kimberley, and 
that primarily involves the use of the government’s royalties for regions program in a way to 
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provide incentives for development. In a couple of places in the Pilbara those incentives have been 
through some seed funding for National Lifestyle Villages, for example, to create some lifestyle 
villages in Karratha that provide affordable housing, and that can be tied in with our crown land to 
provide crown land at cost or near cost of undeveloped costs, so we can provide an incentive. We 
sort of define our department as royalties for regions plus land equals regional development, and 
that is a summary way of looking at our department. In Kununurra we have freed up a number of 
land parcels for housing development and for other developments in town. Also through the 
royalties for regions program we have funded Aboriginal arts, cultural centres, Miriuwung–
Gajerrong offices and a number of other things. I can provide to the committee, if you like, all the 
initiatives that we have funded through the royalties for regions program as an attachment. As far as 
the P1 goes, that piece of land is crown land. It is administered under the Land Administration Act 
and the vesting and the purposes are administered through our agency. We can alter the vesting and 
the purposes of any reserve in the state. We are subject to the Land Administration Act, but there is 
no impediment for changing reserves’ purposes or activities happening on crown land. There is no 
impediment on excising crown land into freehold estate. There is no impediment on changing 
unallocated crown land, as some of this land is, into reserves for certain purposes. There is no 
impediment on leasing the land for any purposes. The processes that we go through are in 
accordance with the act and they would be advertising for native title interested parties. I think a lot 
of this land is already cleared under the Miriuwung–Gajerrong Ord Final Agreement, but I would 
have to check that. So there is no problem in doing anything you want to do with this land, as long 
as we go through the process. Before we excise land that is a national park, it has to go through both 
houses of Parliament and things like that. So essentially, our agency can facilitate any of this 
development through any changes in land tenure, the main purpose, reserved purpose, excising, 
freeholding or whatever. We are, if you like, the facilitators. A bit like the notice of intent to take 
land out of the Browse, we are the facilitator for making it happen, and we have legislation to make 
it happen as long as there is the will. 

The CHAIRMAN: The issue for us and Kununurra is that, Hon Jon Ford keeps on saying it, it took 
15 years to get a restaurant on the old pumping station.  

Mr Rosair: I know a lot about that restaurant on the pumping station. 

The CHAIRMAN: What we are trying to do is work out, as I said a little earlier, a working format 
in Kununurra that allows individuals, shire agencies, but more generally the community to 
understand what is happening and how you make something happen. As we transfer that to Harvey 
Dam and other places as these water resources come in, we want to know that people can go to a 
place and get some clear direction, some defined information that they can act on, which is legally 
sound. You cannot say that has been happening in Kununurra. We in our report are saying that there 
should be some sort of lead position, some lead agency, where you are able to go and seek the 
information and that information will come from one place, and you do not get sent down to the 
next door and sent down to the next door, and, as in the case of the restaurant, you keep on doing 
that forever, basically. How do you see your agency’s role, not only in Kununurra, but if you start 
looking at Harvey and the three waterways that you talked about at Yealering Lake? 

Mr Rosair: I suppose the three main agencies that I see involved in leading this activity are the 
Department of Planning, the local regional development commission, and in some ways, our agency 
through the lands responsibility. I know I have not suggested one lead agency out of that. One of 
things we do in our regional development is that we make sure that whatever we do in regional 
development is aligned to the state planning strategy. In all of the activities we undertake, including 
“Living Lakes”, we want to make sure that whatever we are doing is consistent with that state 
planning strategy, so agencies such as Water Corporation, Western Power and others can align 
themselves with the state planning strategy, if we are aligned with that, we can make sure that 
Water Corporation’s and Western Power’s priorities align with regional development priorities, so 
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we try and put it under that umbrella. The question of Kununurra, for example, is arguably a 
planning role as a lead, I would have thought. I do not know what their presence in Kununurra is. 

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think they have a presence. 

Mr Rosair: That could be a problem. I think a local presence is probably very important and I 
would have thought in that case that the local presence that we have with Peter Stubbs in the 
Department of Regional Development and Lands or Jeff Gooding with the Kimberley Development 
Commission would probably be one of the two. Either one, I think, could satisfy the role of being 
the lead agency. 

The CHAIRMAN: So the lead agency process could be done by the development commission you 
say. I mean you have offices in Kununurra.  

Mr Rosair: The development commission reports directly to the minister, it does not relate directly 
to the Parliament, but they do have staff in Kununurra. I also have staff in the Ord office as well. I 
think the combination of both might be a way to do it.  

The CHAIRMAN: You say you are familiar, so are you aware that tourist operators on the water 
have been unlicensed for years? 

Mr Rosair: Yes, I am aware of — 

The CHAIRMAN: How would you fix that? 

Mr Rosair: How would I fix it? In my current role? 

The CHAIRMAN: No, I mean just from having a knowledge of the area.  

Mr Rosair: In a forum like this I probably cannot speak on behalf of other agencies, but I think, as I 
mentioned earlier, where there is a will there is a way. If you have an ultimate decision by 
government that you want to make that P1 area recreational use or you want to make the foreshore 
recreational use and you want to move, maybe, the water supply across the other side of the river, 
once a decision is known by government then I think the rest of it is straightforward. I mean, the 
processes should be straightforward. The foreshore land that is currently P1 can be changed to the 
relevant purpose for recreational use or development use or excised, or whatever the requirements 
are, as long as there is an agreed position of government. If the agreed position of government is 
that the Pl land around the foreshore in Lily Creek should be opened up to development and 
recreational use, that is a decision of government. If that is a directive of government, those 
agencies involved should then come together and implement it. Clearing licences should be 
assessed and issued by the relevant agencies, interfering with bed and banks should be issued by the 
Department of Water—all the assessment processes should be gone through. 

Hon ED DERMER: That sounds very simple.  

Mr Rosair: Yes. 

Hon ED DERMER: I think the complexity may be the role that the agencies play in recommending 
to the government decisions it might make —  

Mr Rosair: Yes, well that is right. 

Hon ED DERMER:   — as part of that process leading to the decision of government. 

Mr Rosair: Yes. 

Hon ED DERMER: So if the Department of Water is suggesting this and the Department of Sport 
and Recreation is suggesting that — 

Mr Rosair: Yes, and then government gets all that information and makes a decision on balance in 
the interests of social, economic and environmental imperatives and makes a holistic decision that it 
thinks on balance is the best decision for the area. Once that decision is made, then the agencies 
come together and implement it.  
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Hon ED DERMER: What is the best mechanism for drawing those different sources of advice to 
government together? 

Mr Rosair: I think if you had, as you say, a lead agency like the development commission or our 
department and brought the players together, put all the facts on the table, put all the issues on the 
table, then came up with a consolidated position with a few options for the government to consider, 
then the government considers which is the preferred option and then each agency is directed to 
implement it. 

Hon ED DERMER: Something like a working group between the different agencies involved? 

Mr Rosair: I think there was a mention of a working group in the papers there.  

Hon ED DERMER: Do you question that a working group like that would be a good way of 
reaching a conclusion? 

Mr Rosair: I would have thought, as Max has mentioned, there is material that has been developed 
over the last 15 years or 10 years up there about the foreshore, the competing uses, and our 
legislation about public access to foreshore. One of the problems on the foreshore around Lily 
Creek is that we have caravan parks going down to the foreshore, they are crown land leases, they 
want to close it off for people who come and camp there, and they do not necessarily like public 
access along there so they actually fence it off either side. All the information is known; it is just 
really for government to take all that information together and make a decision about what they 
want to do. Once that is made, then you would think the departments would then implement it.  

Hon JIM CHOWN: I have taken on everything you have said, Paul, but I think the Kununurra 
situation is a very complex situation because it involves a number of agencies. I think what we are 
trying to achieve here is a working template that can be replicated elsewhere in the state, taking on 
board that each situation has its own areas that are different. Do you believe this is achievable? 

Mr Rosair: Yes, I do. It is a bit like the EPA; they take all the information on board. But I would 
have thought that if you can get, and we do have, good collaboration with directors general across a 
number of agencies—I think in my time in government it is probably one of the best periods of 
government, with good collaboration at the director general level with the relevant agencies. I think 
if the will is there to take a stance and identify all the elements together—the environment, the 
water, the land, the planning, the local government—and then weigh up all the benefits and the 
downside of certain options, and then put two or three different options together—because it is not 
always the simple option. It is not develop the land and that is the only option; there are some 
consequences to that. Then the other one is to maintain that it is a national park, and there are 
consequences to that. But that is the government’s decision of the day with the government policy 
of the day as to what decision they want to make. Then, once that decision is made, each agency, 
under their legislation, has responsibility for assessing, implementing and issuing clearing licences, 
and offsets if necessary, assessing water licences or interfering with beds and banks licences. We 
would then excise the relevant portions of land, go through the native title clearance processes—
that would be our job—and then Planning make sure that the structure plans are in place with the 
local governments. All the legislation is in place and all the processes are in place. Where there is a 
will, there is a way. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Taking on your comments in regard to my question, do you believe it is 
achievable? 

Mr Rosair: I certainly do. The decisions made by government —  

Hon JIM CHOWN: So why has this not been achieved? The situation at Kununurra has been 
ongoing for many years now. 

Mr Rosair: I think the process for Kununurra would be, as you said, get a working group led by 
either the development commission or Planning, if they have the local capacity, or even ourselves, 
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to get all the information. As I say, all the information is there; it is collating that information and 
putting it into a few different options, putting it to cabinet and saying, “Okay, we like option 1.” 
Each agency now comes together and creates an implementation group, and that means that this is 
the option we are going for, so go ahead and do it. Obviously in some of those options there is the 
complexity of funding. If we are going to be shifting the water reserve across to the other side of the 
thing, there are some funding implications that are in some ways secondary to the decision. The 
decision has been, “This is where we want to head, subject to funding”, and agencies just need to go 
ahead and implement it. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I will go back to my question: this committee is driving an outcome as you 
have just described, but it is not happening.  

[10.45 am] 

Mr Rosair: As I say, my involvement with Kununurra today, in the last 18 months of this 
committee, I think, has been fairly negligible. From all accounts, it appears to be—we have not got 
to the stage where the land needs to be cut up and developed or a proposal for royalties for regions 
funding or something has not come forward. So I think it has been with the agencies—there is a 
good working group, is there not? There is a working group of Environment and Water — 

Hon JIM CHOWN: There is a working group, yes.  

The CHAIRMAN: Our question is, what is happening in the working group? 

Mr Rosair: I do not know. 

The CHAIRMAN: No, we are not asking you. No, you cannot have that; that is what we are trying 
to establish in these hearings. 

Hon KEN BASTON: Paul you touched very lightly on local government—surely local government 
could be driving this. What is your opinion; is local government driving it or is not driving it, or is it 
a stumbling block in all of this development? 

Mr Rosair: Look, I can only — 

Hon KEN BASTON: When I say “local government”, sorry, I mean the local shire. 

Mr Rosair: The one in the Kimberley is Wyndham-East Kimberley. 

Hon KEN BASTON: Yes. 

Mr Rosair: Look, my relationship with the Wyndham-East Kimberley local government has been 
very good; they are fairly capable. I have never had a problem with the local government per se; 
they seem to be wanting action to happen. They probably get frustrated occasionally with some 
agencies, maybe—I do not know. My own personal knowledge goes back to the time of the 
discussion about the P1 area, when I was in Water, about the science behind whether or not 
development on that P1 area could go ahead, which way the water was flowing, whether it was 
through the gravel aquatard from the channel into there, whether that was filtering the water 
sufficiently enough, and whether the development would impact on that water quality. There was a 
bit of a stand-off, I think, at that time between the science that the Department of Water was 
providing, with, I think, LandCorp, which at the time was endeavouring to develop, and I think that 
maybe it got all a bit too hard and maybe we did not have a working group that was prepared to 
make an ultimate decision.  

The CHAIRMAN: If you were taking that sort of role, how would you do your interaction with the 
Department of Planning under the current format? I am pretty sure there is no Department of 
Planning individual in Kununurra, or to my knowledge there is not one. How would you go about 
that?  

Mr Rosair: There is the Kimberley Regional Planning Committee, chaired by Gary Prattley; Peter 
Stubbs and, I think, Jeff Gooding are both on that regional planning committee. So if Planning were 
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not going to drive it locally, we would probably—a bit like our SuperTowns programs—ensure that 
all the growth plans that are being developed for the nine SuperTowns around the state fit within the 
state planning strategy and have the endorsement of WAPC. I think it is important that if a lead 
agency was going to drive it out of Kununurra for this particular issue, it would be very clear to get 
the imprimatur from that WAPC regional planning committee. Then the relevant agencies would 
come together, they would put their issues on the board, a paper review would be prepared for 
cabinet with a series of two or three options, one being to retain the P1 area as is with no 
development to occur. There may be one to subdivide—I think some of it has now been determined 
as being developable; we have put all the constraints and issues about the potential odour from the 
waste water treatment plant to the north of the site. Maybe with the realignment of the airport and 
the upgrade of the airport we might have some air traffic issues; I do not think they are 
insurmountable. Then we would be putting in the option of maybe moving to the other side of the 
river and then developing the whole area. Then the options would be no development, developing it 
in full, or development in part—developing in full would mean relocating the P1—and then say to 
cabinet, “There are the costs of it, there are the implications of it, there are the risks, and there are 
the issues associated with it; which one do you want to do?” We could even do a preferred one. 

The CHAIRMAN: Getting back to today, where do you go from here? Do you make a request 
yourself to get involved in these planning groups, or do you want us to do that? 

Mr Rosair: Look, we have regional development priorities and agenda currently at the moment 
across the state. We have a Pilbara Cities program, we have an Ord program, we have the royalties 
for regions program, we have a large lands program, we also have Living Lakes, and we have a 
number of other projects via the country local government fund; we have a number of priorities to 
work on. King location has come up as a local issue—as a regional priority in our department. It is 
something that we sort of have not been keeping a watching brief on and we have not necessarily 
been driving it as a sole agency. I think that, currently, it is not sufficiently high on our priority 
agenda to direct resources at at this point, but depending on what our minister was to say and 
suggesting that it is something that the ante needs to be upped on, well we could probably cater for 
additional resources to go into it. But, as I said, it would be done with us in tandem with the 
development commission I would have thought.  

The CHAIRMAN: That is not our concern; our concern is just for it to happen. We suspect people 
are meeting and we suspect there is reasonable intention of that, but we are dubious about the 
outcome. That is basically it. We will be having these meetings until we think we have an outcome. 
We will leave it at that and we will make a decision about what we do about it. We may write to 
your minister; we may not. We will make a few decisions of our own.  

Hearing concluded at 10.51 am 


