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CEMENT WORKS (COCKBURN CEMENT LIMITED) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 June. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Cannington, you are a busy man! 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [11.45 am]: I commend the government for having three pieces of 
legislation on which I am the representative in the chamber. I will certainly be busy today! I know this is the 
second reading debate and I am sure the Acting Speaker will give me a bit of latitude. I want to congratulate the 
staff, students, parents and community of St Joseph’s School, a Catholic primary school in Queens Park, which 
has its centenary celebrations today. Today is also Mercy Day on the Catholic calendar and this school was 
established by the Sisters of Mercy. They brought Catholic education to Queens Park in 1915 and it is a great 
tribute to a great little school—not that small these days—with high-quality education and dedicated parents. 
I am always pleased to go along to the school. I congratulate it on its centenary. Thank you very much for your 
indulgence, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Now we move on to the Cement Works (Cockburn Cement Limited) Agreement Amendment Bill 2015. The 
purpose of this bill is to relieve Cockburn Cement, which is now a subsidiary of Adelaide Brighton Ltd, 
a South Australian–based building materials company, of the obligation to make clinker in Western Australia. 
Clinker is a product that is an intermediate step between lime and cement. I am no chemist, so I will not pretend 
to understand all the procedures used to make cement, but this is an important step along that path. When this 
agreement was originally entered into back in the early 1970s, the plan was to have an integrated cement 
industry in Western Australia, and the state agreement was designed to support the operations of the cement 
works. Indeed, it still provides a couple of important benefits for Cockburn Cement. Firstly, it allows access to 
the shell beds in Cockburn Sound and, secondly, it allows access to easements and other things for pipelines and 
other bits and pieces of infrastructure related to its facilities and operations. The agreement also allows 
Cockburn Cement to get to these limestone quarries and obliges it to quarry those places and take the relevant 
steps to make cement. Of course, over the intervening 45-odd years, there have been a lot of changes to the 
operations of the cement industry in Western Australia and there is a range of competitors for Cockburn Cement 
that use imported materials rather than making their own clinker here in Western Australia. 

I am sure members will remember the Swan Cement facility at Burswood, which was located where those high-
rise towers are now. When I first moved to Perth and was living in the inner southern suburbs, I worked as 
a union organiser at what was then Burswood casino and now Crown Perth and I drove past that facility on 
a regular basis. Once upon a time, that was one of Cockburn Cement’s competitors. The industry is changing and 
it has been affected by a range of issues. I imagine that over the last five or six years the high value of the 
Australian dollar has been contributing to those impacts. I would think that importing a low-value product such 
as clinker would not be an option because of transport costs, but transport costs have come down over time for 
a range of reasons. Once upon a time, we had to enter into these sorts of agreements to get clinker made in 
Western Australia, but it is now a more dynamic industry competing against imports of product from all around 
the world, particularly from large facilities in Asia, so the manufacture of clinker in Western Australia is 
becoming less economic. I also make the observation that energy costs are impacting on the operations. In the 
second reading speech, the Premier stated that energy costs in Western Australia are an important input into the 
cost of manufacturing clinker, through to cement. I will make some remarks about that in a short while. That also 
highlights the discussion that we will have to have in Western Australia about exactly what purpose these state 
agreements fill. What is their role for the future of industry in Western Australia? I can accept that in 1971 this 
facility probably would never have been built if it had not been given commitments such as access to limestone 
material. I understand that one of the reasons for the location of the plant was to make it close to the quarry, so 
that transport costs were kept under control. The transport cost of input materials has a greater impact on the 
final price of the product than the transport costs of the finished product. That is because when transporting an 
input—a raw material—some of that raw material is not going to be used in the final product because of 
impurities or whatever that might be in the raw material, so they are paying to transport material that never ends 
up being marketed. I can see why they would want to keep their works close to the source of their raw materials. 
In this case, it is limestone, so they would want to keep their facility close to the limestone quarry. The problem, 
of course, is that although something such as limestone may be widely distributed in the surface and crust of the 
earth, a particular deposit will be mined out over time, and I understand that is the case here; the source of the 
limestone that is used for clinker is just about mined out. In fact, one of the issues for the company now is to 
work out what it will do with the land the quarry is located on and what other uses that land can now be put to. 
That will be an interesting step. 

The reason I make the point about whether these agreements have outlived their usefulness relates to the trade-
off that we are giving for access. Once upon a time, we could say that an operation was an uneconomic activity 

 [1] 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 24 September 2015] 

 p7024b-7030a 
Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Fran Logan; Mr Colin Barnett 

without certain concessions, and so the government would provide concessions to an operator and in return for 
those concessions the state would get an activity that would otherwise not occur. There are competitors to 
Cockburn Cement in Western Australia and because those competitors exist, it shows us that we can get that 
economic activity happening. The fact is that when a company comes to us and asks for a change to their 
agreement, on almost every occasion, consent is given to amending the agreement. Of course, if the government 
did not agree to give consent to amend the agreement, we would probably end up with no activity at all because 
the operation would probably not be economic. I can understand why companies need access to resources and 
clearly we want to have some understanding of how those resources exist. I can understand completely that 
a company needs easements or access to certain things; for example, if a company is building a mine, it would 
want to know where its ore will be shifted from and, if a port is needed, that it has access to a port.  

In this situation, I understand Cockburn Cement has access to some easements for pipelines and other facilities 
and a guarantee of access to the Cockburn Sound shell beds. I can understand all those sorts of things, but we 
have outlived the idea that somehow or other we can have an agreement that makes something that would not 
work economically, become economic. The Premier and I have had this conversation across the chamber a 
number of times and the comment he has made before is that in the past the state government was trying to make 
mining companies into steel companies, but clearly that would not succeed because they were going to stick to 
their knitting. The government has to start thinking about what it can do. What can it contribute to economic 
activity that the makes uneconomic activity economic? I do not think giving a state agreement changes the 
economics of any operation. That is what we see with a cement works. When the resource it was using to make 
the clinker runs out, it ends up in trouble—as does the member for Armadale. We cannot make it economic for 
them to do it. There are limits to the capacities of the state government to intervene in the market. I suppose the 
government could use its purchasing power to do things, but regulatory power is an awkward way to try to 
support these types of operations. 

Western Australia has 60-odd state agreements and it is time we started talking to the proponents. Clearly, the 
state should not use the capricious powers of Parliament to unilaterally amend an agreement. I asked the Premier 
about that last week or the week before—I cannot remember—and he confirmed that is the position of the state 
Liberal government and it would certainly be the position of a Labor government; it is only the National Party 
we have question marks against. It is not right to use the undoubted powers of Parliament—they are 
undoubted—to unilaterally amend an agreement. That is not the way Western Australia operates. Whatever 
judgements we make about state agreements entered into by one side of the chamber or the other, once they are 
entered into, we stand by those agreements.  

It is now time, I think, for some sort of systematic review of state agreements to try to work out whether they are 
delivering in the state of Western Australia’s best interests and whether they have outlived their useful life. I say 
again, I am not talking about unilateralism; clearly, we rule that out straightaway but it is probably time to start 
looking at the agreements. It may well be that there are opportunities for new styles of agreements tomorrow. 
I am not saying that state agreements do not have a purpose; they clearly, absolutely do but for a contemporary 
purpose, they need to be for the current economic situation we find ourselves in. Quite frankly, if a future 
Labor government entered into a new style of state agreement, 30 years after that it would be time to look at 
whatever a future Labor government did and whether those agreements had survived time. None of us knows 
what the circumstances of the economy and the state will be in 30 years from now. This is not a criticism of the 
people who ended these agreements—I could make comment about individual agreements—but there is 
absolutely nothing wrong with the idea of giving certainty to investors. 

It is interesting that in the debate about the Trans–Pacific Partnership Agreement and other free trade 
agreements, there is constant discussion about investor rights—the idea that investors should be able to hold to 
account governments. In Australia we do not have such a debate on that issue because the commonwealth 
Constitution already gives protection to property owners in that the commonwealth cannot seize their property 
without just compensation, although the state is not encumbered in the same way. With state agreements, giving 
people a clear understanding of the basis of the investment is appropriate. Sometimes we are giving that certainty 
to one operation, whereas systemic risks are being dealt with. Perhaps when we look at systemic risk, we need to 
think about operations for everyone. That way, there is some sort of equity between participants in a market and 
no-one gets one advantage over another in their investment. As I say, I am not against state agreements; I think it 
is probably time—this agreement is an example of that—that we need to start reviewing these 60 agreements to 
see whether they are contemporary in nature. 

The next thing that arises from this Cement Works (Cockburn Cement Limited) Agreement Amendment Bill is 
probably the need for us to review our construction material needs in this state. We can see now that this quarry 
is getting to the end of its life. I understand from reading in the media that a range of other limestone quarries 
around the state are coming towards the end of their life. Then there is the question of what is the highest value 
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use of limestone. Is its highest value use in making clinker or could it be put to other high-value uses, such as the 
large retaining walls required in many broadacre developments in WA? Driving around some of these new 
developments, we can see very large retaining walls being used to give access to parts of the development. Some 
are in the far north and the far south of the Perth metropolitan area. We wonder whether limestone walls are 
high-value use because without limestone walls, some sort of manufactured product would have to be used 
instead that would have a higher energy content, and that would create a higher greenhouse impact for those 
walls. But without those walls, that land would not become available for housing. It is obviously in the interests 
of all Western Australians to ensure that there is a sufficient supply of land. Of course, we do not want the Perth 
metropolitan area to continue to grow uncontrolled, because that also would not be in the interests of our 
community, but there needs to be an examination of this. Here we are Western Australians, the sandgropers, 
believe it or not, but apparently the supply of high quality sand used for building pads is becoming limited and, 
potentially, more expensive. The observation has been made to me that this has not had such a big impact in the 
northern suburbs. When my wife and I built our house in Marangaroo, the sand pad required was quite small but 
in many parts of the southern suburbs, such as my electorate in Queens Park, or in Canning Vale in the electorate 
of Southern River, Harrisdale, Jandakot, and further south on that corridor of land, apparently where the 
watertable is higher, a much larger sand pad is needed before the slab can be put down because the watertable is 
close to the surface. In Queens Park in my electorate, it is less than two metres from the surface to be built on. 

I am no expert on these matters, but I am told that suitable sand is getting to be in short supply. To me, sand is 
sand. Except for white beach sand, all sand looks pretty much the same to me, but apparently it is not. We 
probably need to look at where we are at with all these resources needed for a modern city. I note the 
Minister for Environment’s media release the other day—he answered a dorothy dixer in the chamber as well—
on recycling building materials for construction work. That again is perhaps one way we can reduce the need for 
fresh building materials but obviously not every recycled building material can be used for every single purpose 
that raw materials are needed for. Mr Acting Speaker, you might have seen the signs on Forrest Highway, just 
outside Bunbury, on which someone is saying that if people need a backload to go and see them because they 
have limestone they need to get to Perth. We can see from that that raw materials for buildings are being 
transported quite long distances now. As we discussed before, transporting raw materials has a much greater 
impact on the final price of a product than transporting the finished product because material is being transported 
that will not be used in the final product. It is probably worth our while to have a whole-of-government approach 
to seeking where we are at with our demands for building materials and other inputs for our housing and 
construction sector. 
That would then make us aware of another issue that impacts obviously very directly on this, and that is 
environmental concerns. Many of these building materials come from places that have quite high environmental 
significance, so we have to look at where we will go with that. If we are being increasingly forced into more and 
more environmentally sensitive locations for obtaining our building raw materials, it might have an even bigger 
impact on our stressed Swan coastal plain. It is not directly related to building materials but I saw on Facebook 
the other day a post from my brother, who is a farmer in New England, New South Wales, where there are huge 
conflicts of land use between the coal industry and farming. The post was a photograph of a mine that had 
accidentally intercepted an aquifer. They were madly pumping water out of this mine void and then spraying the 
water in the air to make it evaporate so that they could go back in to mine the coal. Of course, that meant that the 
water was being denied to the farmers. The Liverpool Plains in the New England tableland is one of Australia’s 
most productive farming areas, and that is a clear conflict. Fortunately, we do not have those challenges here in 
Western Australia because our coal industry is located only in the Collie basin, but the point I am making is that 
there is this conflict between extraction, farming and the environment more generally. It is time that we had 
a look at the demands and needs of our building raw materials, because we have all these potential impacts on 
our environment. 

My colleague the member for Cockburn wants to say a few things on the Cement Works (Cockburn Cement 
Limited) Agreement Amendment Bill 2015 because his community is directly impacted by the operations of 
Cockburn Cement in his electorate. I will give him plenty of time! I do not believe anybody else wants to speak 
on the bill. The Labor Party obviously supports this legislation and we look forward to ongoing conversations 
with Cockburn Cement and Adelaide Brighton Ltd. We will continue to monitor the impact on 
Western Australia’s economy of importing building materials. I do not know whether the Premier can tell us 
about this, but we will be interested to know how the falling Australian dollar will affect the relative value of 
importing these semi-processed materials, such as clinker, compared with their ongoing manufacture in WA. We 
think it is time to start systematically reviewing all the state agreements to see which ones we can get rid of, and 
we think it is time to have an audit of the future supplies of building materials in Western Australia for Perth’s 
continued expansion, including infill, which is still going to require a lot of raw materials, and the impact of that 
expansion on the environment, particularly the precious Swan coastal plain, which is such a fragile environment 
that we all enjoy here in Perth. With those few words, we commend the bill to the house. 
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MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [12.12 pm]: I to rise to speak to the Cement Works (Cockburn Cement 
Limited) Agreement Amendment Bill 2015 and to give an indication that the Labor Party will agree with its 
passage. 
This bill effectively allows the state agreement act to be amended to the extent that Cockburn Cement Ltd, 
whose operations are in Munster in my electorate, can be allowed to end the mining of limestone for its 
operations at sites adjacent to its plant in Munster, to the north and south. Limestone is the base material for the 
production of cement at the Cockburn Cement works. 

To provide a small description of the operations down there for the benefit of the house, Cockburn Cement’s 
major product is not cement; it is, in fact, quicklime. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: What’s that? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Quicklime. It is the largest producer of quicklime on the planet. Quicklime is the base 
material used for the processing of gold and the processing of bauxite for the production of alumina. The 
quicklime is used to recover caustic soda at Alcoa’s operations and is the prime cooking material—if I can put it 
that way, because that is basically what it is—for bauxite that ultimately allows the release of alumina from the 
small bauxite pebbles that are crushed and put into slurry. When one passes the operations in Munster, one sees 
two very large buildings that can be seen on the skyline from the city. Those two very large towers, which look 
like buildings, are in fact the lime production plant for the Munster operation. 

Immediately adjacent to the east of the big, square, boxy towers are kilns 3 and 4, which are basically the 
chimney stacks for the rotating kilns below. Immediately adjacent to those two chimney stacks are kilns 1 and 2, 
which are similar in technology: effectively, long rotating kilns. There were four basic kilns for the bulk of 
cement production in Western Australia, both grey cement and cream cement. Kilns 1 and 2 closed down quite 
a number of years ago. Kiln 4 closed about 18 months ago, and kiln 3 has not operated since January this year. 

In effect, the only operations at the Munster site now are the quicklime operations; there is no cement or clinker 
manufacture at that site anymore. Instead, clinker is imported from the steel mills of Japan, and I believe some is 
coming from Korea as well. Steel mill clinker is a by-product of the steel production process. That type of 
clinker can still be used as the base material for cement production; it can be ground and mixed to allow the 
creation of both grey and cream cement. 

The company has realised over time that it is running out of the resource of limestone, which is the base material 
for cement production and which has been mined for the last 40 years from the sites adjacent to its operations. 
The cost of importing clinker has been coming down, so the company has made the commercial decision that it 
is much easier to end the actual cooking process, the rotating kiln process, for the creation of clinker on site and 
to import the clinker from overseas. It still has to be ground and mixed to come up with the two different forms 
of cement. 

Basically, the kiln production process is over and, as the local member, I do not have a problem with that at all. 
I am usually the first person to jump up and down in this house and talk about import replacement and possible 
job losses, but those job losses have occurred already. In the lead-up to last Christmas, 90 people were, over 
a period, made redundant. Those 90 people worked only in the cement process. It is a highly unionised site and 
the redundancy packages were very generous. The MWU negotiated the 35-hour a week working operation at 
Cockburn Cement many years ago. The redundancy packages were very good. The age of the workforce was 
significant, so the issues of redundancy and managing the terminations were easy for the company. The workers’ 
redundancy coincided with the end of their working life; it all went very smoothly indeed. The workers were 
looked after in the terminations after production of cement on site ended. 

The other reason that I am pleased that the cement works has closed is that kilns 1 and 2, which closed many 
years ago, had virtually no filtration systems. They had a very rudimentary filtration system. Kilns 3 and 4 had 
a more modern version of the pre-war technology, which is called electrostatic precipitation. It effectively uses 
a magnetic field to extract dust from the kiln pipeline that goes up to the chimney. It is a very basic method of 
removing dust from the kiln flue. It is very sensitive and can be turned off at any stage if any part of the kiln 
process overheats. Because of that, the electrostatic precipitators were constantly turning on and off. When they 
were off, every molecule of dust in the flue line went straight up the chimney and over the surrounding areas. 
Because of the increase in the price of gold, in particular over the past 10 years—gold hit a record of $1 600 an 
ounce—lime was required for the building expansion that was taking place in Western Australia as a result of the 
resources boom in iron ore and gold et cetera. A massive amount of cement was needed by the building and 
construction industry. The lime kilns were running absolutely flat out beyond nameplate capacity and the 
two cement kilns—there were three at one stage—were also running absolutely flat out. When the electrostatic 
precipitators were turned off, the local surrounding areas were showered in cement and lime dust and that is the 
cause of the dust and odour problems associated with Cockburn Cement. As a result of the change to the 
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sourcing of clinker, the cement kilns have closed completely. The amendments in the Cement Works 
(Cockburn Cement Limited) Agreement Amendment Bill will clarify that and effectively change the state 
agreement act to confirm that it has been closed and that a different method of cement will be used. As a result of 
community protest, which I effectively led with the support of the City of Cockburn, Cockburn Cement has put 
backhouse filters on both limestone kilns, which is the modern form of technology for these types of operations. 
Effectively, no chimney-borne dust now emerges from the Cockburn Cement site. I am very happy that the 
cement works has reached closure, because it was using 40-year-old technology. The company had to be dragged 
kicking and screaming to put in those backhouse filters. The company’s representatives were very angry; indeed, 
they stormed out of a meeting with me at Parliament House after our debate went completely askew. They 
shouted that they would never be forced to put backhouse filters on the lime kilns. However, they were forced to 
do so. The backhouse filters are on the kilns and the dust problem has been fixed. People were still getting 
showered with cement dust because the technology of the kilns was 40 years old. That has finished now. Things 
are good; they are a lot better than what they were. 
I come to the nature of state agreement acts, an issue raised by the member for Cannington. State agreement acts 
are unusual in Australia. I think WA is the only place — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Queensland has about 15 or so, but they are not similar to these. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Thanks, Premier. They are not common in Australia; indeed, Western Australia is really the 
only state that has maximised the use of state agreement acts. 

It is my strong view—I cannot understand why the government of the day does not share my view—that when 
a company approaches the government seeking an amendment to a state agreement act, the government should 
always have at the front of its mind what it wants from the company. What does it want from the organisation as 
an offset to what the company wants in seeking the amendment? The government should always put the interests 
of the state first in maximising what we can get out of negotiations on a state agreement act. When 
Cockburn Cement’s agreement for shell-sand mining came to an end in its state agreement act during the 
Gallop administration, the then Minister for the Environment, Judy Edwards, in conjunction with the resources 
minister, negotiated offsets for the agreed extension of a further 25 years of shell-sand mining under the state 
agreement act. The offset to the extension of further shell-sand mining was for the company to give up its rights 
to mineral tenements that came right to the shoreline of Woodman Point. It could have mined five metres off the 
beach if it had wanted to. The tenements came right up to the shoreline around Woodman Point and also 
extended over the Fremantle seaway, which allows the passage of ships into Cockburn Sound. It effectively had 
a right to expand that seaway, enabling a double-lane seaway into Cockburn Cement. Had it been given the right 
to continue on for a further 25 years without negotiations, a huge amount of seagrass would have been lost 
because a lot of seagrass was in the proposed second seaway lane. As a result of those negotiations—which was 
effectively a trade-off for what Cockburn Cement wanted, which was an extension of 25 years—an agreement 
was reached that it would end shell-sand mining in the traditional area that was covered by the act and move 
offshore to a new area that had no seagrass whatsoever. It would give up its rights to the tenements that went up 
to the beach. It would also give up its rights, gradually, over those tenements that were in the sea lane. That was 
agreed. It also agreed to a number of other things, such as environmental offsets. Those things were all agreed. 
They were difficult negotiations, but they were all agreed. 
[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: As a result, today, mining continues in the one-lane seaway to keep that seaway clear and to 
ensure its shape is appropriate for the passage of ships, but apart from that, the rest of the shell-sand mining is 
now offshore in an area where seagrasses are no longer impacted upon. As a result of that, seagrasses are coming 
back in Cockburn Sound and the fish life is coming back in very large numbers. Just ask any of the fisher people 
who go down near Cockburn Cement about the snapper numbers that are coming back. That offset was a great 
outcome for the state of Western Australia. It came about because the company wanted an extension to the state 
agreement act and the government of the day wanted something from the company and kept up a hard line until 
the people of Western Australia got what they wanted. 

This is the second amendment under the current Liberal–National administration to the Cockburn Cement state 
agreement act. That state agreement act has been before the house before. This is the second time, and this 
amendment deals with the ending of the production of cement and clinker on-site. This amendment, and the 
previous amendment to the state agreement act, did not come with trade-offs. It is a pity that they did not, 
because there are still outstanding things that the government of the day should have got out of 
Cockburn Cement. I will give the Premier two examples. 

One example is that the company refuses to remove the four cement operations that are still on-site. I put to the 
company, “Now that you’re finishing production of cement, when are you going to remove those plants, when 
are you going to take those chimneys down and when are you going to clean the place up?” The company’s 
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response was, “We’re not going to. We have no intention of doing that. We’ll keep kiln 3 on standby because we 
might want to operate again.” I thought, “Fantastic! That is great!” The company should tell the local residents 
that in the future it might shower them once again in dust. Fantastic! That is a really good outcome. The 
company said that it needs to have it on standby just in case something happens with the import of clinker. I can 
understand that from a production process, but I said, “Okay, what about kilns 1 and 2? They have been closed 
down for years.” The flues of those chimneys are so old that they will probably ultimately fall down themselves. 
There are small bushes growing out of the top of the chimney stacks! I am not kidding. Members can go down 
and have a look at them. There are little bushes growing out the top of the chimney stacks! Ultimately, at some 
stage, they are going to come toppling down. I know the reason the company refuses to do it; it is because the 
sheds that cover the plant of those cement kilns are all made of asbestos. They are covered in about a foot of 
dried cement because of the decades of dust falling on the roof. It is going to cost the company a fortune to 
remove that plant. That is the reason it is not doing it. Cockburn Cement never does anything if it will cost it 
a brass razoo. The government has to push it all the time. It only does things when its hand is twisted up behind 
its back. Here is a situation in which the government could have twisted its hand up behind its back.  

This agreement act needs to be amended for the company to do what it wants to do in closing the cement works 
and bringing in clinker. This was a great opportunity for the government to force the company, which it will 
ultimately have to do when it leaves that site, to clean up what it has left behind and to not only make the place 
more environmentally sound than it is at the moment, but also have its actual physical presence less invasive on 
the landscape. Remember, there are four kilns there. They are great big kilns and very large operations, none of 
which work and which are gradually falling apart. We have missed that opportunity to force the company to 
clean up its act. 

The second example, and the company knows this, is that the odour down there actually comes from the water. 
The company knows that now. Initially, it was blaming everybody else for the odour—it was coming from 
Alcoa, a factory close to Henderson or peat fires. It was everybody else’s problem. The company said that it did 
not create this odour. Clearly, and the company now knows and understands this, there is sulphur in the water. 
The company is allowed, under the agreement act, to draw water from all its bores around its operations. There is 
sulphur in some of the bores—not all of them—and that water goes into the production process. For example, in 
cement, 80 per cent of the material going into the kiln is water. In quick lime, 60 per cent of the material going 
into the kiln is water, and it is all sourced from ground bores around the operations. Some of those ground bores 
have sulphur in the water, so as soon as the water goes through the cooking process and evaporates, guess where 
it goes? It goes up the chimney and everyone says, “What’s that smell?” It is the water. Talking of water, I am 
pouring it all over myself! The odour was coming from the water that the company had drawn from the bores 
around its operations. The company knows that, and so does the Department of Environment Regulation. They 
now accept that that is the source of the odour. Here was an opportunity to fix it. It would not take much to fix it. 
All it would require is for Cockburn Cement to put a filtration system on its bores. Bam—issue fixed! It does not 
even have to be on all the bores, but just the ones that were found through testing to have a high level of 
sulphurous compound. That is all it has to do. It would not be a huge expense to the company to fix it. 

Here was an opportunity to say to Cockburn Cement, “You want this agreement changed. We agree with it, as 
long as you do X, Y and Z—as long as you fix your water, as long as you start giving us a timetable for bringing 
down those kilns that you are no longer operating”, and whatever else the government wanted. Unfortunately, we 
have not done that. It is a missed opportunity. The government can negotiate with Cockburn Cement until it is 
blue in the face. Until it has a baseball bat over its head, it is not going to do anything. It is a tough company to 
deal with. It is a tough company to bargain with. That is fine. I have no criticism about that. As a local 
constituent business, I get on very well with Cockburn Cement. I have regular meetings with the company and 
work with it, as a good local member should. Certainly, I defend its operations when everyone else tells me that 
it should go and that I should support them in getting rid of it. I say, “No, they shouldn’t go, because they’re 
a good employer and they employ a lot of local people.” I do defend it as a business, but at the same time, when 
one needs something out of it, it is a tough company to deal with and listens only to a very, very strong 
argument. That strong argument has to be backed up with something as well. The amendments to the state 
agreement act give the government leverage to get what it wants out of Cockburn Cement in a far easier way 
than having to talk it out. Unfortunately, we have missed this opportunity. 

As I say, the two critical things facing the communities in Munster, Beeliar, Yangebup and Coogee—those are 
all the suburbs affected; we are talking about thousands and thousands of people—are odour and the visual 
presence of those kilns. The cement kilns are not small. The company has refused point-blank to remove those 
kilns, and it has refused to put any odour control processes on its water bores. 

Before this bill passes through the upper house, I urge the Premier to revisit this issue and see what we can get 
out of Cockburn Cement to get it to become a good corporate citizen for the people of Cockburn. 
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Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Fran Logan; Mr Colin Barnett 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [12.40 pm] — in reply: I thank 
opposition members, in particular the members for Cannington and Cockburn, for their support for the 
Cement Works (Cockburn Cement Limited) Agreement Amendment Bill 2015. It is an amendment to the 
Cement Works (Cockburn Cement Limited) Agreement Act, which dates back to the 1970s. It reflects the 
change in economic circumstances; that is, it is no longer economic for Cockburn Cement to continue to produce 
clinker. It has been importing it for a long time but now it will exclusively import. It has retained some capacity. 
I do not need to go through the discussion; I know there is a somewhat philosophical difference across the 
chamber on the use of state agreements. They represent an era of attracting investment. The state agreements of 
today are not anywhere near as prescriptive as they were back in the 1960s and 1970s. However, I happen to 
think they still play a role and they give the government a say in negotiating the way in which projects proceed 
and change. 

I take on the point that the member for Cockburn just made on the old plant; I will not do so in the context of this 
bill, but I will take up that point about some of Cockburn Cement’s long-closed facilities and the removal of 
them. I think that is a fair point, so we will pursue that. Otherwise, I thank members for their support of this 
legislation. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Minister for State Development), and transmitted to the 
Council. 
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