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PORT INFRASTRUCTURE — PUBLIC FUNDING 

Motion 

MS A.J.G. MacTIERNAN (Armadale) [4.04 pm]: I move — 

That this house calls upon the Premier to explain — 

(a) his contradictory position on public funding of the state’s critical port infrastructure; and  

(b) his government’s clear intention not to proceed with the publicly owned Fremantle outer 
harbour container facility, a decision that imposes an unsustainable traffic burden on the local 
communities and jeopardises the state’s economic growth. 

I do note that, once again, as happened, I think, the last time we had a matter of public importance directed 
towards the Premier, the Premier is not in this place.  

Dr K.D. Hames: He’s gone for a few seconds. He will be back, but I am sitting in his place.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: That presents a very real difficulty, because we actually wanted to outline a fairly 
comprehensive argument to the Premier, and if he is not available to listen to the argument — 

Dr K.D. Hames: I think he has just popped out for a second. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Is he just having a rest break? Perhaps, then, we might wait. 

Dr K.D. Hames: If you talk, I will take notes and pass them on to him.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: We wish to set out a detailed argument, and, obviously, if we start that argument in 
the absence of the Premier, we will not be able to have the Premier understand the points that we are making, 
which of course will be a bit of a waste of time. We do not have a great deal of private members’ time and we 
gave notice of this; and, as I say, it is an important issue that none of the other ministers in this place is really 
able to address. This is a matter that can be dealt with only by the Premier.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: He will deal with it, don’t you worry! 

Mr J.M. Francis: By interjection, just so I am clear: do you support the federal government’s contribution of 
$339 million to Oakajee?  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I will tell the member what I do support: the federal government allocating money 
to Western Australia. I also recognise that it creates difficulties for the federal government if the state 
government puts forward only a couple of projects. The federal government has had to make a decision about 
whether it will provide Western Australia with any funding and whether it will support projects that have caveats 
around them. I do note that there are caveats around them, and we are asking about a very important issue to the 
people of Western Australia—that is, to understand the grave inconsistency of government policy. I am going to 
keep waffling on until we get the Premier back in this place. 

Mr M.P. Murray: Would you like us to page him? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Yes, we could! It is just so disrespectful of Parliament that he is not in this place to 
answer this motion. It is not as if it is an issue that any other member of this place can determine. When we had a 
motion some months ago in which we were seeking his explanation of how we were going to meet the energy 
targets, the Premier again vacated his seat and left the defence of the state government’s position to the member 
for Riverton. We got quite an extraordinary set of responses from the member for Riverton, who referred to wind 
turbines as windmills and made the point that he did not think that windmills were the way of the future, and that 
an energy policy underpinned by windmills was not one that was going to deliver Western Australia’s energy 
needs. Those responses displayed that we have, in the member for Riverton, a member who is guided by 
outdated arguments.  

Quorum 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Point of order, Madam Acting Speaker. Can I draw your attention to the state of the 
house, in the hope that if the numbers are insufficient and the bells need to be rung, the Premier might return. 

Bells rung.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): A quorum is now present. 

Debate Resumed 
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Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Let the Hansard note that the Premier is still absent during this debate.  

Mr P. Papalia: He is already in the bar! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Maybe we should have adopted Alan Carpenter’s proposal to close the bar. We 
might get the Premier in here occasionally to answer the serious issues. We will not drop this. We will wait until 
we get the Premier here to answer the case. We have made it very clear that we require an explanation from the 
Premier of his inconsistent approach to port infrastructure.  

Mr J.M. Francis: We are concerned about where you stand. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I am more than happy to articulate where we stand. The federal government is 
trying to cooperate with the state government. We think it important that the state government actually articulate 
what its view is, because from what we can see, it is entirely and utterly inconsistent. It is an absolute contempt 
of this place that the Premier, having been given 24 hours or more notice that we were going to have this debate, 
leaves in here the Minister for Health to answer these issues. The Minister for Health will have to answer an 
important parliamentary debate on port infrastructure. It is absolutely extraordinary. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: The Premier is scared. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I think the Premier is scared; the member for Girrawheen is absolutely correct. He 
is so conflicted. There is no logic in his presentations so he is too scared to come here and argue his case. He will 
possibly come in after this debate, and after we have had an opportunity to present it, not having heard the 
arguments but absenting himself and being not prepared. It is an absolute abuse of Parliament. The Minister for 
Health said that he was filling in for a few minutes. What is the intention of the government here?  

Dr K.D. Hames: I do not know why the Premier is not here, but he does know that this debate is on. I assume 
that he has important business that he needs to deal with. He is probably waiting for you to make your points. He 
has everybody waiting for you to actually say something, so we can take detailed notes to present to the Premier.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: It is an absolute contempt and disgrace that he has done this. We gave notice of this 
motion. What did we see tabled this morning in an effort to complicate the debate? The Premier tabled a draft 
ministerial statement, obviously whipped up and not even set out in the proper format, to try to muddy the waters 
about infrastructure by revealing some of his latest submissions to Infrastructure Australia. It was not a very 
comprehensive description of the document, but, nevertheless, a statement was made. Given that it is now just 
after quarter past and the Premier has still not appeared in the chamber, we will begin this argument.  

The Premier has recently come out in support—indeed, over the weekend he made some announcements about 
this—of Inpex developing a major new port at Point Torment near Derby. Inpex, of course, is a Japanese-owned 
company. The member for Rockingham asked him in this place if he could reconcile that with his view that it 
was improper for Oakajee to be a privately owned port, and a port owned by foreign interests. The Premier said 
that this was completely different. He said that Oakajee will be a multi-user facility that a variety of people will 
want to use, which is possibly true. I would imagine that we would see three or four users ultimately. In the first 
instance, only two or three companies have indicated that they want to use it, but ultimately there will probably 
be more that will want to use it. But, of course, exactly the same thing applies to the port at Point Torment. I will 
list the projects and companies that it is proposed would also use the port that the Premier wants for Inpex. He 
has not gone out with any tender process. He has gone to Inpex, the Japanese company, and asked it to build 
what he has described in every media release as a major port. According to an article recently published in The 
West Australian under the heading “Barnett pushes for the Derby plan”, the projects that would be likely to use 
it, in addition to Inpex, are the Woodside Petroleum-led Browse liquefied natural gas venture, the Royal Dutch 
Shell Prelude floating LNG project, the Nexus Energy Crux liquids field and ConocoPhillips. In addition, a 
company called Rey Resources wants to export coal from the site at Point Torment. It sees the export of coal 
from its Duchess-Paradise project through Derby as a starter project and intends to share a new port at Point 
Torment that the gas operators in the region may build.  

Therefore, at Point Torment it is proposed to build what has been described as a major port that would cost in the 
order of $500 million. I suspect that it will cost a lot more than that. I think there has been an underestimation of 
the difficulty of the marine conditions at Point Torment. However, we would be looking at a project that would 
cost at least $500 million. That is a major project. The Premier, on his own costings, which, quite frankly, I think 
need to be updated, has said that Oakajee will cost only $700 million. There is therefore not a great deal of 
difference. One is a $500 million port and the other is supposedly a $700 million port. The government would 
not let a Japanese company build one, but with the other it has actually gone to the Japanese company—it did not 
even have a bidding process—and asked it to build it! When we ask what the difference is, the Premier says that 
one is multi-user and bigger. The quantum of bigger between $500 million and $700 million is not great. Indeed, 
both of them would be multi-user ports, and far more companies have been listed as utilising the port at Point 
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Torment than have been listed as utilising Oakajee. We therefore have a situation in which the argument just 
does not stack up. 

I need to go back and point out that the whole premise upon which the Premier is saying that he needs to 
intervene in the Oakajee project is not only inconsistent with his whole position on Point Torment, but also based 
on a complete misrepresentation of the package of rights that Oakajee Port and Rail won when it was selected to 
build the port. It was never, ever going to be a foreign-owned port; it was never, ever going to be a foreign-
operated port; it was never going to be a privately owned port; and it was never going to be a privately operated 
port. The whole arrangement that OPR contracted or bid for in a competitive process was one that required it to 
hand over the facility to the Geraldton Port Authority. It would be paid a prearranged capital user charge when 
any third party used the port. It would have the right to use the port itself without the capital user charge, but any 
third party would be required to pay a capital user charge, which would then go to OPR to recover its costs for 
the construction of the port—exactly the same arrangement that applies to BHP at the Port Hedland port.  

That was a complete and utter fabrication of the circumstances around Oakajee. Oakajee was never going to be 
privately owned or operated. It was going to be funded and built by a Japanese company, handed over to the 
state government and operated and regulated by the Geraldton Port Authority to ensure proper, transparent third 
party access. There is an extraordinary inconsistency between the position that has been taken on Point Torment 
and the position taken on Oakajee. The overriding paradox is that the Premier’s claims about Oakajee do not 
make any sense; they are completely and utterly untrue. When pressed on that point he will not concede, but he 
claims that the project would not get up without state funding. Why is that? Can Hansard note that the Premier 
has finally put in an appearance? I have just outlined my arguments; would the Premier like me to start all over 
again? 

Dr K.D. Hames: You’ve outlined exactly that same argument in the past. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: It is unbelievable. Is there an explanation for why Point Torment should be treated 
so differently from Oakajee? Is there an explanation for why Oakajee needs to be funded by the state 
government, if the rationale used over and again by the Premier is that Oakajee cannot be foreign owned or 
privately operated? The opposition is not saying that Oakajee should be foreign owned or privately operated. 
Oakajee Port and Rail’s proposal was that the project should be handed over to, and owned and managed by, the 
Geraldton Port Authority. 

The Premier then claimed that the previous government had set the Japanese against the Chinese, so what did he 
do? He gave OPR the $3 billion exclusive right to build the rail without any competitive process having taken 
place at all. The previous government was blind to the nationalities of the parties; we did not care what they 
were, but the Premier said that we had pitted the Japanese against the Chinese. The Premier then handed over the 
$3 billion exclusive right to build the rail without any tender going out or any competitive process having taken 
place at all. It was originally understood that OPR would have the right to build the rail, but it was not an 
exclusive right. We wanted to keep some competitive tension and maintain the prospect of OPR dealing in good 
faith with all the companies that would be utilising that facility. 

When the Premier was talking about Point Torment, we listed the very many companies that would be using that 
facility. We also talked about the fact that there were companies that wanted to use it as an export facility, so that 
it would, absolutely without doubt, be a multi-user facility. It is apparently all right for this facility to be owned 
and operated by foreign interests. If there was any credibility to the Premier’s argument—there is not, because it 
is not factually correct that Oakajee was going to be privately foreign owned and operated—his approach to 
Point Torment tells us what is really going on here. It is all about changing the Oakajee project so that it is the 
Premier’s project. He could not possibly proceed with the process that the previous government had started, not 
because there was a problem between the Japanese and the Chinese, but because it was not his project. He now 
has a completely inconsistent port policy, and there is now no capacity for anyone who wants to invest in 
Western Australia to understand where we are going. 

The great irony is that the state government is now contemplating and encouraging the interests aligned with its 
500 Club member Mr Len Buckeridge to proceed with his plans for the development of a container facility in 
Kwinana. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; incorrect. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Is the Premier not encouraging him to do that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Your statement is incorrect. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Okay; this is very interesting. I want to make it clear that the opposition understands 
that we are not talking about stage 1. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: There is no stage 1 and stage 2. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Of what? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Of the Buckeridge proposals. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: There is not? What is there? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You carry on with your speech; I’m just correcting your errors as we go along. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I take it that the Premier has renegotiated the operating agreements. Is that the case? 
All the agreements that have been entered into include stage 1 and stage 2. Have these documents been changed? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I’m saying there is no stage 1 and stage 2. It’s not the way Liberal governments do business. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Is that not interesting? It is important to make the point that the Premier was a very 
senior member of cabinet in 2000 when the Court government entered into this agreement with the Buckeridge 
interest to allow it to proceed with the development of stage 1 and stage 2 of an outer-harbour development. 
Stage 1 was a relatively modest bulk facility and stage 2 was a container facility. I find this really quite 
extraordinary; I think this is one of the most interesting revelations we have had today—that there is no stage 1 
or stage 2. This has quite clearly not been communicated to James Point Pty Ltd. I point out that it was the only 
tenderer. Can members imagine there being only one company—a company that had never before built port 
facilities at all, anywhere around the world—tendering for a project of this scale under the Court government? I 
think that tells us something about the way in which the tender was submitted. 

An article in The West Australian of Saturday, 14 November reported that James Point Pty Ltd had announced 
that it had redrawn its plan for stage 2. It said that the project had been expanded and reference was made to the 
two stages. It was reported that this was a new proposal for stage 2. I have seen the operating agreement and the 
lease agreements. The article refers to stage 2 and the fact that the agreement provides for a seabed lease of 
approximately 70 hectares in stage 1 and 270 hectares in stage 2 for a mere $500 per annum. There is also an 
option to purchase a freehold title of two reclamation areas for $10 each, and an imposition on the state 
government to provide specific road and rail upgrades, possibly costing well in excess of $30 million.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That sounds like the seabed you sold at Port Coogee. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: It is very interesting that the Premier raises Port Coogee, because we were 
extremely unhappy about the arrangement at Port Coogee. Quite frankly, I had a very difficult time negotiating a 
much better deal for the community because of the agreement that was entered into when the Premier was a 
senior minister in the Court government. They entered into an agreement on Port Coogee with an unbelievably 
generous arrangement for the proponents. They did that and we were locked into it. We came into government to 
find yet another secret agreement on Port Coogee, and I had to, personally and at great political cost, negotiate 
around it. I had to stand firm and try to renegotiate the disgraceful conditions and price that the government of 
which the Premier was a minister had agreed to and signed off on. Under the agreement, the land values at 
associated projects, which were inland and not on the seabed, would be indexed according to the consumer price 
index. Who has ever heard of land values in Perth being adjusted according to the CPI, rather than by an index 
that reflects the market value of that land? Of course, by the time the proponents came to purchase this land, they 
were getting it for probably a quarter of its market value. 

It is extraordinary that the Premier comes in here and says that there is no stage 1 and stage 2 of the James Point 
agreement. That in itself requires very full explanation, because I have seen the agreements, and I have read the 
press releases put out by the company. The company thinks there is a stage 1 and a stage 2, but the Premier 
seems to be the only person in the state who does not actually think that there is a stage 1 and stage 2. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I don’t. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Does the Premier not think that there is a stage 1 and a stage 2? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, there isn’t. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: So can we then say categorically that stage 2 is dead? Is that what the Premier is 
saying? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You can say whatever you want; I’m just correcting you. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: The Premier has an obligation here. He was party to this secret agreement with a 
leading member of the 500 Club. No one had any idea of the terms of this agreement until we came into 
government and made a declaration. Just as with Oakajee, it was all kept secret and no-one could know what was 
in it. Now it has been made public—there is stage 1 and stage 2—but the Premier is telling us there is no stage 2. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You got it in one. 
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Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: That is quite incredible, is it not? The flippancy and glibness of it—not telling us 
how it will work. Let me get this right. Is the Premier saying that the operating agreements and the various lease 
agreements do not refer to stage 1 and stage 2? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I’m not here to answer questions. You’re making a speech. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Right; okay. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You started off talking about Point Torment, then you’re talking about Buckeridge’s proposed 
development, and then you’re talking about the City of Cockburn. You can’t focus for more than half an hour. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I know the Premier would rather just talk about one thing, but why we have to talk 
about various projects — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What is your motion on? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Let me explain—read it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I’ve lost track of your motion. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: The Premier has not even read it. He comes in here, and he has not even read the 
motion.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I’ve heard this speech three times. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Why then does the Premier not understand why we need to raise all three ports? 
When we examine what the Premier is saying on each of these facilities, we find it is completely inconsistent. Of 
course, we cannot just talk about one port to show that inconsistency. We have to go and set out the 
government’s attitude on all of these different ports to demonstrate this inconsistency. There is no cogency in the 
government policy; the Premier makes it up as he goes along. It is all about Colin Barnett; it is not about the 
infrastructure or how we do it. The Premier was the one who raised Port Coogee, but, as I pointed out, it was the 
Court government that actually signed that agreement and made us sell that land at that price, and put in no 
protections for the community in that project, just as he put in no protections for the community in the James 
Point project. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Protection for the community? You dare to say that after the legacy you left at Esperance. The 
legacy you left at Esperance was an absolute disgrace. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Is that the only point the Premier can raise? 

A very interesting development here today is that there has obviously been a change in policy, again in a secret 
direction, on the James Point port. The Premier needs to explain to the public where we are going. One of the 
points that we need to make is that there has quite clearly been a decision about a process that, although it has 
been dressed up as an optimum port planning agreement process, was supposed to finish in June but has not yet 
been completed. It is quite clear that the proposal to build the Fremantle outer harbour, regardless of what the 
government is doing with Buckeridge, will not proceed any time soon. Our commitment followed the freight 
network review, which was not just three or four people getting together to come up with their particular plan. In 
fact, it was one of the most comprehensive planning processes that have ever been undertaken in this state. We 
brought industry, local government and community groups together with regulators to work out how we were 
going to manage freight through the metropolitan area, and we came up with a six-point plan. We recognised 
that Fremantle just could not grow exponentially. At some point a new facility had to be developed, and the only 
place that new facility could be located was the Kwinana outer harbour. Although Fremantle harbour technically 
has a capacity to handle growth up until 2017, the pressure on the road and rail infrastructure is such that the 
constraints of getting products in and out mean that we will need to develop new facilities to handle the future 
growth by 2015. That is not saying that that is the only thing we would do. When we came into government, the 
number of containers going into Fremantle port by rail was only two percent of the total. We turned that around 
and got the figure up to something like 15 or 16 per cent by investing in the rail into that port, putting a range of 
management process into place and providing a subsidy for the containers. We need to manage the freight on 
road and rail. We got on with building the Kewdale terminal. We improved the roads and built Roe Highway 
stages 4, 5, 6 and 7, so that we could actually start moving trucks around.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: And then you stopped! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: And then we built! 

What came out of this process was that the government would never get environmental approval for Roe 
Highway stage 8. We actually went to the Environmental Protection Authority first and asked it to give us an 
advisory opinion on this matter. We did that first so that we would actually have the parameters. We said that. I 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 18 November 2009] 

 p9304a-9322a 
Ms Alannah MacTiernan; Mr Tom Stephens; Acting Speaker; Mr Bill Marmion; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Ian 

Blayney; Mr Colin Barnett 

 [6] 

think it was under section 16 of the Environmental Protection Act. The resulting advice was that it was unlikely 
that we could make it work; it was unlikely that we could make it environmentally sound. With the development 
of the Hope Valley-Wattleup industrial area and the development of the outer harbour, it was becoming evident 
that there was a movement of industry out of Fremantle. I can just imagine what the cost of Roe Highway stage 8 
will be! The idea of building that road to move product into Fremantle, all that planning, occurred at the same 
time that Sir Charles Court decided not to build the western suburbs highway that was planned to go through 
Dalkeith but to build the Fremantle eastern bypass instead. Fremantle, and the area immediately south of 
Fremantle, was an industrial hub. Now the city has changed; the city is growing. That industrial product is 
moving a long way further south. We have already seen that virtually all the bulk cargo activities that went out of 
Fremantle are now down in Kwinana. We know that it will simply not be possible to continue to have all the 
container facilities in Fremantle. Although there is more opportunity for growth or managing the growth within 
the actual basin, we do not have the capacity to get that product in and out. It cannot be done by zeppelin; we 
looked at whether we could use zeppelins. We need to ensure a new, modern facility is available by 2015. We 
were very surprised after contacting the EPA, because we knew that we had started this process in 2007 ,and I 
think we got approval to proceed — 

Mr F.M. Logan: I remember 2004. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: But it was in 2007 that we as a cabinet signed off on the decision that we would 
proceed to gain planning and environmental approval for the outer-harbour container facility. That duly 
commenced and the scoping document was prepared. It was published by the EPA some time in late 2007, with 
the finalisation date for public comment being, I think, 4 February 2008. What has happened since then? 
Nothing! There has been a decision by the government—we put two proposals forward; two options in case one 
did not get approval—to simply go with one proposal. We do not have a problem with that. It made the decision 
to simply go with that one proposal, but it has actually done nothing. Not even the scoping document was 
published. We had prepared it and it was out for public comment, and one would have thought that by the end of 
2008 it would have been published and that the next stage of the documentation would have been ready for 
comment. However, what we hear is that since February 2008 there has not even been a single further document 
lodged. Therefore, quite clearly, the instruction has gone to the Fremantle Port Authority to not proceed with this 
matter and to not proceed with the environmental approval. Looking at that and the fact that the money for the 
port in the 2008 budget for the next two years had been delayed two years, I would not be surprised if we see in 
the midyear review that that money has come out for even those years. The money for the associated road and 
rail infrastructure has been totally taken out of the budget. Now that our submission to Infrastructure Australia 
for support funding for the project has been taken out of the Infrastructure Australia budget, there is no way 
that — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The member needs to understand that the previous government’s submissions to Infrastructure 
Australia are formally redundant; they have no status. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I know that. They have no status because — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who cares about your policies any more, apart from you? They are redundant! It is called an 
election. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Premier, I am using this as evidence of the fact that it is quite clearly the case that 
this government has no intention in the foreseeable future of proceeding with the new container facility in the 
Fremantle outer harbour. Quite clearly, a decision was made, and although we will hear the answer that we have 
to wait for the Fremantle Ports Optimum Planning Group to report, the fact is that the government has taken all 
the money out of the budget for the road and rail infrastructure and deferred all that money that is in the budget 
for the Fremantle Port Authority for two years. As I say, I would be surprised if it actually survives into next 
year’s budget. The fact is that the government is not seeking any Infrastructure Australia funding for the support 
infrastructure for this project, and it has taken no action to advance the project in the year or so that it has been in 
government—no steps have been taken. The proponent has not proceeded with the environmental application, 
and it is quite clear that the government has no intention of proceeding with the outer terminal within the 
foreseeable future. That means that even if the government builds Roe Highway stage 8—I bet that the 
government will not build Roe 8—it will not solve the problem. Roe Highway stage 8 will have to end at Stock 
Road. If it ends at Stock Road, we still have to take that traffic up Stock Road to Leach Highway and High Street 
right through the centre of Fremantle. We will still have all those congestion points coming in. The government 
can say that it will manage it better. We had the freight network review, which came up with every possible 
permutation of how we could better manage it—a one-stop shop, a booking system, all of that stuff, which we 
implemented. That was giving us better results. We put in all the strategies that we could to actually get boxes 
off the road and onto rail and, as I said, we took it from two per cent on coming to government to something in 
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the order of 15 per cent. There is no magic solution that no-one has thought about, because for two years we 
analysed this process absolutely. There can be no building of the Fremantle eastern bypass; that is gone. That 
land has been sold, so unless the government proposes — 

Dr M.D. Nahan: You ruined Fremantle harbour accordingly. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: No, we did not ruin Fremantle. We recognised that because of Fremantle’s location, 
it has a finite capacity. I say it has a finite capacity for this reason. Because of the creation of the Hope Valley-
Wattleup industrial area, because of all the other industrial land that has been created further south, and also 
because of the fact that since, as I said, Sir Charles Court put the Fremantle eastern bypass into the planning 
scheme, there has been a massive change in the bulk cargoes, and the bulk cargoes now no longer come out of 
Fremantle harbour, we have to accept that the Kwinana outer harbour is going to increasingly become the locus. 
However, we are committed to retaining Fremantle as a working port. We do not want Fremantle to be just a 
boutique port, as the Minister for Transport had in mind before the last election. He wanted to move the whole 
thing. We recognise that there is some $5 billion worth of investment in the Fremantle port. That investment 
needs to be sustained. But we have to admit that it has a finite capacity; it has a limit. 

As I say, what we have now is a completely inconsistent approach to the planning of port infrastructure. Very 
interestingly, an application has gone in today for common-user infrastructure at Point Torment. I will be very 
interested to know what that common-user infrastructure will be, and whether that is yet another permutation on 
the policy variants. I say that because a couple of days ago, this was going to be a privately funded port. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No. A road from Derby to Point Torment might be one thing that is worth doing.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Yes. I think that is right. If we are going to have a port there, that is right—just as 
we will need a road to Browse Basin.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: We don’t build roads across oceans! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Sorry—to the Browse Basin gas hub. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: We will build a road to Beagle Bay Road. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Just as a matter of interest, why did the Premier select the Point Torment project as 
the one for federal funding, rather than the Browse hub? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There is a big difference. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: What is the difference between a hub and a basin? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There is a big difference. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Okay. Well, whatever it is the Premier will be building at James Price Point — 

Several members interjected. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I am interested to know why the Premier selected that site. I am also interested to 
know why the Premier did not see the need to fund the Fremantle outer harbour. That might have been one of the 
government’s submissions to Infrastructure Australia. Obviously, the Premier is in government, and it is for the 
government to make its decisions. But I would be interested to know why the James Price Point — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Precinct. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: — precinct, as the Premier might call it—rather than a gas hub, as we have called 
it—was not part of an application to the feds, yet this new, possibly privately owned port — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is because the state and the commonwealth have already committed their funding to James 
Price Point. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: Have they? In what way? In a separate agreement? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Just read the papers. It has been in the papers. Keep your research up.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I thank the Premier for that. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is true. It has been written about about 50 times.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I would like to use that to segue into taking this opportunity to correct the Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! The member for Armadale has the call. 
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Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: I think it is important that we all keep up with our research. I agree with the 
Premier. However, the Premier obviously has not kept up with his research on Geraldton. I say that because last 
week, the Premier was railing against the fact that we had proceeded with the modest—we agree—proposal to 
expand the Geraldton port.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You spent over $100 million. It was not that modest. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: The Premier said that it was a disgrace, because it could not take panamax vessels.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Not fully loaded, no. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: The Premier did describe it as modest. He said that it is a joke—it is only 
$100 million!  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It was modest in terms of the extra water depth that you got.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: What we got is a project that will actually pay for itself. It halved the cost for the 
grain exporters in that area, because they no longer have to double load. They are quite happy to pay a special 
port levy, because it is so good for them. Also, we were able to start the iron ore industry in Geraldton. I really 
want the Premier to understand this, because the Premier obviously has not done his research about the mid-
west. It has been really interesting to read the statements that the now Premier made in 2000 about his vision for 
Oakajee. All the nickel would be going through Oakajee. The vanadium mine would be feeding down into 
Oakajee. The reality was that the Premier ran the Kingstream project. He flogged that project over and over 
again. But at the end of the day, it was a dead duck. Oakajee was, as we said, not ready to go. We were never 
anti-Oakajee.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes you were!  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: We said that it was a project whose time had not come. We got the iron ore industry 
started in Geraldton. The iron ore companies in the mid-west were really enthusiastic for us to do that expansion 
at the Geraldton port. That is because in the first instance they had only small deposits. If a company has a small 
deposit, it has to trade with the smaller steel makers that are based on the river ports of China. When a company 
is not producing $50 million tonnes of iron ore per annum, it does not need a panamax. In fact, if we had tried to 
burden these companies with the massive cost infrastructure of a deepwater port that could take panamax 
vessels, it would have meant that these companies would never have kicked off. However, what we were able to 
do by the enhancement of Geraldton port—which was known before we came to government as the National 
Party port, as opposed to Mr Barnett’s Liberal Party port—was enable that industry, in a very cost-effective way, 
to be kick-started. We enabled those companies to get their small deposits to those river ports in China, and that 
enabled them to develop the cash flow and the credibility and the expertise to start working on these bigger 
projects that will ultimately, hopefully, feed Oakajee. We need to do one before the other. The other was a very 
cost-effective way of getting that industry kick-started. I cannot believe that, to this day, the Premier still cannot 
understand that and still cannot see that that was the necessary sequence that had to occur to enable that industry 
in the mid-west to thrive and to go forward and to in fact underpin, hopefully, the eventual development of 
Oakajee. I am glad to see that the Premier has backflipped on the port cap at Geraldton.  

Mr M. McGowan: What has he done now? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: He has publicly acknowledged what he has been telling the companies; that is, they 
can put their stuff out over Geraldton, even though there is, in fact, no public statement about that. The member 
has caused me to lose my train of thought! 

Mr M. McGowan: Go back to the start! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: It is really important to understand that Oakajee is not a project that, realistically, 
will be up and running by 2015. It is very optimistic to think that it will be up and running by 2015. We know 
that the environmental approval process will probably start early next year. An interim decision has been made 
on the level of environmental assessment. That is now open for appeal. We imagine that there probably will be a 
few appeals. We image that, all things being equal, those appeal processes will be completed in January or 
February next year, and the environmental assessment can then start. It is a full environmental assessment on 
both the terrestrial and the marine side of that project. That will be at least a two-year process. It will be at least a 
three-year process to construct this port. So, we need to be realistic about the time lines. It would be very useful 
if the Premier could give us an update on what the latest cost projections are for the Oakajee port. The Premier 
made some estimations of, I think, $700 million about a year and a quarter ago. I would imagine, now that the 
project is moving forward and more work is being done to try to get a bankable feasibility on this project, that 
the Premier would have had various submissions made to him to update the costing of that project. I think we 
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would all be extremely interested to hear from the Premier the reports he has received and for him to give us 
some idea of the expected cost. 

We are certainly interested in the Premier giving us further insight into how he will reconcile these various 
competing policy stances, given that Point Torment will be a multi-user facility and will not necessarily be just a 
supply base; it may well be something more. We would like the Premier to at some point acknowledge that, 
under the proposal, Oakajee Port and Rail won the right that the port would be neither foreign owned nor 
privately operated; it would be operated by Geraldton Port Authority. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Navigation lights. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN: No, it was not navigation lights. That is ridiculous. I will give the Premier the 
example of Port Hedland. At Port Hedland, there is a common-user berth that is owned and run by Port Hedland 
Port Authority. BHP Billiton Ltd has its own berths and it operates those berths. That arrangement was going to 
apply in this case. The management of the channel and the basin, not just the navigation lights, was going to be 
the responsibility of the port authority. Certainly, the company would manage the first one or two berths that it 
built, just as BHP manages its berths and just as Rio Tinto manages its berths at Dampier port. It was going to be 
no different; it was going to be exactly the same. Indeed, the models at Dampier and Port Hedland enabled us to 
come up with this solution. We have plenty of questions to be answered by the Premier. I think that we are 
entitled to some explanation for the Premier’s statement that there is no stage 2 of James Point port, when the 
operating agreement quite clearly says that there is and quite clearly the company, from its myriad recent press 
releases, is still of the view that there are two stages. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.02 pm]: I will make a few contributory 
remarks on the motion of the member for Armadale and, in particular, on the importance that this government 
places on ports as the most important economic infrastructure in Western Australia. This government recognises 
that without ports, our economy would probably be shot to pieces. It is not only the ports, but also the strategic 
network of infrastructure around the ports, including the roads and rail. This government recognises that ports 
are key pieces of infrastructure that play an important part in our economy. We have a number of ports in 
Western Australia. The most important one is probably Port Hedland port. Port Hedland port wins on turnover. 
The turnover of Port Hedland port is $38 million. In 2007-08 it returned a net profit to the government of 
$4.2 million. There were 1 027 vessels that went through Port Hedland port in 2007-08. Port Hedland port has 
some interesting problems. I think ships have only a five-hour window of opportunity to access the port because 
of the tides. Port Hedland port is getting overcrowded because of the number of berths, and it looks as though we 
have to plan for some outer harbour berths. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: The statement from the Premier indicates that Port Hedland is proposing to have expenditure 
of between $500 million and $1 billion for the much-needed increase in capacity. Can you tell the house what 
the government will buy with $1 billion; and, if it does not get the $1 billion and gets only $500 million, what 
will be excluded from the purchase if it is to spend only $500 million rather than $1 billion? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I think the Premier would like to address some specific questions asked by the member 
for Armadale. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Aren’t you his parliamentary secretary? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, I am not. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: You’re not? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Sorry; I am the Premier’s parliamentary secretary, but I am no longer the Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister for Transport. I am drawing on some limited knowledge that I got in my brief time as 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Transport. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Don’t tell me that we’re just going to have a travelogue around Western Australia with no 
detail or content? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No; I am going to concentrate on the same ports that the member for Armadale referred 
to. 

As I was saying, one of the problems with Port Hedland port is the entry to the port. I think it is a three-kilometre 
dredged channel out to deeper depths. That is an issue that the government will have to look at. The channel 
constrains the number of vessels that can enter the port. Also, if a problem arises with a ship grounding or 
blocking the port, there could be drastic consequences, certainly for the iron ore export trade in Western 
Australia. 
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Mr F.M. Logan: Earlier on the Premier referred to the fact that there is going to be no stage 1 and 2 of James 
Point port. Are you going to address that? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, I certainly will. 

I will talk about Fremantle port, because I think that is one of the points that the member for Armadale was 
trying to make. The member for Armadale also mentioned Geraldton port. Geraldton port is another very 
important port in Western Australia, and I acknowledge that. We all know that a fair bit of dredging was done at 
great expense some years ago. I recall receiving a briefing on that in my previous capacity as chairman of the 
Engineering Excellence Awards Committee. Indeed, Geraldton Port Authority won an excellence award for the 
dredging of the harbour. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: That would have been the work done under the leadership of the former minister. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It was indeed. 

Of course, that expenditure has put a big dent in the capital of Geraldton Port Authority and it obviously needs to 
be repaid by a reasonable amount of trade through the port. Geraldton port turns over $48 million, so it has a 
higher turnover than that of Port Hedland port. In terms of volume, 130 million tonnes were exported from Port 
Hedland port in 2007-08 and 7.6 million tonnes were exported from Geraldton port. 

I will touch on Esperance port, because that is the only port I visited as Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
for Transport. As members of the house will know, the government had to move in fairly quickly at that port. We 
made a reasonable amount of capital expenditure on Esperance port to get rid of the lead and to help clean up 
some of the problems caused by the lead deposits. We thank the member for Eyre for getting involved in that. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Thank you for that. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: It’s a pity he didn’t get involved when he knew the problem was occurring. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am sure he did. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: He was on the group that was receiving reports. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: So he did get involved. Well done, member for Eyre. 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  

Getting back to Fremantle, which is probably where we should be at, the port of Fremantle’s turnover is 
$128 million. I stand corrected in that the port of Fremantle is the biggest driver in annual turnover, but not in 
tonnage and exports of iron ore. Fremantle Port Authority has $128 million worth of turnover, which is well 
above that of the ports at Geraldton and Port Hedland. Last year, the port of Fremantle generated $13.7 million 
of net revenue to the state, 1 800 vessels went through the port, and its total tonnage was 26 million tonnes, of 
which 14 million tonnes were exports and about 12.5 million were imports. The port of Fremantle has a good 
turnover of both imports and exports, better than most of the other ports in Western Australia.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: That’s right, which is what makes it so weird that you have given it such low priority.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We have given it a high priority. Members have only to open the current annual report 
from the Fremantle Port Authority to see that.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: They were all projects that were approved and funded under us; the inner harbour 
deepening was approved and funded under us. The issue we’re talking about is the outer harbour.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The port of Fremantle, as I have just said, is the number one port in terms of imports and 
export in Western Australia. It is a very good port. Kerry Sanderson, the former chief executive officer, has 
moved on, but I must congratulate her on the wonderful work she did when she was the CEO. We have a new 
CEO, Chris Leatt-Hayter, who has done a wonderful job in taking over from Kerry Sanderson, and who is 
looking at the importance of delivering a holistic approach to Western Australia’s ports’ export and import 
system.  

Mr J.E. McGrath: They said the same about Kerry Sanderson when they were in government. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Did they? 

This debate is about the port of Fremantle and the Fremantle outer port. As the member for Armadale mentioned, 
the Minister for Transport has asked the Fremantle Ports Optimal Planning Group, which was established earlier 
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this year, to report to him on five important items. The group is looking at the optimal facilities in the outer 
harbour to cater for container and other trades into the future, including an examination of Fremantle Ports 
Kwinana Quay and the James Point private port proposals. Both those port options are being looked at.  

The group is also looking at the optimal road and rail transport links, which are most important for the operation 
of a successful port. It is also looking at the land requirements in the outer harbour area to support long-term port 
needs for services such as intermodal terminals and container parks. Indeed, it will also be looking at the 
Latitude 32 land, because one of the important things about the transport links is that the port links to the 
industrial areas, including Henderson. The group is also looking at the cost of providing the optimal facilities, 
and also the likely time frames and an appropriate delivery strategy. The government is seriously looking at the 
port of Fremantle.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Member, now that we’ve gotten to this point, can you answer the point that was made by the 
Premier earlier about there being no stage 1 or stage 2 James Point proposal? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I actually cannot answer that question because I am not across that issue, but I am sure 
the Premier will be able to.  

Mr F.M. Logan: He wouldn’t inform the house what he was talking about! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am sure the Premier will, but I cannot answer that, unfortunately, member. 

Another important issue I wanted to mention about the inner Fremantle port is that, most importantly, the first 
panamax ship came into the port in April 2009. The member for Armadale mentioned panamax, and the ship that 
came in, in April this year, was 275 metres long and 40 metres wide; it was an absolutely massive ship. The 
member for Fremantle is obviously interested in this. It could only come into the port loaded to 80 per cent 
capacity. If it had been loaded beyond 80 per cent, it would not have been able to get in. We are looking at the 
issue of dredging. I know that the member for Fremantle probably has an issue with dredging.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: But the dredging has been approved; the deepening of the inner harbour has been 
approved.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: That was never seen as a substitute for the outer harbour, that is something that had to 
be done, as well as the development of the new facility.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I agree. As the port of Fremantle stands now, it will not be able to cope with the 
projected total import and export capacity of Western Australia in 50 years, so we have to look at other 
strategies. The outer harbour is obviously a strategy that both the commonwealth and state governments are 
looking at. 

The Fremantle Port Authority’s annual report states that, on current indications, the inner harbour is likely to 
reach optimal capacity by about 2018 or 2020. That will be the end of its life, so we will have to have something 
in place by then if we are to maintain our current port capacity. 

Those are my comments on this subject, and I am sure the Premier will make his points in due course. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [5.17 pm]: I rise to speak on this motion as the second speaker for the 
opposition. I am disappointed, considering that today private members’ business goes for two hours and we are 
now one-and-a-quarter hours into it, that the Premier has not responded to the motion. I left open the opportunity 
for the Premier to respond to the member for Armadale’s address, but he declined to. The way it is going, he will 
not even respond to what is a very significant public policy and public expenditure issue in Western Australia. I 
find that extraordinary, and I know for a fact that former Premiers Geoff Gallop and Alan Carpenter would not 
have done that; they would have responded. The Premier should have responded to what the member for 
Armadale had to say. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I may well do; there are at least 45 minutes of the debate remaining. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, there are. I will make my point, and I hope that the Premier will respond. I was 
hoping that the Premier would respond and I would have been able to listen to what the Premier had to say and 
then I would have responded to what he had to say. I will not, now, have that opportunity.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It doesn’t work that way. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is the way it is supposed to work. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, it’s not at all. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: That is the way it is supposed to work. The motion moved by the member for Armadale is 
a good motion. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: For the third time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: She has raised this issue continually; that is true. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There’s no doubt about that! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But new facts have come out along the way. For instance, last week two new things came 
out about these very important issues. One was what the Premier was doing in Derby, and the arrangements that 
he wants to put in place in Derby, and the second new fact that came out last week was that the Premier had 
changed his position on the export cap for iron ore through Geraldton. Two new pieces of the puzzle have come 
out in the past week, which is why we have raised the issue. It is undeniable that there are two new pieces of the 
puzzle. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That had been done before; it was not changed. It had been done before you raised it. We 
actually haven’t removed the cap; we have a flexible situation in place until Oakajee is in operation, and the 
proponents knew that well before you raised the issue in this place. It had already been agreed and they had been 
advised.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will get back to the central point, and I will address that point in a moment.  

The central point that the member for Armadale raised was that there was an arrangement in place on the 
construction of the Oakajee port, which had taken some time to get to and which would have resulted in the 
construction of a port for the use of the iron ore industry and other industries in the mid-west that would not have 
cost taxpayers anything. That is the point that she made: there was an arrangement in place for a port that would 
not have cost taxpayers anything. The port was to be constructed by a private company. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Which company was that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Oakajee Port and Rail, in fact. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, it was not.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: It was a consortium of Mitsubishi — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: — and Murchison Metals, as I recall.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Okay. Do you think Murchison Metals is capable of funding 50 per cent of a port and rail 
development?  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: What you have done is just given them a $3 billion rail project. You did not think they 
were capable of doing a $700 million port. Why did you, unilaterally, without a competitive tender process, give 
them a $3 billion project, which you did?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mitsubishi is a big company.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, they can do their part. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It was part of the consortium. The Liberals should listen to this. We had an arrangement 
under a Labor government under which the private sector was engaged by the state to construct a port and 
harbour project with common-user infrastructure at no cost to the state, which would revert to the control of 
Geraldton Port Authority and which would export product out of that harbour. Does that not sound like a good 
outcome? That was the arrangement that was in place, signed up at a Geraldton cabinet meeting that I attended in 
early to the middle of last year by the then Premier and the then Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. I know 
that we had been in office for seven years or so when it happened, but I was here when the previous 
arrangements were being negotiated by the then Minister for Resources Development, the member for Cottesloe, 
when he sat in a different seat and I sat in a seat in the corner. I recall the arrangements that were put in place in 
1997 that all folded and came to nothing. They had been around for a long time as well. These things do not 
come along easily.  

An arrangement was entered into with a major consortium, with a big company, to construct the port at no cost 
to the state. That is the point that the member for Armadale keeps making. She makes it because $700 million of 
public money is now being ploughed into a project. It did not have to be spent. What we say is that $700 million 
of public taxpayers’ money could have been spent on other projects. It really is a simple concept. That is what 
the member for Armadale says. However, the Premier changed the parameters of the earlier project, based on the 
fact that he said that there should be no private involvement in the construction of a port.  
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Mr C.J. Barnett: That is untrue. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will read out what the Premier had to say. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is not what happened.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Maybe the Premier was not telling the truth when he said it, but this is what he had to say 
a bit over a year ago in October last year — 

I have a view that the State has a strategic and economic responsibility to bring on port projects. If the 
State takes on responsibility for the outer harbour it will in my view anchor the project and the project is 
then likely to proceed … 

Mr C.J. Barnett: So it is not what you said a moment ago at all; it is quite different.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will find another one. The Premier should hold his horses. I will quote from Hansard of 
11 March 2009, which reads — 

The state will own, control and charge fees for the use of that infrastructure. This, like every other 
common-user port in Western Australia, will be a Western Australian port; it will be an Australian port. 
We will not have any overseas country or interest own a port as critical as that to the development of 
this state and this nation. We have found a balance, and the private proponent, Oakajee Port and Rail, 
will develop the private facilities for its customers and investors. 

The central point is that we would not have overseas investors and that it would be a publicly owned port and 
that that should be the arrangement for major ports. The Premier therefore does not want ports overseas-owned 
and nor does he want private involvement in their construction. I disagree with that. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, that is incorrect. The majority of the funding will be private.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier says that the reason for the change is that Oakajee Port and Rail could do it. 
The company never withdrew from the project, nor said that it could not do it; that was merely the Premier’s 
assumption within a week or two of arriving in office. He did not want the port to be associated with the member 
for Armadale; the former Premier and member for Willagee; or Geoff Gallop. The Premier wanted it associated 
with him. The way to do it is to remove that private involvement that we had negotiated and to put public money 
into it. The world has turned on its head. Once upon a time Rex Connor would have been saying what the 
Premier is saying and we would have been saying the opposite, but now we say that if the private sector wants to 
build it, why not? We have Rex Connor over here, the member for Cottesloe—a “Connorite” in our midst. I 
think his name was Rex Xavier Connor.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: But, member for Rockingham, we had got the best of both worlds, because we were 
actually going to get them to build it and we were going to own it and run it.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: It was fantastic.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: They had agreed to do it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It was going to come back to us. That is the base of the argument. What we then get to is 
what was revealed last week when it comes to Point Torment. Staff from the Shire of Derby/West Kimberley 
came to brief me earlier this year on their proposal for Point Torment. I thought it was a good idea. I understood 
that they were also going to see the Premier about it. It is a good project. They obviously do not have the 
capacity to do it, but they are supportive of it because they think that having a bigger port than the one they have 
would be good for the economic activity of their community. What did the Premier have to say about it? His 
belief is that Inpex would pay the vast majority of the cost.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is correct. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier said — 

Inpex would pay the vast majority of that, the state government may well assist by building roads and 
other infrastructure … 

Essentially this would be a private sector supply base, and when I say supply base this it’s a major port 
in itself. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have learnt since this that there are others. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not a deepwater port. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The distinction of whether or not it is deepwater is the basis for whether taxpayers pour in 
$700 million.  
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Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: He said multi-user the other day. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what he said the other day. Now we discover that Rey Resources wants to export 
coal through Point Torment port if it becomes operational. I have a copy of its proposal here. It is working on 
2 million tonnes per annum of thermal coal exports through the port of Derby. We know other oil and gas users 
might access some of those reserves in that part of the world. The Royal Dutch Shell Prelude floating LNG 
project is one, the Nexus Energy Crux liquids field is another, and in total there are four other users apart from 
Inpex. That takes it to five. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: More than Oakajee. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The first plank of the Premier’s line on this is that if it is going to be multi-user, the public 
must own it. However, that has been exploded because we now know there are five users—four others apart 
from Inpex. The second plank is that it must be Australian owned. We now know the Premier’s proposal is that 
Inpex, which is Japanese, should put in $500 million. The third plank—the new plank that has emerged in the 
past couple of minutes—is about the depth of the water. I know it is tidal in Derby. I have been there in patrol 
boats. The member for Warnbro would know a lot more about it than I, but I have been there. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: He never took a ship into King Sound, because it was too tidal. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The man’s a coward! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Member for Rockingham! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I meant that in the nicest possible way! The third plank is whether or not it is a deepwater 
port. The point that we are making here is that this is a multi-user port, and a major port, as described by the 
Premier. It will have multi-users and it will be internationally owned. Maybe it is something to do with the 
twenty-sixth parallel. Below the twenty-sixth parallel ports have to be state owned; above the twenty-sixth 
parallel they can be privately owned! The rationale behind all this is hard to explain. The point we are making is 
that state intervention for no reason in Oakajee has cost taxpayers a fortune, and the same approach is not being 
taken with Inpex. We are asking why the Premier does not have a consistent policy. If he speaks on this, the 
member for Riverton, who prides himself on being a bit of an ideologue and an intellectual, would have to 
acknowledge that there is a major discrepancy in the logic between these two proposals that is costing the 
taxpayers of Australia at least $700 million. 

I want to talk about a couple of the other issues that have been raised. The line has been run that there was some 
sort of failure in the Oakajee project because the previous government pitted Japan against China. The Premier 
actually said that he had to fly to China and Japan to sort it out; apparently, they still think it is 1945. Maybe it is 
the reverse—maybe the Premier still thinks it is 1945. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: They didn’t recognise him because they saw the photo on his website! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The photo of the Premier in the Parliamentary Handbook is of an impostor! 

The opposition realises that the major companies and the governments of Japan and China have got past the idea 
that somehow they are still at war. The war finished in 1945; they are mature countries engaged in business. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you ever watch Chinese television? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have been to China. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Have you ever watched free-to-air television there? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have, but I did not understand much of it. I did not realise that the Premier is a Sinophile; 
maybe he has been hanging around with the Prime Minister so much that he has learned Chinese! 

I know that people in that region have memories, as indeed do those in Australia. If I go to the RSL club in my 
electorate, I know that people there have memories about those events. However, it is ridiculous to suggest that 
senior business and government people in China and Japan would consider it outrageous or a huge mistake for a 
Chinese company to bid against a Japanese company. That is a suggestion that offends the maturity and intellect 
of the people running companies in those countries—as though they care whether they are competing against a 
Japanese company, a Norwegian company or a German company. If the Premier’s logic holds firm, British or 
Russian companies would be offended by competing against German companies, and it would somehow be a 
huge mistake for them to tender, of their own accord, against one another. We could go through a whole list, 
perhaps. Turkey and Australia should not be able to bid against one another. Britain was once at war with 
America—twice, in fact. Perhaps they cannot tender against one another. Maybe it is offensive to the people of 
Britain to tender against American companies. That logic is just ridiculous. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: That shows your lack of understanding of modern China. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have a far greater understanding of the history of those countries than does the Premier. I 
know more about the history of this part of the world, including its recent history, than does the Premier. If the 
Premier wants to compare historical knowledge at any time, bring it on. It is ridiculous to suggest that China and 
Japan do not have the maturity to compete against one another and that the entire process would have to be 
suspended and taken from the hands of the winning tenderer because of some false understanding of the capacity 
of the people engaged in the tender process to deal with what happened 64 years ago. The Second World War 
ended 64 years ago; the Premier’s logic is flawed. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: My comments had nothing to do with the Second World War. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The hostility that the Premier claims exists between China and Japan goes back to that 
period. He said a moment ago that the animosity is apparent on Chinese television; I know that protests have 
appeared on television. There may still be memories for many people, just as there are in any RSL club, but it is 
insulting to suggest that the people who run Mitsubishi or Yilgarn Infrastructure cannot compete in a fair bidding 
process against another company on the basis that the company is Japanese or Chinese. British Aerospace would 
not care about competing with Daimler—as if there is anything wrong with that, or that the people who run these 
companies do not recognise that the world has moved on. The fundamental basis of what the Premier has done is 
flawed. If the Premier wants to try to defend his imagined animosity between Japan and China, it should be 
remembered that he flew to Japan and China, prostrated himself before them and said, “I’m sorry you actually 
had to compete against one another.” Can the Premier defend that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I’ve never said that in my life. You’ve got a responsibility to actually try to tell the truth. I’ve 
never said that in my life. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Oh, my God! Lead by example! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Give me an example of when I haven’t told the truth in this Parliament. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: When you said that the Oakajee port was going to be foreign owned and foreign run! 

Ms R. Saffioti: When you said that there was no stage 1 and stage 2. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: And that is just today! 

On 11 March the Premier stated — 

One of the reasons I went to Japan two weeks ago, and one of the reasons I will be going to China in a 
few months, is to try to smooth over the damage that was done to our international standing. 

That was apparently because companies from those two countries were competing against one another. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will be brief. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: This is interesting, because I have not heard a thing from a single Labor member over the past 
month about the asylum seekers on the Oceanic Viking—not a word from one of you. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What asylum seekers on the Oceanic Viking? The Premier is out of touch; he is living in 
the past. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I challenge the Premier to respond; I understand that there are other members seeking the 
call. It is important that he respond to those two, perhaps three, significant issues. He needs to explain the 
difference between Port Torment and Oakajee, and why he has taken a different approach to them; perhaps the 
deepness of the water will be an argument. The other issue is that the Premier has changed policy, in a secretive 
way, on the Geraldton cap as a consequence of something that the member for Armadale has done. There was no 
press release; the opposition has taken up this issue before, and the Premier defended the 12 million-tonne cap. It 
is a cap with flexibility, apparently. The third matter is the Premier’s theory about China and Japan. I will wait to 
hear him defend his line that they are somehow too immature to compete against one another. The Premier also 
said on 11 March — 
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The previous government also set in place a tender process, which it restricted to two proponents, and 
set up competition between China and Japan, the two most important markets for our exports. The 
previous government set our two major customers in competition with each other. How stupid was that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s what I said. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, that is what the Premier said—and what a stupid thing to say. 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [5.38 pm]: My perspective on this is probably a little different because I 
actually went through the negotiations to deepen the Geraldton port as a grains councillor for the Western 
Australian Farmers Federation, which was the main negotiator on behalf of farmers. Geraldton is the second 
largest grain port in Australia. I well remember the trouble that the general manager of the Geraldton Port 
Authority had in convincing the then government to allow the port to be deepened. It took an enormous amount 
of time. Farmers had to agree to continue to pay the two-port loading charge if extra tonnage could not be 
obtained by deepening the port. Thankfully, not long after that the iron ore industry got involved, so the port got 
its extra tonnage. However, the farmers never got any credit for the fact that they were prepared to underwrite 
the $100 million loan to deepen the port. It has often been said that success has a thousand fathers and failure is 
always an orphan, but I think we should perhaps get some credit for being prepared to do that. The grain 
handling side will have to stay at Geraldton port because it will cost $1 billion to shift it. Farmers cannot pay for 
it; neither can the government. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We actually said that the farming — 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: The member has claimed all the credit for deepening that port; she gave us no recognition 
for the fact that we were prepared to underwrite the loan. We underwrote it.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: I actually said that. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: We underwrote it. The member tries to grab all the credit for herself. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: No, sorry; you’re just being ridiculous, seriously. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Here we go. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: The Premier is obviously then attacking you, because he said that Geraldton port 
should never have been expanded. That is what he said: Geraldton port was a mistake. That’s why we were just 
explaining why we did it. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I am saying that, as a grain farmer, I was in favour of the port being deepened, and as a 
grain farmer I was prepared to underwrite the loans.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Tell the Premier he is wrong. Even you think he is wrong. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: No, not at all. I will accept the opposition’s argument that, prior to the global financial 
crisis, Oakajee Port and Rail could have funded the port itself. What I have been told since is that now it 
probably would not be able to borrow the money without the government putting in $780 million. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: That is not what the proponents said when we spoke to them in October 2008, when 
the Premier had already made his decision. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: That is what they are saying to me. They might know something. I am also told that the 
previous government gave Oakajee Port and Rail the first right to build a railway line in the agreement. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: No; they had a right to build a railway, but not an exclusive right. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: What is the point of having the right to build one railway line? Does the member really 
think that people are going to build another railway line alongside it? It is only $6 billion instead of $3 billion, I 
suppose; it would not really matter to the member for Armadale.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Are you finished, member for Armadale? 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: The member is a bit out of touch, I think. The fact is that for the government to build the 
harbour is actually a good business proposition, and I put this to the member. The previous government was 
going to do it in such a way that Oakajee Port and Rail could build it, operate it, and then hand it over to the 
government, lock, stock and barrel, in 20 years. The builders could get back their capital, their operating 
investment and their interest, and perhaps a bit more as well. I put it to the member for Armadale that it is a 
better business proposition for the government to build and operate the port. It is straight commonsense, and it 
comes from a group of people on this side who know what it is like to risk their own money, and are used to 
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doing budgets. The opposition is not, because all it is doing is looking after the Liquor, Hospitality and 
Miscellaneous Union. The Labor Party spent a fortune trying to hold the seat of Geraldton, but its candidate got 
thrown out. It either had a dodgy candidate or it did not spend the money in the right place. It was unable to buy 
the seat; it does not work. We feel quite strongly that the Oakajee port is a good investment by the state 
government. If it was borrowing the money on the commercial market, it would make money doing it. Mr Rudd 
obviously agrees with us.  

The issue of the port cap is an interesting one. There will be a good investment there by Asia Iron. Oakajee Port 
and Rail is quite happy for that cap to be lifted for that proposal, because the economics of loading a small ship 
in Geraldton are better than loading a small ship at Oakajee. This shows good, sensible business-minded 
government, and it is another reason why the opposition is where it is today and we are in government. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [5.44 pm]: Mr Speaker — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: It’s a joke! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have only just started, and the member for Mindarie is insulting me. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: No; I was looking at the latest news on the internet. All refugees off the boat at 5.15. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is good; I am pleased. I hope the Oceanic Viking can now return to the duties it is 
meant to be carrying out—looking after customs, fisheries and security issues—and the crew can return to their 
professional duties. I found it interesting, because I remember, when the Tampa issue and the so-called children 
overboard affair was going on, how outraged Labor members were, one by one. Now, here we have a situation, 
under a Labor federal government, and not one of them has the integrity, courage or compassion to speak out; 
not one of them. I will not forget that. Not one of them. 

Mr M. McGowan: It is not relevant. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is not relevant! The Sri Lankans are not relevant, according to members opposite. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have 15 minutes remaining, with a very serious motion before the Parliament about 
ports. I have not heard the Premier even mention the subject so far. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): I am sure the Premier will now get on to the topic at hand. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, I will now move into the second minute of my address. 
Let us talk about ports, and we will start at the top. One of the issues that came up was James Price Point. 
Members will remember the circumstances of what happened with Inpex. It found a very significant gas and oil 
resource in commonwealth waters, under joint commonwealth and state jurisdiction. It was looking for a site in 
Western Australia, but could not find one. The Labor government gave a public right of veto to Aboriginal 
people. The Aboriginal people certainly have a legitimate interest in the process, but they were given a right of 
veto. In desperation, Inpex came to see me during the 2008 election campaign and said that the government 
would not even pick up the telephone. 

Mr M. McGowan: The Premier went to Japan and met them. How can you say that? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is during the election campaign, when the issue was coming to a crunch. This 
government would not pick up the telephone. Inpex came to us in absolute desperation and said it had a 
$15 billion project but it could not get any response out of the Labor government. It asked what our position 
would be, and I said that if we were elected we would work with Inpex to find a location for its project and 
others, and immediately we made it clear that there would be no right of veto for any citizen of Western 
Australia, be they Aboriginal, Italian, Greek or whatever else. No one would have a right of veto; it would be a 
publicly made decision. Much to the annoyance of members opposite, a Liberal government negotiated with the 
Kimberley Land Council and reached agreement with that council and the commonwealth on James Price Point. 
Those negotiations continue on the detail. In negotiations with Aboriginal people, we as a Liberal-National 
government have done what Labor could not do. That is probably the leading example, along with the Ord River, 
of real economic opportunities for Aboriginal people in the Kimberley. That is what is happening in the north 
today. James Price Point is the location.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You voted to cancel native title in Western Australia, and the High Court challenge cost 
$7 million. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: For goodness sake! Is the member for Cannington the only member who is a has-been at 
the beginning of his career? He was a has-been before he came into this place. He is not even worth looking at. 
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Mr W.J. Johnston: Why did you vote to cancel native title in Western Australia? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: For goodness sake! The member should make his own speech, if he is competent. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, be nice. The Premier has the call. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: James Price Point is identified, negotiations have gone on in good faith and further detail 
has been finalised and will become public shortly. James Price Point is a liquefied natural gas facility; a site 
where Woodside’s project and perhaps one or two others may co-locate in due course. It is not a deep-sea port. It 
will have a jetty structure for LNG tankers to come and go—probably three a week. It is not a bulk products port 
in the sense of taking bulk mineral products. It is a precinct, and if members opposite want to know the 
difference, the previous government’s proposal, if they remember, was at one stage to have a third party process 
the gas. The idea the previous government had was of a hub where gas producers would bring gas inshore and a 
third party would process it and then, presumably, sell it back as LNG. That just shows the previous 
government’s complete lack of understanding of the LNG industry and its complete commercial naivety if it 
thinks that the world petroleum industry operates on that basis. That is completely naive. However, that is the 
way that the previous government was going. That policy plus the veto given to Aboriginal people is why the 
previous government went nowhere. The only thing that moved was Inpex—it moved to Darwin! It was the only 
thing that moved. Can members think of the enormity of that decision? Deciding to build an 800-kilometre 
pipeline at deep-sea depth for at least $4 million a kilometre—Inpex was willing to spend more than $3 billion to 
get away from a Labor government!  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is what it was willing to do—spend more than $3 billion to get away from the 
previous government and travel 800 kilometres to Darwin to the nearest jurisdiction it could find. That is how 
bad the previous government was. It is unprecedented. 

Mr F.M. Logan: We would not hand the Japanese government an island—that is what it wanted. It wanted the 
entire island to itself. The Premier knows that and I know that. You wanted to give them the island. It wanted to 
bulldoze the top of the island off and you were going to give it to them! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is wrong. 

Mr F.M. Logan: It is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the Japanese government. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Hang on! A moment ago it was private enterprise; now it is a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
the Japanese government.  

Mr F.M. Logan: You know that and I know it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In fact it is not. It is 30 per cent Japanese government-owned, from my memory. 

Mr F.M. Logan: It is controlled by the Japanese Treasury! You know that—of course it is. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Just for the record, no, it would never have got an island under a Liberal-National 
government. 

Mr F.M. Logan: It put in an application for it! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Never! What Inpex would have got and what is available for it is James Price Point, a 
good location where it can develop, if it wishes to, and expand. James Price Point is an LNG facility; it is a 
precinct for bringing gas onshore, cooling it down to LNG and exporting it. It will not handle bulk minerals; it is 
not a deep-sea port in any sense. 

Let us go back along the coast towards the Northern Territory, if we like, to Derby. Although she is not in the 
chamber, I know that the member for Kimberley is at least supporting the aspirations to have a supply base built 
at Derby and I thank her for that. She has said that publicly. Good on her! Because this means jobs, perhaps 
hundreds of jobs, for people in the Derby area including, obviously, Indigenous Australians. It is a great 
opportunity. This supply base is not an insignificant project, and that is the point I made the other week. The 
project is currently estimated to be about $550 million. It is not insignificant. It has to have a long jetty—
probably a jetty, rather than a causeway structure—to reach water of sufficient depth to take supply vessels that 
service offshore rigs. We are not talking about panamax, capesize bulk carriers or LNG tankers; we are talking 
about vessels that service offshore oil and gas rigs. It is a supply base; it is not a deep-sea port. It will be a 
specialist facility for servicing the offshore oil and gas industry. It will require not only the jetty structures, 
pipelines, navigation aids to get through King Sound and all the rest of it, but also a significant amount of land 
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nearby for lay-down areas for pipes, equipment and machinery, and, indeed, sites for Western Australian 
businesses to be established that will provide services and equipment to the offshore oil and gas industry. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Premier, can you answer this question? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No—I have had only nine minutes!  

Therefore, that is a significant project. It is not a little jetty such as members might see on Rottnest Island; it is a 
substantial structure, but it is not a deep-sea port and it is not a bulk cargo port. It will not take panamax, 
capesize or handymax vessels or anything else. It will be for the service boats that take machinery and equipment 
backwards and forwards to the rigs—that is what it will be for. It will also be a storage area and a dedicated 
facility for the oil and gas industry.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Is the Premier saying that there will not be a tender process? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Oh! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Don’t groan—I’m just asking. Normally — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Did I talk about a tender process? No. I am having my speech; the member had her 
speech. One hour we endured of it! I have had only 10 minutes now. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: But the Premier decided not to come in and address this. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: For goodness sake! I am not going to answer any questions. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Come on! No tender—just hand it over! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Hand it over? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: So there is going to be no competitive process as to who gets the right — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Only the member for Armadale would get herself so tied up that she was incapable of 
making decent decisions—only she would! 

To build the supply base at Derby will be a stretch because of the long navigation through the sound, the high 
tidal movements and the strong currents for relatively small vessels. It is very, very difficult. As a government 
we are basically leaning on Inpex to do the studies to see whether it can be done within a reasonable price range. 
To its great credit Inpex is doing that work; it is doing all that sort of preliminary assessment to see whether it 
can be done. I cannot say whether it will actually come to fruition because until we understand all the technical 
issues that are associated with Point Torment, no-one is in a position to say whether it will go ahead. I will tell 
members—I do not apologise for this—that I am giving it a fair crack to try to get some of this development for 
Derby. Derby is a town that has missed out along the way and it needs a break.  

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Derby needs a good break! It is a town that members opposite did nothing for when they 
were in government. This government is doing all it can to bring some economic prosperity and opportunity to 
Derby and we will give it our best shot. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: You blocked them from having tidal power when you were the Minister for Energy! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Here we go! What an intellectual giant we have opposite! Block it—and what happened to 
the Derby tidal power project? The Labor Party supported Derby tidal power, if anyone can remember that name, 
until the financial sponsors of the project said, “It’s not viable; we’re pulling out.” 

Mr T.G. Stephens: No, you killed it off! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I killed it; okay, right. Here is a man who has represented the Pilbara for more than 
20 years and does he have an achievement to his name? Not one that I can think of. He lives in Shenton Park, he 
shops in Shenton Park, he parks his car in Shenton Park, he sleeps in Shenton Park, and for more than 20 years 
he has represented the Pilbara badly. Badly! 

Those projects have some work to be done. Let us come south along the coast a little further to Oakajee. As it 
happens, Oakajee is not an easy project for a host of reasons, including the physical one—that is, it is a very 
exposed, open coastline. To build a breakwater at Oakajee is a major task. It has to be armoured and all the rest 
of it; a very, very difficult and very expensive process. What is Oakajee about? Oakajee is a deep-sea port on 
Australia’s west coast. It can take handymax, panamax, fully laden capesize vessels and even the super capesize 
vessels, which are currently being talked about. If built, it will be one of the most important ports in Australia—
probably parallel to Gladstone. They will be the two great ports of Australia. What else does Oakajee do? There 
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is no parallel between Oakajee and James Price Point and certainly no parallel with a structure at Derby to take 
supply boats that would service the offshore rigs. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: One is going to be only $700 million and the other is going to be $500 million, so how 
could the government get Oakajee for $700 million? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Because! Please listen, do not fly off the handle again, and concentrate. What the state 
government with the commonwealth will fund at Oakajee will be the breakwater, the channel and the turning 
circle. The private sector will fund the rails, the conveyors, the berths, the unloading and loading equipment—all 
that common-use infrastructure will be private. The private investment on the port part will actually exceed the 
public investment. This project will be more private than it is public. However, the critical infrastructure, which 
will guarantee it is an Australian and a government port, will be funded jointly by the state and the 
commonwealth. This port will be an Australian port. This port will unlock the vast mineral resources of the mid-
west and the north-eastern goldfields. No overseas government or overseas company will control, own, charge 
and operate, both in a physical sense and a commercial sense, a great deep-sea port on the Australian west coast. 
I do not apologise for that! I do not apologise for standing up for Australian interests into the future—for the 
next 50 years. If there is a point of difference on this side of the house it is that we are proud to be Australian, we 
are proud to have Australian investment and we are proud to develop the national resources of the mid-west. 
Members opposite do not want to do it! That is how Oakajee will be developed and even then it will be a tough 
call. It is very, very difficult to do. I am critical of the way members opposite went about it, but that is history—
as they are as a government. Members opposite need to come to grips with the fact that their policies and 
whatever they did or did not do in government are now consigned to history—they are irrelevant. The previous 
government’s submissions to Infrastructure Australia are by definition redundant and play no role at all except in 
the memory of members opposite. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: You started pinching ours! You’ve just started putting them all in! You just put all our 
submissions in. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The previous government’s submissions were cancelled the day we came into government. 
They were torn up, thrown out and we selected our own priorities, Mr Member for Shenton Park! He ought to go 
up to the Pilbara a bit more often. 

Oakajee is a hard project to pull together. The engineering of Oakajee is complex. The number of different 
participants in Oakajee is complex. We, both the state and commonwealth governments, are doing all that we 
can to bring that project to fruition and even then it will be very, very hard. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
 


