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BROWSE LNG PROJECT 
Statement 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [5.36 pm]: I did not get a chance this morning to speak to Hon 
Jon Ford’s motion during non-government business about the Kimberley gas hub. I would like to make a few 
comments to the members who are here and who I believe will be very interested to hear what I have to say. I 
have followed the Kimberley gas hub project from the sidelines via the media and the debates in the house. I also 
have a cousin who lives in Broome and have heard directly about the impact it has had on the community by 
speaking to someone who has lived in Broome for more than 20 years. I have no doubt that this has been a very 
divisive issue that will leave behind a legacy of division. I believe that these divisions have been exacerbated. 
Even those who support the hub are dismayed about how the Barnett government has behaved with its blustering 
and bullying and the lack of progress at this late stage in the Environmental Protection Authority process. 
The project took an enormous amount of time and resources to get to the point at which an agreement was 
signed. Last year I spent a week with Wayne Bergmann and Nolan Hunter, who have led the Kimberley Land 
Council and whose commitment and integrity in this process, I think, is beyond question, and I got some insight 
into what was involved. The KLC, Woodside, taxpayers, the Department of Environment and Conservation and 
many others have expended an enormous amount of time, money, effort and goodwill on the project. After all 
that effort and what Dr Paul Vogel described in his media release dated 16 December 2011 as the largest and 
most multifaceted assessment ever conducted in the EPA’s 40-year history, it is more than disappointing that the 
final decision ended up being made by just one person. I think the blame for that lies squarely with the 
government. 
I am not questioning the integrity of board members or the position that they find themselves in by having a 
conflict of interest. This sort of thing happens all the time. There are reams of material in books on governance, 
there are courses run by the Australian Institute of Company Directors and codes of conduct. This is 
“Governance 101”. For many boards, disclosure of a conflict of interest is noted on every agenda for every 
meeting. Conflicts of interest are both real and perceived and they routinely come up on boards. I imagine that 
anyone here who has been on a board or even a school P&C would have had to deal with that. As I said, it is a 
matter of not only actual conflicts of interest, but also perceived conflicts of interest. The board members of the 
EPA clearly understood the issue of real or perceived conflict of interest because, progressively, four members 
declared a conflict of interest and withdrew from the process. Boards know that this happens. That is presumably 
why the Environmental Protection Authority is made up of five board members, with a quorum of only three 
members being required. One reason that boards have more members than are required for a quorum is to ensure 
that their work is not routinely undermined by absence due to sickness, travel or things such as conflicts of 
interest. For the EPA, which was working on what Dr Vogel described as the largest and most multifaceted 
assessment ever conducted of what was clearly going to be a controversial decision, invariably supported by 
some and strongly opposed by others, it seems almost beyond belief that, as one after another of the board 
members excused themselves from the process, alarm bells did not start to go off. 
On 26 June 2012, Hon Robin Chapple asked when the board members had declared a conflict of interest that 
excluded them. Two board members had declared that conflict of interest in 2009—one in October 2009 and the 
other in November 2009. Were alarm bells going off then? They should have been. That meant that, by then, 
there was already only the number required for a quorum, with no room for illness or unforeseen events. If it was 
not registering with someone that, given the controversial nature of the decision to be made and given the 
arduous process that had occurred, there was now the potential that the EPA decision making could unravel, it 
should have been. At the last moment when further board members had to exclude themselves, a way around 
was found—now just one person could make the decision. In the transcript of the 7.30 report on 27 August 2012, 
the Premier had this to say — 

There is nothing untoward in this. It is unfortunate that the final recommendation had to be handled by a 
single person, but very experienced—Paul Vogel’s the chairman of the EPA, highly-respected, highly 
regarded. Now that was unfortunate, but Western Australia’s a relatively small community. You will 
find people that have connections in history with various companies and projects. 

To be fair to the Premier, I can only imagine that he must have been horrified and furious that this long and 
arduous process was being undermined in this way. The decision, as he has said, was always going to be 
controversial, and then when the decision was to be made by just one person, regardless of how high the esteem 
in which they are held, it inevitably resulted in a furore and tainted the whole process. Perth may be a small city, 
but that is no reason for making the excuse that Perth or the government in this state or its agencies are not 
capable of responding to and, more particularly, anticipating the circumstances that the board found itself in. It is 
embarrassing to suggest that there are not people in Perth who could not have anticipated this and looked for a 
solution. 
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I note that Hon Norman Moore is not in the chamber, and normally I would not comment on something that 
someone else has said without them being in the chamber, but I felt that the comments he made about those who 
opposed the project were particularly gratuitous. I understood him to say something along the lines of: “How do 
they afford to get from place to place so they can protest? What work do they do?” He described them as having 
vested interests. The reality is that a lot of people have vested interests. I do not know where they got their 
money from or what work they do. For all I know, they inherited a lot of money and they can afford to pursue 
their own vested interests as they please by way of protesting. Maybe they think that whatever cause they are 
supporting is of such importance that they are prepared to use their savings and go without other things. It is 
actually completely irrelevant. In this country, they have the right to express their views without any suggestion 
that there might be something untoward about how they support themselves. 
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