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Division 56:  Mineral and Petroleum Resources, $109 404 000 - 
Mrs Hodson-Thomas, Chairman. 

Mr Brown, Minister for State Development. 

Dr J.M. Limerick, Director General. 

Mr P. Palmer, General Manager, Finance and Administration. 

Mr L.C. Ranford, Executive Director. 

Mr N. Ashcroft, Executive Director, Major Projects. 

Mr J. Henderson, Chief of Staff. 

Mr DAY:  In the broad scheme of things, the issue I wish to raise may not seem significant; nevertheless, I think 
it is important.  I refer to the department’s mission statement on page 968.  It refers specifically to the State’s 
mineral and petroleum resources, facilitating discovery and so on.  I understand that the department is also 
appropriately involved in other resource developments, such as the Ord River stage 2 project and encouraging 
and facilitating the development of plantation woodchip industries in the south of the State, a paper pulp mill and 
so on.  Does the minister agree that that should be reflected in the department’s mission statement and, more 
importantly, in its name?  The department’s new name refers only to mineral and petroleum resources.  I am 
concerned that that sends a signal to people involved in other areas that the department is not focusing on other 
aspects of the State’s development as well.  A department’s name should give people a comprehensive 
impression of what it does.   

Mr BROWN:  The member makes a good point.  We will certainly look at the mission statement.  A number of 
names were suggested during the amalgamation of the departments.  We tried to bring together the names of the 
old departments - the Department of Minerals and Energy and the Department of Resources Development.   

We will review the mission statement.  We are promoting the establishment of a pulp mill in Western Australia.  
That has been a long-term objective - certainly since blue gum plantations were first established here.  We see 
the department’s resources being used in a range of major projects, including tourism projects.  The member has 
made a good point, and we will take it on board.   

Mr DAY:  I also referred to the appropriateness of the name of the department.  The department’s name is the 
first hint of what it does for overseas and state organisations.  I encourage the minister to think about that.  
Perhaps it could be called the “Department of Resources Development and Management” to incorporate what the 
former departments were doing.  A reference to “resources development” is appropriate, because it is 
comprehensive.  However, it needs something else to encompass the other activities of the amalgamated 
departments, such as the management and administration of the State’s resources, mining royalties and so on.  I 
urge the minister to review the name and to come up with something that reflects the department’s role more 
effectively.   

Mr BROWN:  We have attempted to deal with that in part by establishing the office of major projects within the 
department.  Its role is to ensure that people understand that the department is very involved in major projects, 
not only resources projects.  The department’s new name was suggested in the report of machinery of 
government review and it was endorsed by Cabinet as appropriate.  It would be hard to revisit that.  I am happy 
to review the name of the office of major projects.   

Mr DAY:  People would see the office of major projects within the Department of Mineral and Petroleum 
Resources as focusing on activities within those areas until the situation was clarified.  I understand that it was in 
the machinery of government review report, but I suspect that the issue was not given detailed consideration by 
those preparing the report.  With the benefit of hindsight or reflection, it might be possible to come up with a 
name that better describes what the department does.  That is important in communicating the department’s 
activities and what it is seeking to do on behalf of the people of the State for potential overseas investors.  Even 
though Cabinet has made a decision about the name, I can see no good reason that that cannot be revisited.  I 
concede that it might be difficult for some people.  I am not seeking to make this a major issue, but it should be 
considered.  Cabinet might have signed off on a name as part of an overall change to the machinery of 
government, but I doubt that it would have been given detailed consideration.  It must be revisited.   

Mr BROWN:  I am happy to give consideration to the mission statement and the observations that have been 
made, given the spirit in which they have been made - they were made in the State’s best interests.  I am not sure 
how flexible we can be, but I am happy to take the issues on board.  The comments have been made in a very 
generous spirit and I will look at them in that context.  
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Mr WALDRON:  I refer to page 971 and the total consolidated fund appropriation for 2001-02.  I welcome the 
increase for 2001-02.  However, it appears that the figure reduces from $109.4 million in 2001-02 to 
$80.914 million in 2004-05.  That is a reduction of about 25 per cent, not taking into account the consumer price 
index.  There is also a scheduled decline in the cost of outputs from the 1999-2000 figure.  That suggests a 
scaling back of the department’s operations.  Members of the Opposition are very mindful of the fact that, for 
every dollar spent by the department, a greater amount is brought into the State.  We need additional exploration 
in Western Australia to encourage more investment.  Royalties from the petroleum sector support this state 
budget.  What will be the effect of this reduction on service delivery by the Department of Mineral and 
Petroleum Resources, which is a revenue-generating department?   

[11.20 am] 

Mr BROWN:  In answering that question, I draw the member’s attention to page 971.  Under the heading 
“Appropriation for Administered Grants, Subsidies and Transfer Payments”, the member will see that the 
amount allocated in 2001-02 is around $34 million, and that the amount gradually diminishes in the out years to 
$13 million.  That is the $20 million drop referred to by the member.  That $34 million is moneys that the State 
allocates for specific projects.  What tends to happen is that we will work with a proponent - a person exhibiting 
an interest in doing X, whatever that may be - but, unfortunately, because our State is vast, and because 
resources are in areas where there is no common user infrastructure or other things, the State would need to look 
at providing some of that infrastructure.  We can never anticipate who will be serious about getting to a point of 
actually signing up to invest in Western Australia.  When that happens, we then need to make provision in the 
budget for those types of matters.  It is simply impossible to anticipate four years out what that will be.  In the 
seven or eight months since I have been privileged to occupy this position, I have had to carry a few submissions 
into Cabinet seeking additional funds when it had not been envisaged that either the projects in which we were 
going to be involved or the amount of money that would be involved would need to be provided.  It would have 
to be done on a project-by-project basis. 

Mr WALDRON:  If such a project came up in the next three or four years, those figures could change because it 
is a significant project?  

Mr BROWN:  That is right.  I would be amazed if they did not change.  What is there now is contained on page 
1005.  When there is a lot of activity, the department is approached by proponents to consider the capacity to 
which this State can realistically make common user infrastructure available, and from time to time as that 
occurs, these figures all change. 

Mr WALDRON:  I have a supplementary question.  That seems to be further impacted upon by the fact that the 
departments now absorb the Chemistry Centre (WA).  Is that correct? 

Mr BROWN:  Yes. 

Mr WALDRON:  The Chemistry Centre has a budget allocation of about $3.319 million.  The reference is page 
996, output 14.  As I understand it, that has been absorbed from somewhere else.  Does that have a net impact on 
the budget of the department? 

Mr BROWN:  I am advised that it does not.  The Chemistry Centre has been brought into the department’s 
budget in its entirety. 

Mr WALDRON:  I refer to the amount of $3.319 million in output 14 on page 996.  I am trying to establish 
whether that allocation comes off the overall budget. 

Mr BROWN:  I will get Mr Palmer to explain that for the member.   

Mr PALMER:  Output 14 on page 996 indicates the net appropriation for the Chemistry Centre (WA).  If the 
member looks at the total figures further up the line, he will see a total cost of output of about $8.7 million, offset 
by the revenue collected from the paying clients of about $6.5 million.  That is the real operating situation for the 
Chemistry Centre.  The figure on the bottom line is the net figure for the operating budget plus the adjustments 
that are made.  That is a net figure.  The Chemistry Centre has been brought into the budget in its entirety and 
there has been no cut or increase of any significance to the operations of the Chemistry Centre from prior years.  

Mr DAY:  I have a supplementary question.  There has been a proposal for a year or two now for the Chemistry 
Centre (WA) to be collocated on the site of the police operations support facility in Midland with the forensic 
section of the Police Service and also the forensic pathology part of PathCentre.  Could the minister tell us 
whether that possible collocation is still being considered and the stage the considerations have reached? 

Mr BROWN:  Yes, it is proposed to go ahead.  An amount of $257 000 is in the budget for the planning this 
year.  There are questions - unresolved at this stage - about the capital contributions that will be made to the new 
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building.  The site the current Chemistry Centre is located upon obviously has a value, but the shortfall between 
what is required and where that money is coming from must be addressed. 

Mr DAY:  Is it still the general intention that it will be relocated to Midland and collocated with those other 
services? 

Mr BROWN:  Yes; that is the intention, subject to finding the appropriate resources. 

Mr DAY:  Which I certainly hope the minister will be able to do. 

Mr DEAN:  I am curious about the major policy decisions made prior to the state election, at page 970.  Can the 
minister explain the amount of $4.2 million for assistance to BHP in 2001-02 and the provision of $6.2 million 
in the out years? 

Mr BROWN:  I will let Dr Limerick explain. 

Dr LIMERICK:  When the BHP board was looking at the difficulties that the hot briquetted iron plant was 
running into at the end of last year, the previous Government supported its efforts to maintain the plant in 
operation by agreeing to rebate to the HBI plant, or to the HBI plant owners, the equivalent of the lease rentals 
and royalties that had been paid on the iron ore input to that plant.   An arrangement was put in place at the time, 
whereby if the plant were to shut down within three years, those funds would be repaid to the Government.  This 
is honouring that undertaking.  This is based on an estimated throughput of the plant in the current year.  It is an 
estimate of contribution.  

[11.30 am] 

Mr DAY:  My question refers to output 13, resource project facilitation services, on page 971, although I am not 
referring to any specific figure.  I raise concerns about the North West Shelf gas project, and the desire for 
further downstream processing from the vast reserves of natural gas that exist offshore.  My understanding is that 
consideration was given to the extraction of ethane from the total gas deposit prior to the liquefied natural gas 
being shipped to Japan and other markets.  As far as those markets are concerned, although it is not unwelcome, 
the ethane does not produce any real additional benefits.  If the ethane is extracted in Western Australia, it could 
be used as a raw product to contribute to a major petrochemical plant on the Burrup Peninsula.  I understand that 
in discussions with Woodside Petroleum Ltd and Shell Australia Ltd consideration was given, as part of their 
obligations under the state agreement Act under which they operate, to extracting the ethane for use in a 
petrochemical plant.  I understand that is not going ahead, which is a major disappointment to the State.  Does 
the minister share the concern that I am expressing, and does he see any opportunity for additional pressure to be 
put on to Woodside and Shell to meet their obligations under the state agreement Act to a greater extent to 
facilitate downstream processing?  If the ethane were extracted, it would facilitate the construction of a 
petrochemical plant on the Burrup Peninsula.  

Mr BROWN:  I ask Dr Limerick to reply, given the technical nature of the question.   

Dr LIMERICK:  As the member rightly points out, an expression of interest process was conducted a few years 
ago to attract international interest in the possibility of developing a petrochemical plant, based on the ethane 
reserves of the North West Shelf gas field.  At the time there was a close synergy between Shell Chemicals and 
Dow Chemical because of the complementary nature of the products they could produce.  North West Shelf Gas 
Pty Ltd cooperated closely with the State and with Dow and Shell and did a significant amount of pre-feasibility 
work on that.  The pre-feasibility showed that the project did not achieve the hurdle rate of return that was 
required by the Dow-Shell consortium.  However, two other hurdles have cropped up since that time.  The first is 
commercial in nature; that is, since the takeover of Union Carbide Corporation by Dow, the previous synergy 
that existed between Shell and Dow no longer exists and they are in fact competitors in the marketplace, so that 
consortium no longer exists.  Secondly, the ethane off the north west coast is limited to the particular field 
operated by North West Shelf Gas and the rest of the gas fields around there are dry gas fields, because they do 
not have substantial amounts of ethane.  The long-term prospects of building an ethane-based plant are not good 
because of the ultimate availability of ethane beyond 20 years at a world scale.  As a consequence there has been 
a loss of interest in the private sector in going down that path.  However, I stress that is not because of any lack 
of cooperation by North West Shelf Gas; it is simply the realities of the marketplace.  

Mr DAY:  Nevertheless, 20 years would be a substantial supply.  Would it not be possible to develop a plant 
based on a 20-year supply?   

Dr LIMERICK:  The scale of plant that was proposed by Dow-Shell would have been smaller than world scale - 
even at that time.  Given that world scale doubles every 10 years or so, and there was no ability to upscale the 
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plant over that time, there was a feeling it would be uncompetitive in the long term.  The member is right, it is an 
unfortunate outcome.  It is a pity that opportunity has been lost.  

Mr DAY:  Is there nothing that can realistically be done to get a greater commitment from Woodside and Shell 
to talk to other potential chemical manufacturers or whatever to get better value for the State from the gas that is 
being derived from the North West Shelf?    

Dr LIMERICK:  Over the intervening three or four years there has been a growth in interest in different 
technologies.  The interest that is particularly in play at the moment is gas to liquids, which is converting gas into 
synthetic diesel.  That will be a sulfur-free fuel that will have substantial demand in the marketplace into the 
future because of its environmental benefits.  A number of other projects in the north west are now looking at 
converting gas to dimethyl ether for power stations in Japan.  That would be a new use of that fuel.  

Mr DAY:  Would the gas to liquid projects, or the project you just mentioned, make specific use of ethane? 

Dr LIMERICK:  No, it would not.  The ethane represents around six per cent of gas product that comes out of 
the North West Shelf Gas Pty Ltd field.  Essentially it must be converted into ethylene and then probably into 
polyvinyl chlorides, so it has fairly restricted market use.   

Mr DAY:  Theoretically it would still be possible to have a gas to liquids project, the project you mentioned, and 
a petrochemical plant?    

Dr LIMERICK:  Yes.  

Mr DAY:  Is it possible to put some additional degree of pressure on Shell and Woodside, at least to encourage 
them to make better use of what they are extracting and to seek other partners?    

Dr LIMERICK:  We are doing that.  We are in constant contact with Woodside and its marketing people, who 
over the past several years have developed an aggressive North West Shelf gas marketing group to market gas in 
all sorts of forms.  Essentially the issue is to find customers who want to utilise that ethane.  

Mr DAY:  Is it your view Woodside and Shell might be reluctant to have a project that will compete for what are 
probably somewhat scarce human and other resources in the Burrup Peninsula area ?   

Dr LIMERICK:  I do not believe that is the case.  A competitor established an ethylene plant in Malaysia - or at 
least is committed to that in Malaysia - so the competition in the marketplace has grown in that time.  That has 
taken the market away in the short term.   

Mr WALDRON:  I refer to page 970 and the decisions made since the state election.  The first point refers to an 
allocation of $20 million to Geological Survey of Western Australia.  Is this an increase in funding, or does it 
maintain the existing level of activity?  If it is an increase, was this done with consultation with industry to 
ensure the most effective outcomes?  As the coalition Government promised $66 million in this area, and the 
allocation is $20 million, what will be the impact of this $44 million difference?  

[11.40 am] 

Mr BROWN:  This fulfils an election commitment to contribute an additional $20 million over the forward 
estimates.  The implementation of the forward estimates would have meant a reduction of $5 million.   It would 
have meant a reduction of some 55 staff in the department.  The $5 million will enable a strong geological 
presence to be maintained in Kalgoorlie, with the production of three new maps and reports and a major 
integrated geological data set on the geology of the central part of the eastern goldfields.  It will provide the first 
geological maps, reports and data sets dedicated to developing the Kalgoorlie-Boulder urban area.  It will 
provide five new geological maps and data sets in greenfield areas from north east of Wiluna to the east of 
Carnarvon.  It will also include collecting 150 kilometres of seismic data by AGSO-Geoscience Australia for the 
north eastern goldfields.  There is no question that the commitment that was made has been delivered.  It was not 
an additional $5 million on the figure in the last budget period; it was an additional $5 million on the forward 
estimate.  That is the point that we have made consistently.  I am aware that the coalition promised some 
$66 million to the resources industry in the election campaign.  I am also aware that at the previous election the 
coalition promised there would be no gold tax.   

Mr BARNETT:  That is not true; that is incorrect. 

Mr BROWN:  That is interesting.  I will show some posters to the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr BARNETT:  I wish you would, because you are actually misleading this committee.  That is not correct. 

Mr BROWN:  Did the Leader of the Opposition say that there would be no gold tax? 

Mr BARNETT:  No, I did not.   
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Mr BROWN:  Not the Leader of the Opposition, the then coalition? 

Mr BARNETT:  No, never. 

Mr BROWN:  That is interesting. 

Mr BARNETT:  You will find that the former leader of the National Party said that in his capacity. 

Mr BROWN:  However the Leader of the Opposition likes to play with words - 

Mr BARNETT:  I am not playing with words.   

Mr BROWN:  If the Leader of the Opposition wants to ask a question, I suggest he get in line. 

Mr BARNETT:  I suggest you behave yourself. 

Mr BROWN:  I suggest the Leader of the Opposition do so as well.  This committee was all right until the 
Leader of the Opposition butted in. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  It is highly disorderly to have discussions across the Chamber.  

Mr BROWN:  The commitment we made during the election campaign has been carried out.  It is true that some 
parties made greater commitments than did others on certain matters.  Ultimately, the community made a 
decision; the community elected us.  We had the obligation to implement our election commitment, and that is 
what we did. 

Mr WALDRON:  Has there been consultation with industry to determine the most effective outcomes from that 
budgeted money?  

Mr RANFORD:  The Geological Survey of Western Australia has in place a liaison committee representing all 
the major industry groups and the various academic people with an interest in the geology of this State.  These 
people have a regular opportunity to review the programs and the priorities as they are put forward in the 
estimates each year.  

Mr LOGAN:  I refer to the third dot point from the bottom of page 969 under significant issues and trends.  It 
refers to safety in the mining industry.  I also refer to the major initiatives for 2001-02 on page 980.  Page 969 
contains a statement about a proactive and coordinated approach to the management of safety and health risks.  
The dot point on page 980 refers to the implementation of recommended changes to the Mines Safety and 
Inspection Act 1994 following a five-year review of the legislation.  How many injuries and deaths occurred in 
the mining industry in the last financial year?  What changes are recommended?  What is a proactive and 
coordinated approach to the management of safety and health in the mining industry?  The answer could be 
provided by way of supplementary information. 

Mr BROWN:  I will start and then Mr Ranford, who is the chair of the Mines Occupational Safety and Health 
Advisory Board, will speak in more detail.  A review of the Act is being carried out by Robert Lang, a former 
commissioner of the Australian Industrial Relations Commission.  He is also carrying out a review of the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act across the mining resources sector and industry generally.  We expect that 
review to be completed in this half of the year, together with his recommendations to the Government on the 
types of changes to be made.  They will then go out for broader consultation with industry, unions and the 
community.  I imagine that decisions will be made by Cabinet on those recommendations in the first half of next 
year.  A review into updating the Act and ensuring that it is appropriate and reflects modern practice is being 
undertaken, and should be acted on next year.   

There were five fatalities during the financial year and since then there has been a further fatality.  Obviously, 
every fatality is tragic, and every effort must be made to improve the level of safety in the industry.  I have 
spoken to all the industry associations about this matter.  I had the opportunity to speak directly to the Chief 
Executive Officer of the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of WA about it.  We have discussed it on a number of 
occasions.  I took the opportunity to raise it at the end of its general meeting.  I know that people are concerned 
about this issue.  A number of very good suggestions have been made, particularly in ensuring that everybody on 
a site is well aware that safety is the number one priority.  Obviously, more needs to be done in this area.  Mr 
Ranford will detail some of the more specific matters taking place through MOSHAB. 

Mr RANFORD:  First, I will indicate the numbers.  As the minister said, there were five fatalities in the last 
financial year.  There were six the previous year, and so far this year we have experienced one fatality.  Our lost-
time injury frequency for the last financial year is estimated at 5.2.  It was 6.9 for the year before.  Lost-time 
injury frequency has reduced quite dramatically.  Fatalities are more erratic over a period.  The focus of the 
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program, as is mentioned in the document in front of members, has been to promote systematic risk management 
across all levels of industry.  We have been running a series of symposia and meetings jointly with industry, 
especially involving senior management, all over the State to get the general application of risk management 
principles in all aspects of mining.  That process will continue.  The Mines Occupational Safety and Health 
Advisory Board is considering a program and how it might be funded in the future.  We have yet to make a 
recommendation to the minister.  I expect that will come later this year. 

[11.50 am] 

Mr LOGAN:  The minister’s adviser indicated that the lost-time injury frequency is 5.2.  What does the 5.2 
mean; is it 5.2 a week or a month? 

Mr RANFORD:  I think it is the rate per million hours worked.  I will correct that if I am wrong.  We use a 
couple of rates for different areas.  

Mr DAY:  Is there any proposal to move responsibility for occupational safety and health within the mining 
industry to WorkSafe?  If so, have any concerns about such a proposal been expressed?   

Mr BROWN:  There is no proposal before the Government to do that.  However, it would be wrong to say that it 
has not been raised - it is raised constantly.   

Mr DAY:  Does the minister believe that it should be contemplated?   

Mr BROWN:  Obviously that may be one of the matters considered in the Laing review.  I do not know whether 
he will consider it and if he does, what recommendations he will make.  If he makes any recommendations it will 
be entirely his call, but the Government will consider them.  Other than that there is nothing before the 
Government. 

Mr DAY:  I refer to the Oakajee port development in the capital works program at page 998.  A fairly modest 
amount is allocated for further expenditure in the current financial year for tender documentation.  My 
recollection is that during the previous Government’s term a large allocation was made for the construction of 
the port.  I am not asking exactly where that money is now, but is it likely to proceed?  What are its prospects?   

Mr BROWN:  The Oakajee port and estate have been viewed as multi-user developments.  The member for 
Darling Range will recall discussions in Parliament about whether the State should contribute a large amount of 
money for one project.  I think the coalition Government argued at the time that it was not for one project but for 
a number of projects.  Although it was not expected to show a return for a while, that would have been overcome 
when other projects came on stream.  Obviously, for consideration to be given to such a large infrastructure 
project, we must have a concrete proposal.  This was discussed in the context of Kingstream Resources Pty Ltd, 
for which, as the member knows, there is a state agreement..  The time frame for the proponent to provide 
proposals has been extended on three separate occasions.  

The Government is prepared to discuss the development of the Oakajee port with any proponent of a large 
project either alongside it or as a foundation project in need of such a port.  Obviously in the absence of a 
significant proposal, the State will not build a port in the hope that someone will make a proposal, because there 
are other demands on the State’s capital from various parts of the State.   

Mr DAY:  What is the status of the Kingstream project?   

Mr BROWN:  The state agreement provides that the minister grant extensions of time.  An extension has been 
granted until 31 December this year. 

Mr DAY:  Was that granted by this minister or the previous minister?   

Mr BROWN:  It was granted by the former minister.  A submission has not yet been received for a further 
extension of time. 

Mr DAY:  Is the minister able to comment on the likelihood of it proceeding?   

Mr BROWN:  It would not be prudent to make any comment about it until a submission is received.  

Mr DAY:  If a major project is viable, is it likely that the capital funding for the development of the port and the 
estate will be found by the State?   

Mr BROWN:  That would be a challenging prospect.  However, in these matters we must consider when a 
project is likely to proceed.  As the member knows, even if someone walked in the door with a wonderful 
$1.5 billion project, by the time all the approval processes were finalised by the proponents to secure their 
finance and their markets, the earliest start date would be probably 2004-05.  We would need to consider the 
time in relation to the State’s capability to fund it.  We would consider whether funds could be raised by other 
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means such as through a private-public partnership.  We would like to have the problem, but we do not have it at 
present.  Although it would be challenging if Kingstream indicated that arrangements were being made for a 
major project to proceed, we would welcome it. 

Mr WALDRON:  Have the recommendations from the commonwealth review of safety cases in the offshore 
area been implemented as part of initiatives in the 2000-01 budget?  

The CHAIRMAN:  What page is the member for Wagin referring to? 

Mr WALDRON:  I am referring to output 6 at page 981.  Reference was made in the 2000-01 budget papers to 
recommendations arising from the commonwealth review of the case regime in the offshore area.  If it is being 
implemented, what is the cost?  Have additional resources been allocated for that area? 

[12 noon] 

Mr RANFORD: We are still engaged in discussions with the Commonwealth about the outcome of that review.  
A number of options are being considered.  Until we complete that process, I do not think it is practical to do 
that.  The recommendations of the review were that additional resources should be allocated to the area.  
However, as much of the work is done on behalf of the Commonwealth, the way they will be funded is yet to be 
addressed.  Therefore, we will discuss this matter in detail with the Commonwealth over the next few months. 

Mr WALDRON:  If that happened, would it put pressure on the budget? 

Mr RANFORD:  There is a potential for pressure.  However, those activities are funded through fees paid 
directly from the petroleum companies to the State Government.  All fees in those areas go directly to the State.  
It is true that they have not been increased for something like 10 years.  Therefore, as part of our negotiations, 
we will attempt to ensure there is no additional cost to the State. 

Mr DAY:  The priority and assurance dividend is shown on page 970.  An amount of $1.955 million is shown for 
the current financial year, and that increases in the out years.  Will the minister provide us with information, 
through the supplementary process if necessary, on how that amount of funds will be found in the department’s 
budget?  What impact will it have?  What would have been undertaken by the department that will now not be 
undertaken?   

Mr BROWN:  I will get Dr Limerick and Mr Ranford to provide the information. 

Dr LIMERICK:  As the member is probably aware, the budget was originally put together on the basis of the two 
departments that have subsequently been merged.  Therefore, I will address the aspects of that which relate to the 
former Department of Resources Development, and I will ask Mr Ranford to address the other aspects.  The 
numbers about which I will talk are not for this financial year but over a four-year period.  Over the four years, 
the total priority dividend that was sought out of the former DRD was, in round figures, $3 million, and there 
was a further assurance dividend of about $1.2 million.  Therefore, in round figures, we were looking for 
something like $4.2 million of savings over a four-year period.   

Within the former DRD budget, there were some administered items that related to projects that did not proceed, 
one of which was the AUSI Steel project, which had been on the books many years ago, and there was provision 
for funds that would provide for roadworks and other matters in the Pilbara.  There was also a provision for 
interest payments, if the land at Breton Bay had been acquired by the State through LandCorp; and there were 
some other savings in administered items that had not been expended.  Therefore, over the four-year period, we 
were able to find, one way or another, a total of $12 million that was available.  Part of that was put back into the 
operating budget of the department, because in last year’s budget papers the ability of the department to operate 
in out years was severely compromised by a lack of funding of discretionary costs.  Therefore, part of that 
money was put back in.  Provision was made for a further $5 million to go towards the item on page 1005, which 
is a contribution to the LandCorp purchase of BHP land at Kwinana, and there was a net return of some 
$1 million to Treasury out of all that. 

Mr RANFORD:  The question of the priority and assurance dividend placed some pressure on the old 
Department of Minerals and Energy for potential reductions in services and the regulation of the industry.  With 
the minister’s permission, I undertook discussions with the industry itself on how this could be achieved and the 
potential impact of reducing the amount of money that was allocated to these various regulatory services.  As a 
result of those discussions, industry agreed to accept effectively all the dividend that was asked of the old DME 
by virtue of some increases to rentals on mining leases and by an increase of the exemption fee paid under our 
licensing arrangements.  The net result of the receipt of this money by the Government was that there was 
effectively a reduction of about $110 000 to the $50 million budget on regulatory services; but, of course, there 
were the other reductions related to travel, consultants and advertising.  They were not impacted. 
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Mr DAY:  Could I clarify that?  Did Mr Ranford say that there was an increase in mining tenement fees to offset 
this reduction? 

Mr RANFORD:  Yes.  There were negotiations with the various industries concerned on how that could be 
allocated in a way that would least impact on the exploration and other activities in this State.  They indicated 
that they would prefer increases in rentals for mining leases, rather than a reduction in the regulatory services 
provided by the department.  On that basis, we proceeded. 

Mr DAY:  What was the percentage increase in the mining tenement fees? 

Mr RANFORD:  It was about 65c in $10 something or $11. 

Mr BROWN:  About five per cent. 

Mr RANFORD:  Thereabouts.  That increase was consistent with the consumer price index adjustment over 
about three or four years since the last increase.  The increase in exemption fees was substantial.  The fees 
virtually doubled from $100 to $200.  However, we believe that fee should have been at a higher level at an 
earlier time, and the industries accepted that increase. 

Mr BROWN:  On the basis of the work done by the department, I think the exemption fees would still not meet 
costs.  A lot of work is done by the department in that area, particularly taking into account appeals and so on. 

Mr DAY:  Was the minister talking about exemption fees? 

Mr BROWN:  Yes.  There is a requirement that certain expenditure levels be met.  If they are not met, an 
exemption fee is applied for.  The department then must assess it.  It is not an inexpensive exercise to go 
through.  Therefore, for the value that is being sought, I do not think the fee is a tremendous impost. 

Mr WALDRON:  The third major achievement on page 973 states that the guidelines for exemption from 
expenditure commitments on exploration and mining titles being explored as part of a project were reviewed in 
consultation with industry.  What was the outcome of that review?  Have any of those outcomes been 
implemented? 

Mr BROWN:  Mr Ranford will give the full detail. 

Mr RANFORD:  I thank the member for that question.  To put this in context, flowing from a Supreme Court 
decision concerning St Barbara Mines Ltd, there was a decision that both production and exploration expenditure 
could be taken into account when determining expenditure on projects.  This court decision overturned the long-
term practice whereby exploration expenditure had been specifically separated from production expenditure.  It 
has now been agreed that we will amend the legislation and our guidelines that existed prior to the Supreme 
Court decision to reflect the original situation, and that is what we are in the process of doing.   

[12.10 pm] 

Mr WALDRON:  It will separate exploration from projects? 

Mr RANFORD:  Yes.  It will ensure that in seeking an exemption for an exploration project, people do not count 
production expenditure so as to inflate the cost.   

Mr DAY:  Page 969 of budget paper No 2 refers to greenhouse issues, and page 153 of budget paper No 3 states 
that a longer-term risk to the Western Australian economy is the impact of the initiatives resulting from the 
Kyoto protocol or subsequent agreements on reducing greenhouse gas issues.  Is that issue likely to have a 
significant impact on further resources development projects in Western Australia, and how is that issue being 
managed?   

Mr BROWN:  As the member would know, since the change of Administration in the United States, decisions 
have been made by the new President about the application of the Kyoto protocol and the way in which the 
United States sees its way forward.  The Kyoto protocol sets an emissions target for Australia, and that target is 
eight per cent above the emissions load for 1990.  Australia is a signatory to the protocol but has not ratified the 
protocol at this stage; and of course the future is uncertain given the position that has been enunciated by the 
President of the United States.  Australia will face considerable challenges.  Australia’s present level of 
emissions, based on the 1990 load, is 117 per cent.  We are required to be at 108 per cent.  That 108 per cent is a 
national approach rather than a state approach, and there is no doubt that we will need to reduce our greenhouse 
gas emissions if we are to meet that Kyoto target.   
There are concerns about whether we will be able to meet that target without impacting on our international 
competitiveness.  A range of ways has been suggested in which we may face that challenge, but that will have a 
cost input.  Liquefied petroleum gas is an example in which companies that operate in this State also operate in 
developing countries, and their investment criteria mean that they may find other options more attractive if 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Friday, 28 September 2001] 

 p490b-502a 
Mr John Day; Mr Clive Brown; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr Tony Dean; Mr Colin Barnett; Chairman; Mr Fran 

Logan; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan 

 [9] 

greenhouse were to affect the bottom-line economics of Australian projects.  Also, Australia is the only 
significant LNG producer with Kyoto targets and is, therefore, particularly vulnerable.  There are significant 
challenges for us.  The Department of the Premier and Cabinet, through one of its divisions, is participating with 
the Australian Government in future discussions that are being held.  Some discussions were held in Bonn earlier 
this year, and we have been provided with an update on the current thinking about where this issue is going 
internationally.  It certainly will not go away, and we will face some challenges in dealing with it.   

Mr DAY:  How do the minister and the department intend to manage this issue to ensure that Western Australia 
acts responsibly from a global point of view but also is not unfairly or unreasonably penalised?  Obviously this 
will take a lot of management over the next three years.  

Mr BROWN:  A special group has been set up under the environment subcommittee of Cabinet to examine the 
state greenhouse strategy.  That will involve holding discussions with industry about how that can be managed, 
looking at what are the longer-term aspirations of the State, and seeking to prevail ultimately on the 
Commonwealth to accept the unique situation in Western Australia.  I agree that this is a very challenging area 
and a lot of work needs to be done, and there will be industry involvement in the deliberation of the final state 
position that we take to the Commonwealth with a view to ensuring that the State’s interests are protected.   

Mr LOGAN:  Is the minister aware that a number of initiatives have been taken by industry, in particular BP 
Australia Ltd and Woodside Petroleum Ltd, in the form of strategies to reduce their emissions as well as trade-
off their emissions by investing in carbon sinks and alternative technologies; the prospect for re-injection of CO2 
by a number of companies that are proposing further developments in the north west; and the major plank of the 
greenhouse strategy that has been promoted by the Government; namely, the creation of carbon sinks, which also 
will benefit any future industrial development in Western Australia? 

Mr BROWN:  I am aware of those initiatives.  Obviously the way in which the carbon sinks issue will operate 
has still to be worked through.  Another question is the degree to which the re-injection proposals can be done 
successfully and in an economic way.  There are a number of offsets or other ways of dealing with this issue.  
They pose challenges, and I agree with the member that it will be a matter that the Government will continue to 
have to work through at a state level by looking at what the implications are and working with industry and the 
community in Western Australia in seeking to reduce our emissions, and at the same time seeking as best we can 
to influence the ultimate position that is taken by the Commonwealth. 
Mr WALDRON:  One of the major achievements for 2000-01 at page 975 is a review of the state petroleum 
legislation.  How is that review going, and when will it be completed? 

Mr RANFORD:  As the member may or may not be aware, the state legislation mirrors the commonwealth 
legislation, and we review any amendments that are made to the commonwealth legislation to see how practical 
they are to implement within our state legislation.  

[12.20 pm] 

Mr WALDRON:  That is the process.   

Mr RANFORD:  Yes.  A number of amendments to commonwealth legislation have necessitated a review of our 
legislation.  That has been completed.  We will be finalising that this year and looking at the amendments 
necessary to introduce those changes.   
Mr DAY:  I refer to output 13 - resource project facilitation services - on page 971.  I know consideration is 
being given to facilitating and encouraging the development of an additional aluminium smelter in the south 
west.  I understand it may be necessary for some infrastructure support to be provided.  What support would be 
necessary and what would be provided by the State?   

Mr BROWN:  It would be a great advance if we were able to establish a smelter in the State.  However, we must 
first overcome some significant issues before that can happen.  One relates to the load a smelter needs for 
refining processes, and, of course, the required spinning capacity.  Although we welcome interest and are 
continuing to be receptive to inquiries, we are not at the stage of dealing with the specifics of a project.  The 
State would need to overcome some significant impediments before an aluminium smelter could be established.  

Mr DAY:  What impediments?   

Mr BROWN:  The impediments involve infrastructure, spinning capacity and the loads necessary for a smelter.  

Mr LIMERICK:  A commercial aluminium smelter typically requires about 600 megawatts of power, although 
the requirement could be as high as 900 megawatts.  The south west interconnected system is the largest grid in 
the State, with a load of about 3 000 megawatts.  A smelter would use about 20 to 30 per cent of the existing 
installed capacity.  An aluminium smelter requires considerable backup power in case a unit goes down - we 
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would not want the refining cells to freeze over.  It needs good standby capacity that can be brought on quickly.  
The difficulty is that we cannot pull that load of power off the grid without doing substantial damage to the 
infrastructure.  That load is not as readily available on our interconnected grid as it might be in the United States, 
which has a wide, interconnected system with large loads.  Likewise, it is very expensive to provide a reserve 
generator if the electricity is not being sold.  The largest purchaser we have on the grid at the moment is the 
silicon smelter, which is using about 40 megawatts.  We would be looking to sell 300 megawatts of spinning 
reserves.  There is a mismatch between the electricity markets.  The fundamental challenge we must address is 
how we can either provide additional capacity to the smelter from the state system or set up enough markets to 
take the spinning reserves to make the smelter viable.  The cost of electricity is fundamental in the viability of a 
smelter.  It is uncompetitive if the operator has no market for spare spinning reserves.   

Mr DAY:  It was stated in the excellent Prospect magazine and reported on the ABC news yesterday that the 
Government believes there is a realistic opportunity for the development of such a smelter in Western Australia.  
In view of what has been said, is it a realistic prospect, or is it not very likely?   

Mr BROWN:  None of the major projects that I have seen so far is simple; we are dealing with degrees of 
difficulty.  We have been very frank.  We are looking for ways to deal with each of these issues.  Given the level 
of interest, it would appear that there is spare capacity in some projects.  We are looking at how we can hook up 
a number of projects, but those questions must be answered by the technical people; it is beyond my capacity.  I 
am not ruling it out in any way; I am simply saying - as I said in reference to Oakajee and so on - that we must 
have the right combination of factors at the right time to make a go of it.  

Mr WALDRON:  I refer to page 1005 and the grants to charitable and other public bodies.  A one-off grant of 
$875 000 is being made to the Western Australian Minerals and Petroleum Education and Research Institute.  
What is that grant and what does it entail?   

Mr LIMERICK:  This relates to a proposal brought forward by the former Minister for Resources Development, 
who was also the Minister for Education.  The minerals industry - in this State and nationally - wanted to 
coordinate the development of centres of excellence for minerals and mining education throughout Australia.  As 
part of that exercise, $1 million was made available in last year’s budget to set up the Minerals and Petroleum 
Education and Research Institute.  That figure is the remaining funding carried forward.  The resources institute 
is developing a business plan.  Its objective is to bring together the expertise in the various universities in 
Western Australia to achieve better coordination of their activities to produce good quality graduates and 
research that is of immediate use to the industry.  

Mr WALDRON:  Will that $875 000 be used to continue that work?   

Mr LIMERICK:  Yes.   

Mr DAY:  I refer to the department’s overall mission.  Did the Labor Party propose in the election campaign that 
there would be a ban on both exploration and mining in national parks in this State?   

[12.30 pm] 

Mr BROWN:  I am happy to provide by way of supplementary information the precise nature of the commitment 
that was made.  I do not happen to have it in front of me and I do not want to give the member wrong 
information.  Our position on uranium is very clear, and has never changed.  
Mr DAY:  That would be appreciated.  That would clarify whether there was a commitment by the Labor Party 
that it would oppose both exploration and mining in national parks and nature reserves.  The second part of the 
question is: would the minister be concerned, given his current position as Minister for State Development, if 
such a ban were imposed, and would he seek to ensure that responsible access for exploration is still possible? 

Mr BROWN:  The question of the development of new national parks - where boundaries are to be drawn and 
the prospectivity of areas - is under consideration at the moment.  The legislation for mining in national parks is 
clear, and in A-class reserves it requires a sign-off by the Parliament.  It is very strict.  I do not have any proposal 
to change the current arrangements, but where new national parks are proposed, that is being actively considered. 

Mr DAY:  As far as exploration is concerned? 

Mr BROWN:  Yes. 

Mr DAY:  So it is possible that exploration might not be permitted in any new national parks? 

Mr BROWN:  No.  What I am saying is that a whole range of questions need to be determined in relation to the 
boundaries of any new national parks, and the status of those matters currently is being considered. 

Mr DAY:  When does the minister expect that consideration to be complete? 
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Mr BROWN:  I hope before the end of the calendar year. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister mentioned the current policy in relation to uranium mining.  Could he 
spell that out for us? 

Mr BROWN:  I do not have the policy in front of me, so I am always hesitant in case I get a word wrong and 
people will say that I am stepping away from the policy.  I am not stepping away from the policy at all, but my 
understanding, in simple terms, without having it directly in front of me, is that we are opposed to uranium 
mining.  I am more than happy to provide the member with a copy of the policy arrangements.  

Mr DAY:  I have a supplementary question relating to uranium and radioactive resources.  The minister will be 
aware that a Bill has been introduced into the Legislative Council that seeks to prohibit any activity relating to 
the use of, the development of or even the exploration for radioactive resources.  Although that Bill has not been 
debated, can the minister tell us whether the Government has a position on that matter? 
The CHAIRMAN:  I remind members that the questions need to relate to a budget line.  We are here to discuss 
the estimates of expenditure rather than policy per se. 
Mr DAY:  I appreciate that, Madam Chair.  It could certainly be related to the mission of the department on page 
968, or to one or two of the outputs - probably output 12 and output 13 that relate to facilitating development in 
this State. 

Mr LOGAN:  That question relates to what is being debated in the upper House.  I do not see anything in the 
budget referring to what is being debated in the upper House.  If the member wants to ask a question of that 
nature he should reframe it and refer it to line items in the budget, which is what this process is all about. 
The CHAIRMAN:  I think that is what the member for Darling Range was attempting.  Would the member 
repeat the question for the sake of clarity for the minister? 
Mr DAY:  Does the minister want me to repeat the question? 

Mr BROWN:  No.  The Bill does raise a whole raft of issues that at face value do not appear to be issues at all, 
but which need to be considered in detail.  The Government is currently consulting in relation to those matters 
and is seeking professional advice.  Cabinet has not considered the matter, and it will need to.  I hope that it will 
be considered by Cabinet in the next month or two, but that will depend on the advice we receive. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I turn the minister’s attention to the administered transactions revenue on page 
1006.  What does that table mean, and where does the money go?  The commonwealth petroleum royalties have 
been referred to, but how much of that money has been administered through to consolidated revenue?  
Mr BROWN:  I am happy to do that.  The only thing I can assure the member is that it does not come into the 
budget, which is disappointing.  I am sure Mr Palmer could provide the member with the information he 
requires. 

Mr PALMER:  All of the revenue referred to in that question is territorial revenue which goes directly into the 
state coffers of the Treasury; none of it is retained revenue of the agency. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Why is there a different accounting procedure for the commonwealth petroleum 
royalties commencing during the financial year 2000-01?  Why was that $464 million not budgeted for?  Where 
was that amount budgeted previously? 

Mr BROWN:  We will have to provide that by way of supplementary information.  We do not seem to have the 
answer with us.    

The CHAIRMAN:  I would like clarification for the record about the information to be provided by the minister. 

Mr BROWN:  The question was why there was not a figure in the 1999-2000 actuals and the 2000-01 budget for 
the line item for commonwealth petroleum royalties on page 1006. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, and also what the corresponding figure would have been for those two 
amounts, wherever it is budgeted for. 

Mr DEAN:  I would like to ask a supplementary question referring to that figure.  Would that not be by way of a 
High Court decision on the collection of revenues? 

Mr BROWN:  We do not think so, but we are happy to provide the answer by way of supplementary 
information. 

[12.40 pm] 
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is difficult to ask questions without knowing where that $464 million is, because 
the bottom line of that table has a significant bearing on the total bottom line.  Even if we discount that from the 
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table we end up with a budget amount in 2000-01 of around $900 million and an actual amount after discounting 
for the commonwealth petroleum royalties of around $707 million.  Could I have by way of supplementary 
information an explanation of where the major fluctuations have occurred, and why the figures have fluctuated in 
the past couple of years?  The forward estimates indicate significant reductions, in particular in the state 
petroleum royalties.  There must be some strong assumptions of reduced prices, because the revenue will 
decrease from $62 million in the last financial year, to $46 million in this financial year, then down to 
$19 million in 2004-05.  What are the assumptions underlying that reduction?  
Mr RANFORD:  The explanation for the state petroleum royalties figures is, as the member suggested, 
determined by the assumption of price.  The average price for the last year was something like $US30.68 a 
barrel.  The assumption for the next year is that it will average $US26 a barrel.  Treasury provides these figures 
to us for our assumptions.  Beyond that, going out into forward years, it is lower still - in the low $US20s.  It is a 
combination of our estimates of the amount that will be produced, plus an assumption provided by Treasury for 
the price we can assume for the estimates.  
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Treasury has a capacity to provide that sort of advice, and you have very good 
knowledge of and contacts in the industry.  Do you have any comment on those assumptions? 
Mr BROWN:  Do you mean in terms of second guessing whether Treasury is right or wrong?   
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, in a nutshell. 
Mr BROWN:  I do not think we will comment on whether Treasury is right or wrong. 
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Do these estimates fit in with international pricing assumptions for crude oil?  
Mr BROWN:  The Treasury budget is a large budget.  It involves a lot of professional people, and we operate on 
their advice.  If the member wants to debate the efficacy of Treasury’s advice, he would need to put that to 
Treasury.  It is not a matter on which we should reflect.  
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Could I have a copy of the Details of Administered Transactions Revenue table as 
it appeared in last year’s budget?  I am not sure where to find it in last year’s budget papers.  I have not looked at 
it in earnest because of the discrepancy with the commonwealth petroleum royalties.  I would like the 
corresponding table in last year’s budget, so I can do a comparison. 
Mr BROWN:  We will provide whatever table was in last year’s budget.   

The CHAIRMAN:  For the purposes of supplementary information the minister will provide details of 
administered transactions revenue.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  These amounts are colossal, and they have a huge bearing on the bottom line for 
budget revenues.  The other day the Treasurer and Under Treasurer gave me some advice on the timing of 
updated budget revenue projections.  I imagine that to some extent they would be acting on advice from your 
ministry.  When the department budgets for revenue - let us take 2000-02, in which the revenue is $902 million - 
I imagine the figure would be adjusted a number of times during the year.  A figure would have been provided to 
Treasury for the pre-election budget statement.  Did Treasury or your department provide that figure?  Is the 
adjusted figure provided by Treasury or by the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources?   

Mr RANFORD:  All estimates related to resources involve two parties.  The department does the estimates of the 
quantities that are likely to be produced in all the commodities, and in many of the commodities it produces the 
prices as well.  In the case of petroleum royalties the price to be assumed for any future figure is determined by 
the Treasury.  
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  When Treasury adjusts one of these figures - as it adjusted the revenue estimate for 
petroleum royalties during the last financial year - does it advise your department of that, or does the department 
wait for the next printed Treasury statements?   
Mr RANFORD:  They are being updated all the time.  We revise the estimates each month on major areas like 
that, with their advice on the inputs and assumptions to be made and our revised calculations on production and 
expected output.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am interested in that monthly update.  Will the minister provide the monthly 
updates from December 2000 to June 2001 by way of supplementary information?  

Mr BROWN:  I can speak only for my department; I cannot speak for Treasury, so I am little worried about 
making any commitment about Treasury matters and communications between the two.  If the member wants to 
pursue that matter he should do that by way of notice.  I do not want to be obstructive.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  So I cannot get a copy of the advice on which your department acts? 
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Mr BROWN:  I am concerned about providing information that is exchanged between my department and 
Treasury without checking with the Treasurer to see if there are any sensitive matters.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I understand that the minister does not want to give me correspondence from 
Treasury as he needs to talk to them; however, I want the figures and they can be provided by way of 
supplementary information - that is, the petroleum royalties estimates from December 2000.  I would like the 
figures that the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources has on record.  

Mr BROWN:  I am told that we provide figures to Treasury, but ultimately they are Treasury’s figures.  I am 
somewhat reluctant to cut across what Treasury may or may not do in the way they interpret the figures.   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I want the figure from that table, which is administered by your department.  I am 
asking for the updated figure that appears on that table and the figures your department have on record.  I do not 
care where you get it from - the man in the moon, or Treasury!  

Mr BROWN:  Are you asking whether these figures can be provided on a monthly basis?  
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If that is a lot of work I will settle for the petroleum royalties figures.   
[12.50 pm] 
Mr BROWN:  I want to be as open as I can, but I am advised that there are certain commercial matters relating 
to this issue, and I do not wish to deal with them.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister has me foxed there.  If I want to request the information by way of 
question on notice or something like that, how should I ask for it? 
Mr BROWN:  If the member asks for it in any way he likes, we will endeavour to oblige as best we can. 
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I do not want to ask for anything that is commercial, so I need some guidance about 
what I should be asking for. 
Mr BROWN:  If the member frames the question, we will endeavour to answer it, not literally, but as best we 
can. 
Mr DAY:  I refer to output 11, policy and planning advice on resources development, on page 989.  It indicates a 
desire to encourage ongoing resource development in Western Australia.  My question relates to that output, but 
more broadly to industrial relations issues.  The minister would be aware - even if he does not share it - of the 
view in the industry that the greater flexibility that has been created through changes to industrial relations 
legislation in recent years has brought about a greater degree of productivity and improvement from the point of 
view of both employers and employees.  I know that the Government is considering bringing in new industrial 
relations legislation.  Has the minister been provided with any advice from his department, or has he received 
concerns broadly from industry groups expressing concerns about proposed changes which may wind back the 
clock in terms of a greater degree of productivity and the win-win situation that many people consider has been 
facilitated in recent years?   

Mr BROWN:  Yes.  Representations have been made to me by various industry sectors.  It is true to say that a lot 
of different work arrangements have been agreed to in the major resources sector.  However, in many instances, 
when those different work arrangements have applied, they have been matched by higher increases in levels of 
remuneration.  That is not the case in every instance, but it is the case in a lot of instances.  

Mr DAY:  A win-win situation indeed. 

Mr BROWN:  However the member likes to describe it, it has been that way.  Concerns have also been raised in 
some areas about any new legislation resulting in people who are currently paid below award wages being paid 
award wages and about the cost imposts associated with that.  It has been put to me that a lower wage regime is 
now in place as a result of the workplace agreements legislation that was introduced in 1993.  That means that if 
people must comply with award wages, it will have an impact on industry and on some companies.  The 
industrial relations legislation is not mine.  When the workplace agreements legislation was introduced in 1993, 
it was said that the legislation sought to do three things, one of which was to provide choice.  The Government 
intends, as announced in its pre-election policies, to provide choice in any new legislation it brings forward. 

Mr DAY:  However, within a changed framework. 

Mr BROWN:  No, as a requirement to provide choice.  Secondly, the new framework will provide flexibility.  
Thirdly, people were given to understand that they would not be worse off under the new framework.  In the new 
framework that is under consideration, people will not be worse off in comparison with the appropriate award 
under which they would be employed.  If there has been a win-win situation, so that today employees are not 
worse off in comparison with their awards or enterprise agreements that would otherwise apply had it not been 
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for workplace agreements, it is hard to see the proposed system having any effect at all.  If only a few people are 
worse off, and are paid less than or substantially less than the award rate - when I sat on that side of the 
Chamber, the responses to all of my questions to the then minister was that not many people would be affected - 
the impact will be very low.  However, if lots of people are worse off today than they would be if they were paid 
under the award, obviously the impact will be higher.  When we talk about attracting industry to the State, we are 
not talking about a significant issue.  A lot of areas will have flexibility.  Most of the areas we are talking about 
have higher-skilled employees who would not be paid at a lower rate.  A number of those jobs are high-skilled 
and high-paid jobs.  Those employees would not be impacted on, nor would the industries in which they work.  

Mr DAY:  If the legislation that the Government intends to introduce will not have much effect, we could ask 
why it is introducing it.  Alternatively, we could say that the legislation will have a significant effect and the 
Government is seeking to minimise the expectation of those changes.  Obviously, we will have to wait and see.  I 
suspect that the legislation that will be introduced will have some major effects, which I know raise quite 
significant concerns within the mining and exploration industry.  

Mr LOGAN:  On a point or order, I presume that was an opinion as opposed to a question.  

Mr DAY:  I will add, “Does the minister not agree that that is the case?” 

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister can take it as either a question or a statement. 

Mr LOGAN:  I still raise a point of order, because it was expressed as an opinion.  I suggest that the member 
wait until the legislation is brought into the House.  

Mr DAY:  There was a question at the end. 

Mr BROWN:  I am sure this matter will be debated at considerable length in the Chamber at another time and on 
another date.   

Sitting suspended from 12.58 to 2.00 pm 
 


