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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral � Leader of the House) [5.00 pm]: I move � 

That the house do now adjourn. 

Busselton Foreshore Steering Committee � Adjournment Debate 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [5.01 pm]: I want to raise an important matter that arose today. Last 
month I applied, pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act, to the Minister for Regional Development; Lands 
for him to provide all documents concerning the Busselton foreshore steering committee and the Busselton 
foreshore redevelopment. The minister responded that he held no documents on these matters. Tonight in a 
parliamentary question I asked the Minister for Regional Development; Lands whether he had received 
correspondence from the member for Vasse on the establishment of the Busselton foreshore steering committee 
before 9 December 2008. His response was yes. The minister was either deliberately obstructive in relation to 
my FOI application or he has misled this house in his answer to my parliamentary question. I call on the minister 
to explain whether he has a letter from the member for Vasse; and, if so, why he did not provide it in response to 
my FOI application. I also call on the minister to table the letter from the member for Vasse and any other 
documents he has withheld on these matters with respect to the FOI application I made.  

AvonLink � Fremantle Eastern Bypass � Adjournment Debate 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.02 pm]: I raise the issue of answers to questions on notice that 
the opposition has been given in the past couple of days. First is the question asked by Hon Kim Chance about 
the AvonLink rail service and whether it was about to be cancelled. Members may not be aware that there has 
been and is a lot of concern about this service. In the past few days I have received a number of emails from 
users of the service who are concerned about whether it will be closed. I know that Hon Kim Chance shares my 
concerns on this issue.  

The minister made the comment that instead of running around with rumours, Hon Kim Chance had done the 
right thing by coming into this place and asking the relevant question to get the matter cleared up. I agree that it 
is a good process and I congratulate Hon Kim Chance for asking the question. The problem that arises is the 
answer from the minister. The answer was � 

(1) Yes. 

(2) There are no current plans to reduce or cancel this service.  

On face value, one could say that the service is secure. I hope that is what the minister meant by his answer. 
Equally, on reading the answer, one could be of the opinion that it does not give an ironclad guarantee that the 
service will continue into the future. In other words, for the term of this government, there will be no changes to 
the AvonLink service. To prevent rumours from spreading, I call on the minister to indicate that if the 
government is committed to retaining that service and it has no intention of closing it, it will remain for the term 
of this current government. I also call on the minister to give a commitment that the government will not cancel 
the service without going to the electors indicating that that is what it will do. It is important that the minister 
provide further clarification so that if in six weeks, suddenly, as part of the budget cuts, the service is cut, he 
cannot say, �At the time the question was asked there was not a plan; it was only an option.� I urge the minister 
to give an ironclad guarantee to the house that that service will remain in place for the term of this government.  

The second answer relates to the question I asked of the Minister for Transport about the Fremantle eastern 
bypass and his suggestion that I had got it wrong; namely, that prior to the last election, the Liberal government 
had not given a commitment to bring back the Fremantle eastern bypass. It is not me who is confused by that 
situation. The first indication I had that the Liberals had given a commitment to the Fremantle eastern bypass 
was in the speech by Hon Barbara Scott, one of the minister�s colleagues. As a Liberal member for that district at 
the last election, clearly she must have believed that there was a commitment by the Liberal Party that it would 
bring back the Fremantle eastern bypass. On this side of the house, we do not support the Fremantle eastern 
bypass, and we accept that. However, this is not a question about the Fremantle eastern bypass; this is about the 
integrity of the Liberal Party and the commitments that it gave at the last election. In her speech the other night, 
Hon Barbara Scott made it clear to this house that it was her belief, as a Liberal member�if that is what she 
believed, imagine what the public was going to think; it was going to think the same thing�that the Liberal 
Party was giving a commitment, not at the 2005 state election but at the 2008 state election, to reinstate the 
Fremantle eastern bypass. 

One of the things I acknowledged and recognised in my question�because I asked about the alignments�after I 
did some research as a result of listening to Hon Barbara Scott�s speech, was that the minister indicated that they 
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were looking at whether there was a different alignment from the original reservation. That is why I asked 
whether any work on possible alignments had been commenced. 

Hon Simon O�Brien: How else would you connect Roe Highway and Stirling Highway with the port? That is 
the challenge. How do we do it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: A person would go along Roe Highway and come off at the freeway. He would then 
drive along the freeway to Leach Highway, and then he would drive along Leach Highway into the port, as 
people currently do. Work would also be done to make sure that a greater amount of transport was using the rail 
system. As part of our freight network review, there is a comprehensive plan to deal with these issues. 

Hon Simon O�Brien: My friend, the freight network review did not set out to do that, and it did not succeed in 
doing that. It was not even on the agenda. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So the government is considering bringing back the Fremantle eastern bypass. 

Hon Simon O�Brien: No. I am saying by interjection that the freight network review was a phoney exercise. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I accept that that is the minister�s view. I do not agree with it, but I accept that that is his 
view. If that is his view, the next logical stage is for the minister to say that the government is looking at a 
Fremantle eastern bypass, and one of the things that it must do is determine what the route of that Fremantle 
eastern bypass will be. 

Hon George Cash: Why is that logical? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Why is it logical? Because the minister is saying that otherwise there is no alternative. 
He is saying that our solution is not correct. Therefore, if his solution is that another road has to be built to do it, 
where is he going to do it? The road will be a bypass. 

Hon George Cash: You are taking quantum steps without thinking things through. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am not, Hon George Cash. 

Hon George Cash: I�m afraid that you are. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am not. 

Hon George Cash: You may not recognise that, but that is what is happening. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon George Cash, I am more than happy for the minister to stand up and explain to us 
exactly how he intends to resolve the problem � 

Hon George Cash: The minister could stand up a dozen times and he would never convince you, because you 
are inventing things in your mind. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Some people have been here a bit too long and are getting a little too bitter and twisted 
about their lives. 

Hon Simon O�Brien: Leave Ljiljanna out of this! Give her a break! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon George Cash needs a good holiday if he believes that to be the case. I have a lot of 
respect for Hon George Cash, and I appreciate � 

Hon George Cash: I have a lot of respect for you, and I wish you would not temper that.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have to say that I have a lot of respect for Hon George Cash, and the smartest thing he 
has done in recent times was to know when his time was up, and well done for that.  

The first thing we need to understand is the commitment given prior to the last election. The minister should 
explain whether Hon Barbara Scott was completely wrong in her understanding of the commitment given prior 
to the last election, or whether the Liberal Party has changed its position since the last election. This is not the 
Labor Party�s view; it is one of the government�s own members who is strongly of this view. What did the 
member say? I will use the daily Hansard as an aide-mémoire � 

Hon Barbara Scott: You are not allowed to refer to that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I can use it as an aide-mémoire. I am not quoting from it; I am using it as an aide-
mémoire. Hon Barbara Scott put great store in the minister and his commitment to bring back the Fremantle 
eastern bypass and the belief that the recently built homes would be resumed. That is what Hon Barbara Scott 
believed to be the case, and that is what she said to this house on Tuesday night.  
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Even though the minister was quoted as saying that in the newspaper, the minister is now saying that it was not 
the Liberal Party�s policy prior to the last election. Is the minister saying that the Fremantle Herald lied about 
his position in its article? Is that what the minister is saying? 

Hon Simon O�Brien: The words attributed to me clearly date from 2005, not from 2008, and everyone knows it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Did the minister check with the editor of the Fremantle Herald? Did he see this article 
at the time?  

Hon Simon O�Brien: I do not remember. The Fremantle Herald writes all sorts of rubbish.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Now it is the press!  

Hon Simon O�Brien: No; I do not go censoring what they write. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would have thought that if a statement that was so wrong and which was not the 
current position had been attributed to Hon Simon O�Brien as the shadow minister at the time, he would have 
rung the editor and asked for a retraction, saying that it was not the government�s current policy and that the 
Fremantle eastern bypass is off the agenda.  

However, I think the Fremantle eastern bypass is on the agenda but for some reason the minister does not wish to 
talk about that. It is on the agenda, because that is the commitment members opposite gave. That is what Hon 
Barbara Scott believed was the government�s commitment. When the minister says, �the government is 
examining its options�, that is code for the Fremantle eastern bypass is on the agenda. Just as the minister�s 
saying �there are no current plans to reduce or cancel this service� is code for �we are going to do it in the future, 
but we are not going to tell you now�. 

Rock Lobster Industry � Adjournment Debate 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [5.12 pm]: I will continue the debate I was having with the Minister 
for Fisheries at this time yesterday and refer to some of his responses to my comments. Yesterday the minister 
referred to saving the fishery and to sustainability issues, including a 37 per cent reduction in effort. Again, I 
congratulate the minister on those courageous decisions. However, either the minister is missing my point or I 
am not making it well enough, so I will have another go.  

The minister talks about effort reduction in the Western Australian rock lobster fishery. There is a term called 
�temporary pot reductions�. It is a common fisheries term and it is used widely within the industry, and every 
one will agree that as soon as the government says �temporary pot reductions�, that is the end of it and the pot 
reductions will remain. The real issue with temporary pot reductions is that they are not pot reductions. The term 
relates to an actual figure of the number of pots in the fleet as well as a notional figure of the number of pots that 
can be reduced, which is equal to effort. The fishers involved still maintain these assets and they end up with 
pots for which they have paid their licence fees; they purchase the pots and they maintain them.  

Hon Norman Moore: They pay their fees on the units.  

Hon JON FORD: That works out to be about $143 per pot. 

Hon Norman Moore: That is per pot and you know the difference between them. You also know about cost-
recovery fisheries; you simply cannot change the amount of money midstream. You know about overs and 
unders. You know more than most people, so I don�t know why you�re arguing what you�re arguing. 

Hon JON FORD: I thank the Minister for Fisheries for that. The only way the government will make a real pot 
reduction is to put its hand into taxpayers� pockets and buy the pots. Perhaps that is something that will need to 
be done in a future management arrangement. 

The minister also said last night that, regardless of this attempted reduction in effort, the efficiency of the fleet is 
so good that it can overcome that reduction in effort in a very quick time and return to the level it was prior to 
the reduction in effort management plans. In the early days, it was so efficient that it exceeded those reductions. 

Hon Norman Moore: But the reason both you and I have cut the days is that that is a way of having an effect, as 
opposed to saturated pots. 

Hon JON FORD: People could be confused by the minister�s explanation last night when he talked about the 
industry overcoming that efficiency reduction and might think that that applies equally across the board. Of 
course it does not. If a small pot holder with 60 to 100 pots for his business reduced the amount of time he 
fished, the effect would not be evenly proportional across the various aspects of the fleet. I used to use three 
business models to show that. Those people who have low debt, good equipment and a long history can weather 
just about any reduction. They are typically the people who call for more pot reductions, because it helps to 
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knock out some of the competition. There are also the midstream people and the people who are just hanging on. 
There are also new people coming into the fleet who have high debt. They typically lease pots to try to increase 
their effort, which adds to their debt. When a minister makes a decision, it is always a hard call because he is 
envisaging the sort of fleet he wants. Does he want a fleet that is made up of a mixture of large, medium and 
small-sized businesses, or does he want a fleet that is large or a fleet that is biased one way or the other? 

Hon Norman Moore: Did you consider compensation when you cut it by 22 per cent? 

Hon JON FORD: The minister makes an interesting point. I considered the future of the fleet in all my 
decisions. That is why I started exploring particular management models, including the quota model. Ordinarily, 
I tried to make those adjustments when the future was looking its best, and then I had the capacity to make a 
decision about how the fleet would look. The trouble is that if the people who are likely to fall over as a result of 
the decision that the minister has had to make�we have said all along that we have no problem with the 
decision that the minister has had to make�do fall over, they will not be able to come back because they will be 
broke. The asset value of the people who are left in the industry will be a lot higher. Hopefully, the fishery will 
go on and this loss of puerulus will just be an aberration. Hopefully, at the end the fleet will contain a variety of 
business models, not just foreign investments and large businesses.  

That is not good for the Western Australian community and it is not good for biodiversity along the coastline and 
the small communities it supports. In this case, Labor believes that we must do something to help these people. 
They are not asking for compensation; they are asking for help to get them through to the end of the season. In 
answer to the minister�s question about whether we contemplated paying compensation, on many, many 
occasions when I made decisions in mid-season I asked the Department of Fisheries to talk to people about 
payment. It was not compensation; it was ex-gratia payments to help people out by discharging loans and paying 
for gear they had invested in so that they could survive that decision and get ready for the next season. The 
minister can ask the department for details; I will not talk about individual cases now, because that is not my 
practice. Almost every single year when we made decisions mid-season�not every time�if we thought people 
had a case, we did that. That is what I am asking the minister to do. I think those people have a case. If we do not 
lose them now, when it comes to working with industry to create a new industry�hopefully, it will survive; as I 
said before, the stock losses are an aberration�there will be an opportunity to have a variety of business models 
in the industry, not just large foreign investors or large family co-ops.  

Gorgon Gas Project, Barrow Island � Adjournment Debate 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.21 pm]: I rise to express my grave concerns about the latest 
developments in the moves to access and process Gorgon gas via the internationally significant wildlife refuge 
we know as Barrow Island. My concerns stem from the recent apparent strategic leak from Premier Colin 
Barnett of the news that the Gorgon proposal is now estimated to be a $50 billion project. Today�s The West 
Australian highlights my concerns, and no doubt those of a great many Western Australians who have taken an 
interest in Barrow Island since oil was first discovered there in the 1950s.  

Before I come to the matters in The West today, let us go through some of the highlights, or should I say 
lowlights, of the Gorgon story so far. In April 2003 the project was subject to an environmental, social and 
economic review, a process I should note was subsequently pilloried for effectively appointing the proponents at 
their desired location; that is, Barrow Island. At the time, environmental groups were concerned that once the 
door was open to this project, the footprint would expand and the sensitive island would become more and more 
industrialised. In fact, I heard today that this A-class reserve, which once claimed to not contain any introduced 
species, now has 17 introduced species since the increased industrial activity on the island. Around that time, in 
2003, the proposal was anticipated to be two trains, or 10 million tonnes a year of a liquefied natural gas project 
involving an estimated investment of $9 billion.  

In the middle of 2003 the Environmental Protection Authority found that the risks to Barrow Island, including its 
sensitive marine surroundings, were unacceptably high. In fact, it was the first firm no that the EPA had given 
for a very long time. We must remember that the EPA very rarely assesses a project as an unacceptably high 
risk. In September 2003 the then Gallop government gave an in-principle agreement to access Barrow Island, 
despite the EPA�s advice. In October 2003 Colin Barnett called for the project to be sited on the main land, and 
we were very pleased to hear that. At the time, green groups estimated that that could be achieved for just 
0.65 per cent of the value of the relevant gas, so at very little cost. I will repeat that figure: an estimated 0.65 per 
cent of the value of the relevant gas the proponents would profit from. Admittedly, that .65 per cent was the sum 
of $1 billion, and the proponents argued that the cost difference would have made the project unviable. I quickly 
add that the basis for the $1 billion was never made public and remains secret today. 
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By September 2005, even though the original proposal was still on the books, it appears from the proponent�s 
draft environmental impact statement and environmental review and management program that expected annual 
CO2 emissions were 700 000 tonnes a year higher than was estimated during the original environmental, social 
and economic review process. It would appear that somewhere in this process, even though they were talking 
about the original proposal, it had actually increased in size dramatically. By the middle of 2006 costs had blown 
out to $11 billion, although we now know that blow-out was a small change compared with what has happened 
since.  

In 2009, as indicated in an article in The West Australian, it seems that we might be looking at the following: 
approval to expand from the approved two-train project to three trains has been sought and is still outstanding; 
the project will apparently now involve the investment of $50 billion; and there is now talk of up to five 
liquefied natural gas trains and presumably therefore 25 million tonnes a year of LNG. 

What does that all mean for environmental approvals in Western Australia? What does it also mean in terms of 
the community concerns that this was the �foot in the door� in terms of the original in-principle approval for two 
trains that would actually lead to significantly more shortly down the track? As to our CO2 emission levels, 
perhaps we need some answers here. I understood the two-train development to have emissions of eight million 
tonnes a year, halving to just four million if the unproven geosequestration actually works�we do not know 
whether it will or not. That suggests that five trains would produce emissions of a staggering 20 million tonnes, 
or an increase in WA�s emissions of about 28 per cent. Later trains will presumably access the cleaner Jansz gas 
fields, so this might reduce emissions to around a total of 10 million tonnes on a best-case scenario. My question 
is: with climate change a more urgent threat than ever before, how can this sort of proposal be contemplated? An 
emission of that scale of CO2 is extraordinary in terms of any attempt to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, let 
alone the impact on an A-class reserve. Instead of having the infrastructure on the island for two trains of gas, we 
would need to have the infrastructure for five trains. The way we are heading we can easily say to this 
government that will be the end of this highly significant A-class reserve, which is a refuge to significant 
numbers of species that have become extinct on the mainland. It is an extraordinary island and the fact that the 
Premier has indicated that we are contemplating such an enormous increase in the industrial activities on that 
island, despite the fact that in 2003 he suggested that the processing could go to the mainland, is a very worrying 
trend. I would be interested also to see what the Minister for Environment has to say about her obligations to 
protect A-class reserves in this state.  

Small Business Development Corporation � Adjournment Debate 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [5.28 pm]: I rose to speak yesterday about the future of 
the Small Business Development Corporation and also the business enterprise centres that are dotted around the 
state. I also endeavoured to ask a question yesterday of the Minister for Regional Development with respect to 
the future of the Small Business Development Corporation, particularly in relation to the business enterprise 
centres. What I really was looking for from the Minister for Regional Development was that he would provide a 
commitment to small business people, not only those within the metropolitan area�I guess that would be more 
directed at the Minister for Commerce�but also for the people who use the services of the business enterprise 
centres throughout regional and rural Western Australia.   

I asked the Minister for Regional Development today about the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western 
Australia�s 2009-10 pre-budget submission to the Western Australian government, which calls for the 
privatisation of many of the functions of the Small Business Development Corporation and the absorption of 
other functions into other agencies. I asked whether he, in his capacity as Minister for Regional Development, 
supported the dismantling of the Small Business Development Corporation and the many regional small business 
centres that this would entail. If he answered no, I wanted to know whether he would commit to opposing any 
move by the government to privatise or dismantle the Small Business Development Corporation; and, if not, why 
not. If he did not support dismantling the Small Business Development Corporation, I asked whether he would 
communicate this lack of support to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia in a clear and 
unequivocal way; and, if not, why not. If the minister answered that he supported the dismantling of the Small 
Business Development Corporation, I asked whether he would explain this support and also explain to regional 
small businesses why he intends to abandon them in this way. 

Given the amount of effort that I went through to get this question asked, I must say that the response was very, 
very disappointing to say the least. In fact, the parliamentary secretary on behalf of the Minister for Regional 
Development responded by saying that the Minister for Regional Development is working closely with the 
Minister for Commerce on a number of issues affecting regional development, including small business 
development corporations. I was asked to refer any specific questions about small business development 
corporations to the responsible minister; namely, the Minister for Commerce. 
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The first thing that struck me was just how close the Minister for Commerce and Minister for Regional 
Development are. It would appear that they are very, very close indeed. I wonder whether people who voted at 
the last election for the National Party, which ran very, very strongly on the issue of looking after regional and 
rural Western Australia, would be happy with this cosy arrangement. I am sure that people who voted for the 
National Party when they filled out their ballot papers were of the belief that the National Party would look after 
regional and rural Western Australia and, in particular, small business in the regions. However, instead of 
looking after small business in rural and regional Western Australia, the Minister for Regional Development is 
simply wiping his hands of this whole thing and saying, �I am not interested. If you want an answer, you go to 
Mr Buswell of the Liberal Party because he is going to be making the determinations in respect of this matter.� I 
must say that I am very, very disappointed. I do not doubt that when I communicate this to all those regional 
areas that have a business enterprise centre, they also will be very, very disappointed. They will ask themselves 
why they voted for Brendon Grylls and the National Party at the last election. Brendon Grylls promised that he 
would look after regional and rural Western Australia, but instead he is a minister who has wiped his hands of a 
key regional and rural issue; that is, the future of the business enterprise centres. I will list the locations of these 
business centres because I think it is very important to put on record all the people who will be let down. They 
include the people of Kununurra, Derby, Broome, Port Hedland, Karratha, Carnarvon, Geraldton, Kalgoorlie-
Boulder, Esperance, and, of course, a number of people in the south west. Centres south of the metropolitan area 
are in Rockingham, Mandurah, Bunbury, Busselton, Manjimup, Bridgetown and Albany. In the wheatbelt we 
have a number of them in Merredin, northern Corrigin and Narrogin. It is very, very important that the people in 
those local communities are aware of the future of their business enterprise centres. If anyone thinks they do not 
play a very key role in those communities for small business operators and small businesses in those 
communities, then they are very much mistaken. These small business centres offer free assistance and support 
to new and existing businesses through a range of services, including free practical business assistance; referral 
to specialist advisers such as accountants, lawyers or whatever else is required; and assistance through a maze of 
government departments and regulations. Maybe the Minister for Regional Development thinks that there will 
not be a need for this particular service because the red tape reduction strategy is going to take care of 
everything�but I can assure them that that will not be the case! They also provide business workshops, business 
information, and a range of other services. This is a very, very worrying sign. This is probably an indication of 
how the National Party members in this cobbled together, feeble government that it is � 

Hon Simon O�Brien: You were the first cab out of the ranks to say come and hop under the covers! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hon Simon O�Brien, never in my wildest dreams would I entertain the idea of 
hopping under any cover with you! He needs to get that through his head! If that was the implication, he can be 
assured � 

Hon Simon O�Brien: That was a completely unnecessary warning, I assure you!  

Hon Kim Chance: I think it�s time we went home! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is very, very serious and what worries me is that this is the way that the 
National Party will deal with the Liberal Party component�we will not go into the Independent component of 
this cobbled-together government. Mr Grylls is a junior minister who, in some ways, is looking up to the 
Minister for Commerce�goodness knows why he would look up to him, given his reputation of the past! 
Nevertheless, clearly in some way Mr Grylls does not feel that he has the right to express his view or his desire 
to actually determine or frame government policy in this particular area.  

The small business people out there in regional and rural Western Australia wanted Brendon Grylls to say that 
the future of the Small Business Development Corporation is not negotiable. They wanted Brendon Grylls to say 
that the future of small business enterprises is not negotiable. Instead, he has not given them any lifeline. They, 
in my view, together with the Small Business Development Corporation, have no future. This is a very, very sad 
reflection on this government, and Brendon Grylls.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral � Leader of the House) [5.38 pm]: One thing about the so-
called cobbled-together government is that it is actually on this side of the house, and the member is on that side 
of the house. That is the significant change that has happened since 6 September last year. One of these days 
members opposite will recognise they are now the opposition and not the government anymore. I ask Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich whether she has contacted Julia Gillard about the unfair dismissal laws, because that is the 
main issue facing small business in Australia today, far and away out of anything else that she has been talking 
about today.  

Secondly, in respect of the matters raised by Hon Jon Ford, I always take on board the honourable member�s 
comments, and I will read them. If there is anything that can be done that can help the circumstances, obviously 
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we will do it. I do not get any satisfaction out of seeing what is happening in the rock lobster industry. I would 
rather they were catching 14 000 tonnes and dropping off a couple every Friday afternoon at my office, but that 
is not happening for obvious reasons. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The trouble is, there are not too many there and I did not cause the problem; I am 
trying to solve the problem. I will take advice from every source that is available to try to solve the problem.  

With respect to Hon Giz Watson, who does not want Gorgon to spend $50 billion in Western Australia, I just 
cannot believe that at a time like this a political party would get up and say it does not want that level of 
investment and expenditure in Western Australia and the jobs that go with it�not just the direct jobs but the jobs 
that will be created for the development of that project. It is massive. We have been waiting a long time for it. If 
it is going to be worth $50 billion and involve five trains, let us put both arms out and say, �You�re welcome to 
come to Western Australia; bring it on immediately.� 

Question put and passed.  

House adjourned at 5.40 pm 

__________ 

 

 
 
 
 
 


