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RESERVES (DAMPIER TO BUNBURY NATURAL GAS PIPELINE CORRIDOR) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 September. 

MR B.K. MASTERS (Vasse) [10.11 pm]:  The Liberal Opposition is pleased to offer its support for the 
Reserves (Dampier to Bunbury Natural Gas Pipeline Corridor) Bill 2002.  Essentially, the Bill seeks to extend in 
width three areas of crown land that have been put aside for nature conservation purposes.  They are the Minyulo 
nature reserve, the Badgingarra National Park and the Cane River reserve, the total area of which is about 280 or 
290 hectares.  Although that might not sound like a large number of hectares, in fact the total area of land 
contained within those three areas of crown land is well over 150 000 hectares.  The actual excision of land is 
quite small. 

Clearly, significant economic benefits will be derived from the increase in width of the pipeline corridor once 
new gas pipelines are laid to meet what one hopes will be an increasing demand in the south west of Western 
Australia.  Even though significant economic and, presumably, social benefits will flow from the increase in 
width of the pipeline corridor and any subsequent pipelines, nonetheless it is important to keep in mind that the 
three areas of crown land were set aside for nature conservation purposes.  For that reason, I ask the minister to 
advise later in the debate, either in her reply to the second reading stage or in the consideration in detail stage, 
exactly what will happen to those three areas of land once the excision is carried out.  It is my understanding that 
it is extremely unlikely that there will be any pressure on government to put a bulldozer into the widened reserve 
land and to remove the native vegetation in preparation for a future pipeline.  I hope the minister will say that the 
land will be there for future use should that demand eventuate.  I will be looking for an assurance from the 
minister that, in the short to medium term before a pipeline goes through, that land will continue to be managed 
as if it were either nature reserve, national park or, in the case of Cane River, a conservation park reserve. 

The question then is what will happen to that land once the future pipeline is constructed.  I note that in the 
minister’s second reading speech she said that there is a requirement for a line of sight to be maintained down 
the pipeline easement at all times.  Again, I can understand the need for that, because when one understands that 
the gas in the pipeline is under very high pressure, one realises that if there were any sort of breach of the 
security of that pipeline, very prompt, easy access to the pipeline easement and to the pipeline itself would be 
needed to effect repairs.  Nonetheless, it is important that the minister give an assurance, if that is possible, that 
once a future pipeline is constructed within the easement, there is no intention to leave that as bare ground.  I 
think the minister said in her second reading speech - I am not sure where to find it - that it will be revegetated, 
but to a condition that will, as far as possible, restore the vast majority of the nature conservation benefits or 
values that existed prior to the construction of the pipeline.  I appreciate that trees or other tall vegetation may 
have been present on the pipeline easement prior to the construction of the pipeline.  Clearly, to maintain the line 
of sight, some of the taller vegetation will be actively discouraged from regenerating.  However, I hope that the 
response from the minister will be that native vegetation will be re-established, and that it will be the lower-
growing species of native plants, so that, as far as possible, the environmental values that existed before the 
pipeline was installed in the easement will be restored over time.   

The second issue that I briefly wish to raise now and on which I will ask the minister to comment at a later stage 
relates to compensation.  The question of whether some double standards apply has been raised with me.  I 
understand that when, for example, Western Power chooses to put a powerline through an area of land that is 
under the control of the Conservation Commission or the Department of Conservation and Land Management, 
there must be a payment to the Department of Conservation and Land Management or the Conservation 
Commission - a dollar-per-hectare amount - to cover the loss of environmental values associated with that 
clearing for the powerline, or a dollar-per-hectare payment to allow CALM to revegetate the area back to a 
certain condition.  Obviously, that cannot occur in this instance because, first of all, Western Power is not 
involved, and, secondly, the land will not remain under the control of either the Conservation Commission or the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management.  Instead, I presume the land will move to the control of the 
Department of Land Administration.  Therefore, on that basis, when the next gas pipeline is constructed and 
native vegetation is lost, there will be no Conservation Commission to whom money can be paid.  However, that 
begs the question of whether the Department of Conservation and Land Management or the Conservation 
Commission will be paid some compensation for the loss of those 280 or 290 hectares when that land is excised 
from those three areas of crown land.   

The reason that this is a particularly important issue and the reason that I raise it is that in my electorate at the 
moment some 30 or 40 properties will be affected by a new powerline from Waterloo to Busselton to meet the 
increasing demands for electricity from the Busselton-Dunsborough community.  In total, throughout that entire 
powerline easement, some 65 farmers will be impacted upon by this powerline.  To the best of my knowledge, 
virtually all those farmers support the powerline going through, but they have said loud, long and frequently to 
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Western Power that they believe they are entitled to fair and reasonable compensation for the loss of value of 
their properties as a result of the powerline being placed over their properties.  This is not the time or place for 
me to go into detail on the response Western Power has provided to those landowners.  Nonetheless, there is no 
doubt in my mind or in the minds of other members of Parliament who have been involved in this issue that 
landowners are being significantly disadvantaged and that the amount of compensation offered by Western 
Power for the loss of full use of farming land is inadequate.  Therefore, I ask the minister to provide some 
comment on whether compensation is being paid to either the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management or the Conservation Commission of Western Australia for the excision of these 280 or 290 hectares 
to allow for the expansion of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline corridor.  I am interested in what the 
minister has to say, because of the consequential implications this has for other government activities on both 
crown and private land.   

The Liberal Opposition supports this legislation.  We believe that significant economic benefits will arise from 
any future pipelines placed within the corridor.  However, we have some small concerns of an environmental 
nature.  I hope the minister will respond in an appropriate manner at a later stage of this debate.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [10.21 pm]:  I have a couple of concerns with this Bill.  My first concern 
is why the corridor, which is being widened, will still be called a gas pipeline corridor rather than an 
infrastructure corridor.  We do not know what other services or resources we may want to bring down from the 
north to the south in a few years.  My concern is that if it becomes a gas pipeline corridor, that may mean that in 
three, five or 10 years another Bill will come before Parliament to excise some more land, perhaps for a water 
pipe from the north to the south.  I would be interested to hear from the minister why this corridor cannot be 
classified as an infrastructure corridor.  The explanatory memorandum states - 

A further 614,629 hectares of unallocated Crown land is currently managed by CALM and is proposed 
to be included in the conservation estate in the future. 

A total of 280 hectares will be taken from three designated areas - reserve Nos 27219, 31809 and 46122.  
Bearing that in mind, I intend to move a motion to require the minister to either acquire or redesignate land of an 
area no less than the area excised under clauses 5, 6 and 7 of this Bill - the 280 hectares - and to ensure that the 
land acquired or redesignated is assessed through accredited assessment standards as being of high conservation 
value.  Two of the designated areas are class A reserves and the other is of high conservation value.  My motion 
will seek to ensure that the land acquired is redesignated as a conservation park, national park or a class A 
reserve to ensure that we do not gradually, by stealth, lose our high conservation areas.  I accept that the 
explanatory memorandum states that 4 000 hectares have been added to the conservation areas of this State since 
Labor came to government; however, that was its election promise.  I am sure the community does not want to 
see that what the Government is giving with one hand, it is taking back with the other.  I would be interested to 
hear the minister’s response, firstly, on why this corridor cannot be designated as an infrastructure corridor and, 
secondly, as 280 hectares of land will be taken from a current high conservation estate, whether the Government 
can either acquire or give back crown land to the community to make up for that land.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [10.25 pm]:  Members may not be aware of why we 
are debating this Bill or, indeed, where it comes from.  There has been a lot of debate on energy issues in this 
community and Parliament in recent times.  What strikes me about that debate is the absolute lack of clarity 
about what are basic economic principles.  The privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline 
stands as the largest privatisation that this State has seen and one of the largest in Australia’s history.  In 
privatising the pipeline, the Government of the day had a number of objectives.  There was also a clear 
recognition of the difference between the private commercial interest of the pipeline, whether it be government 
or privately owned, and the broader public interest.  I will briefly remind members of that, because it is 
important in any debate on privatisation or deregulation of a public utility.  The first objective of the privatisation 
was to maximise price.  That is a pretty sensible commercial objective.  Indeed, the price of $2 407 million 
achieved for the privatisation was a high price and generally above what most people expected.   

The second objective of the privatisation was to make sure that there was a benefit to gas transporters and gas 
users in the form of a lower price of transporting gas.  As a result of the privatisation process, the price was not 
left up to random forces.  It was regulated at the time of privatisation that the price of gas transport would fall in 
three steps from $1.22 a gigajoule to $1 a gigajoule.  Consumers of gas gained from the benefit of a 20 per cent 
reduction in transport prices.  There was also a clear recognition that the State would need to expand pipeline 
capacity.   

Although it was not a strict condition of sale, bidders for the pipeline were invited to express their expectations 
of expansion.  The successful bidder, Epic Energy, had an expansion project proposal for a series of increasing 
compression and of looping the pipeline, and planned to spend some $700 million to $800 million over a seven 
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to 10-year period.  Those three public objectives - maximising the price for the community at large, lowering the 
cost of transport for all consumers, and providing an expansion ability - were all key factors of the pipeline sale.   

The interesting question and the point of this Bill was what was the natural monopoly.  I remember at the time 
that the federal agency, the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission, ran around saying that this 
pipeline was a natural monopoly.  A pipeline is not a natural monopoly.  A natural monopoly is something for 
which there is essentially room for only one.  There is nothing magic about a pipeline.  The true natural 
monopoly was the easement.  That was the valuable asset.  People could build another pipeline.  Indeed, we all 
see parallel sections of the pipeline being built.  What was retained in public ownership was the easement.  As 
minister, I made the decision that the pipeline would be privatised but the easement would not.  There was clear 
recognition of public policy issues.  It was also important that the buyer of the pipeline had a capacity to expand.  
The buyer of the pipeline was effectively given a right to expand the pipeline by a series of looped parallel 
sections to ultimately develop a second pipeline.  Therefore, within that 30-metre easement, the pipeline could be 
duplicated.  It was generally thought that one further independent pipeline could be built within that 30-metre 
easement, but there would clearly be safety issues involved in developing it.  For all sorts of good reasons, the 
easement was retained in public ownership, and a long-term decision made for the benefit of the State.  As a 
result of the sale proceeds, a public policy decision was made to expand the easement by widening it from 30 to 
100 metres, and $50 million was retained from the sale proceeds specifically for the purpose of widening the 
easement and creating another associated easement in an east-west direction, to service the interior of the State.  
It was a clear public policy recognition.  I sometimes find it frustrating that, in debates on this issue people 
assume all sorts of things about monopolies and natural monopolies, but never think through what the natural 
monopoly is.  The natural monopoly here was the easement.  As the member for Vasse said, the Opposition 
supports this privatisation.  
The other aspect of public policy was that if the pipeline were taken from public ownership and government 
control, and privatised, there is an element of monopoly - a market monopoly, not a natural monopoly.  For that 
moment in time, it is the only pipeline operator.  Although it was regulated that the prices the operator could 
charge would fall from $1.22 to $1 through the privatisation process, there was also the issue of the prices that 
would be charged thereafter.  The previous Government made a decision to establish the office of gas pipeline 
regulator, which subsequently became the energy regulator.  The theory was that once regulation was removed 
from government it would generate a higher degree of stability and certainty.  Unfortunately, that has not been 
the outcome at all.  The energy regulators in Australia have been a source of uncertainty and risk to investors.  
The pipeline was sold under the assumption that the starting tariff would be $1, and would thereafter be set by 
the regulator, but when the regulator went through his complicated series of sums, according to the national 
access code, he came up with a figure of less than 80c, which was not sustainable.  A fair bit of good sense and 
pragmatism went out of the window simply as a result of a regulator applying an overly complex access code.  
Although people assume that independent regulation will necessarily be in the interests of all parties, the 
experience in this State, elsewhere in Australia and in the United States is that independent regulation can 
actually become a form of market risk. 
On privatisations, breaking up utilities, or whatever the Government wants to do, my simple message to this 
House is to not assume that it is simple.  I find this Government has a naive and unrealistic approach to the 
disaggregation of Western Power.  This Government could do well to look at the experience of privatisations and 
deregulations, because they usually go together and, in this State in particular, to look at the clear distinction 
between private commercial interest and public interest that applied on the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas 
pipeline, and in the AlintaGas sale.  If it does that intellectual exercise and thinks it through, there is a fair 
chance the Government will have successful privatisation and/or deregulation.  If it goes into the task with a hell-
bent philosophical point of view, from whatever direction, inevitably mistakes will be made.  It is important for 
the long-term future of the State that the easement be widened.  I doubt that there will be much extra 
construction activity on the easement for some time, although the pipeline is essentially at full capacity now.  For 
the next couple of years, the capacity will be enhanced by increased compression.  Thereafter there will be 
diminishing returns to increased compression, so the construction of parallel sections of roughly 100 kilometres 
in length will commence.  Ultimately those parallel sections will join up and, by that sheer magical process, we 
will have a second pipeline.   
The federal competition authorities were very much against the way in which the pipeline was privatised.  They 
had some strange view that we had to promote a second pipeline at the time of privatising the first one.  That 
would have cost the State $1 billion in lost sales revenue.  The approach that this Government is taking to the 
disaggregation of Western Power will cost this State $1 billion in lost value of Western Power.  If the 
Government wishes to involve extra private sector players, which I would endorse, it should do it by selling the 
assets.  It should not do it by eroding and diminishing the value of the asset.  There are some very clear lessons 
to be learned from the successful privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline, which this 
Government would be wise to take note of.  
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MS A.J. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [10.35 pm]:  I thank members 
for their comments.  In answer to the member for Vasse, who unfortunately is not in the Chamber to listen to the 
response, I understand there will be no clearing of the vegetation until such time that construction is necessary.  
There will be no pre-emptive clearing.  After construction, vegetation will be restored but will be subject to a 
height limit, because it will be necessary to have signage along the length of the pipeline advising people that it 
is there.  To do otherwise would be dangerous.  The restoration of vegetation will be subject to ensuring that its 
height is limited.  The Department of Land Administration will manage the land.  It has entered into a 
memorandum of understanding with the Department of Conservation and Land Management, to the effect that 
DOLA will maintain the land to CALM standards, and will consult with CALM about the way the land is 
managed before, during and after construction.  A very substantial bond is being held by DOLA, so that if there 
is any failure by the company in the restoration work, money will be available to DOLA to effect the 
remediation of the site.  That answers the questions of the member for Vasse.  Most importantly, there is a 
memorandum of understanding.  

I will respond to the questions raised by the member for Alfred Cove, beginning with the issue of why this was 
not made a more general corridor.  The rights to this land were acquired under the auspices of the Dampier to 
Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997, so the interests the Government has in the land have been prescribed by that 
legislation.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It was always designed to be a general corridor.  It was recognised that communication cables 
would probably run down it at some stage.   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Obviously the previous Government did not tell that to the parliamentary draftsperson.  
The advice we have is that the state corridor rights are creatures of the Dampier to Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997, 
and only exist in land that is in the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline corridor.  Their sole purpose is to 
facilitate the grant of access rights under the Act to the pipeline operators.  The advice of the solicitors is that the 
Government can acquire this land only for the purposes designated under the legislation.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The legislation was simply a vehicle for a general corridor.  

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  That is the view of the Leader of the Opposition.  That may be what the previous 
Government intended, but our advice is that we can acquire interests only for the purposes of a gas pipeline 
corridor, and that future processes under the Native Title Act would have to be undertaken again, should the 
corridor need to be used for other purposes.  I understand that issues of native title do not loom very large on the 
radar of the Opposition, but our advice is that, to expand the scope of the legislation to give it a purpose other 
than that it already has would constitute a future act, and would be in contravention of the Native Title Act, 
unless we went through the appropriate processes.  The Government has no intention of doing that, because there 
is no need at this time to do so.  However, if there were a need for such general access in future, there is no 
reason that we could not consider using that corridor.  However, to do so, we would obviously need to be 
prepared to go through the native title process.  The Government would not do that until there was a need to do 
so. 

The member also asked why the Government was not putting back into reserve another area of land.  As the 
member noted, since we have come into government we have already put a much greater area into the State than 
that which we have excised.  Indeed, we are excising only some 288 hectares; whereas we have put in 4 209 
hectares since we have been in government.  I also point out that the land in question only recently came into the 
conservation estate, and largely through the recent acquisition of pastoral leases.  We intend to continue putting 
more land into the conservation estate and have acquired further pastoral leases for that purpose.  I understand 
the Minister for the Environment and Heritage intends to move expeditiously to add those pastoral leases to the 
conservation estate.  We should, therefore, expect to see in the next year some substantial accretions to the 
overall estate.  We are certainly not stopping at the 4 000 or so hectares that we have currently added to the 
estate. 

The Leader of the Opposition spoke of his achievements as energy minister.  I note that he did not reflect on the 
consequences of the very high price that he attracted for the sale of the pipeline.  Of course, we all know that this 
has become a matter of considerable controversy, because the quid pro quo for having attracted such a high price 
is that the purchaser obviously expects a concomitant return by way of price it can charge for the sale of gas. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  But it does not sell gas.  The transport charge came down by $1.22 to $1.  It is only a question 
of how far the price will fall. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  How far. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is true.  It does not sell gas. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Yes, but that feeds directly into the prices it can charge. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett:  But the price fell 20 per cent.  It is a matter of whether it falls 20 per cent or 40 per cent. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The Leader of the Opposition acknowledged that the matter is before the gas regulator 
and has been the subject of a protracted process, wherein the purchaser has made very clear the point that it 
expects to be able to charge a price concomitant with the price it paid.  As I said, the short-term gains received 
by the State to enable the Opposition to attempt to balance its books -  

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Do you think the State should have accepted less? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I think we must look at the long-term consequences.  The previous Government had a 
great hole in its budget that it needed to address.  The consequence has been that there are now moves to 
substantially increase the cost of the transport of gas.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, the price of gas transport fell 20 per cent. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Temporarily. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, it has fallen 20 per cent.  It is a matter of whether it is 20 per cent or 40 per cent.  It is a 
matter of how big the price fall is. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The Leader of the Opposition can continue to use whatever opportunity he has to 
spruik the success of his reforms.  We do not believe that they have been - 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  He has talked about a lot more than his own achievements.  He has talked a lot about 
privatisation and regulation. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  There are some very sensible comments that one faction of the Liberal Party agrees 
with and the other completely disagrees with.  Hon George Cash, as we know, is a great supporter of the 
electricity reform model that is being promoted by the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  We will see how you get out of the mess we were in. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I am trying to find something that I can respond to in the comments that were made by 
the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr P.G. Pendal:  They are all supporting you.  What would you do if they opposed you?  I reckon you should get 
your rush of blood under control. 

The SPEAKER:  Member for South Perth! 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  If there is any rush of blood, we know where it is coming from and where it is evident. 

Mr Speaker, we are thankful for the support of members opposite and I commend the Bill to the House. 

Mr B.K. Masters:  Are you able to offer a comment on the compensation question I asked about? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No, because that is not directly relevant.  That was about compensation to the 
member’s - 

Mr B.K. Masters:  No, I am asking whether there will be any compensation paid by the Government or the 
Department of Land Administration to the Conservation Commission of Western Australia or the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management for the loss of those 288 hectares? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  No; just as CALM does not pay for the land that we put into the conservation reserve. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1:  Short title - 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I do not accept the minister’s comments on the title of the Bill.  In the second reading 
debate, some members made adverse comments about the minister’s reply to the Leader of the Opposition, who 
led me to believe that this could be called a general infrastructure corridor rather than the Dampier to Bunbury 
natural gas pipeline corridor.  That would then allow the corridor to be used for purposes other than a gas 
pipeline corridor should the need arise in the future.  The minister stated that the solicitor’s advice was that this 
could not be done.  However, I wonder whether the advice was sought about this amendment, which I placed on 
the Notice Paper several weeks ago.  If the minister has the solicitor’s response with her, I would like to hear 
more of the reason that the minister is objecting to the amendment. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  It is very clear from our advice that the legislation provides for this to be confined to 
acquisitions for a gas pipeline.  The Leader of the Opposition has made some extraordinary comments.  I am 
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advised that it was put to him at the time he was the Minister for Resources Development that it be made a 
general corridor.  I understand it is recorded in the minutes of the gas pipeline sale steering committee that the 
then Minister for Resources Development determined this was not to be the case and it was to be confined to a 
gas pipeline.  As I have explained, that is what the legislation describes it as.  To change its purpose would be 
considered a future act under native title legislation and would require us to go through the native title process 
for the entire corridor.  We are not prepared to do that until and unless there is an actual need to do that.  It would 
be a waste of endeavour.  That is not to say that at some future stage it might not be possible to change the 
legislation and to go through the Native Title Act process.  We are not doing that today.  It would be a very long 
and complex process. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister is wrong, but technically correct.  During the sale process - 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Wrong but technically correct?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is late at night but the minister should concentrate. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Wrong, but technically correct.  What an oxymoron.  Perhaps, just a moron. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  If the minister displayed the slightest bit of courtesy to this Parliament and listened, she 
would find from her adviser - who I presume is from DOLA - that during the sale process there was a matter of 
timeliness and that the existing pipeline corridor operated under the existing legislation.  The easement was 
widened according to the intention that it would always be available for multipurpose use.  I accept what the 
minister says about native title.  Installing a different type of infrastructure, such as telecommunications cabling, 
may well invoke native title proceedings.  I place on record that it was never intended that the easement would 
have exclusive long-term use by a gas pipeline.  That is a fact.  If the minister doubts me, she should contact 
members of the steering committee.  It was done under existing law because that was the easiest way.  It was 
always the intention that it would be a multipurpose easement at some stage.  The only foreseeable use was gas 
pipeline expansion and, possibly, telecommunications.  That is why $50 million was preserved.  I hope that 
$50 million has been preserved by this Government. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  In relation to that last matter the Leader of the Opposition is technically wrong.  It is a 
$40 million reserve.  I have never said that it was not possible, at some future stage, by way of alteration of the 
legislation, to change the purpose of the corridor.  Under the legislation as it is currently configured, it is 
exclusively for the natural gas pipeline.  As I said to the member for Alfred Cove, it is possible to change the 
legislation and we could go through the future act process and change it if it were deemed necessary.  We are 
advised, however, that because of the way the legislation was prepared, the current use is confined to the gas 
pipeline.  I made it quite clear before the Leader of the Opposition spoke that I accepted that, at some future 
stage, we could change it.  Under the law as it stands we are constricted to natural gas pipeline uses.  Until such 
time as it becomes evident that there may be another use we do not intend embarking on the process of changing 
the legislation or going through the future act process. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  My advice is that two or three gas pipelines can be laid within 30 metres.  My concern is 
that the minister is stating “until such time”.  Why is it until such time?  If the area is not to be used now, why is 
the Bill on the Table?  Why do we have to deal with the Bill now and excise that area; why cannot we leave it to 
a later stage when it will be used and do things properly so that it becomes a general infrastructure corridor?  We 
should not be taking land just for a gas pipeline.  Why should we not wait three to five years to determine 
whether we need it for a gas pipeline or an infrastructure corridor?  If we do not need it now, why can we not 
look into it a bit further when the need arises?  We can then decide whether more land must be excised or 
whether land currently set aside for the gas pipeline corridor can be used for a multipurpose corridor. 
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  We are doing this now because it was part of the original design at the time the 
pipeline sale took effect.  There was concern that national competition payments might be compromised if the 
reserve was not large enough to include more than one pipeline.  In the design of the sale it was anticipated that 
the widening would be put into effect.  It is to give effect to the circumstances that were outlined at the time of 
sale.  It provides for long-term planning and is something that can be done relatively easily.  It can be done 
simply by way of this legislation.  However, if we were to go down the other path that the member wishes us to 
explore and change it at this stage to a general access corridor, it would constitute what is called a future act 
under the Native Title Act.  It would set in train the very lengthy and complex process that native title acquisition 
involves.  Quite frankly, that would be a very expensive endeavour for the State and there is no point in doing it.  
We are fully engaged with the Office of Native Title at the moment in an attempt to get resolution of issues on 
the Burrup Peninsula, in Broome and in a number of other areas where development is crucial.  We would not 
want to tie up those resources engaging in an exercise when there is no apparent or immediate need to do that.   
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The minister says that the extension of the corridor has been set in motion because of 
national competition payments.  I have been advised that two or three gas pipelines could fit within the 30-metre 
reserve.  In that case, why do we have to remove land from the conservation area to extend the reserve to 100 
metres?  Why can the current 30 metres not be used?   
The minister said that the government department dealing with native title might be very busy at the moment.  If 
this Government had a real commitment to native title, it would agree that the sooner this process is commenced, 
the better.  Why leave something like this for another five or 10 years?  Why not start the ball rolling now and 
commence discussions about the possible extension of this corridor?   
Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I have answered the second part of that question twice, and I will not repeat my 
comments.  In relation to the first part of the question, the member is right; it is technically possible to put more 
pipelines within that 30 metres.  Of course, the closer the pipelines are to each other, the more difficult is the 
engineering, and the more costly the exercise.  We are trying to promote the very real possibility of competition.  
We certainly do not want to deter possible entrants into the field by presenting them with an extremely costly 
engineering exercise.  These matters were determined at the time of the sale.  We are simply making the 
legislative amendments to put into effect the undertakings that were made to various players at the time of the 
sale.   
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I accept that the minister will no longer discuss the native title process.  I refer again to 
the national competition payments.  The minister has now stated that it is possible to have two pipelines within 
30 metres of each other.  The advice I have been given is that it is possible to have three pipelines within 30 
metres.  As the minister has her adviser with her, I would appreciate her responding to that point.  The minister 
says that it would be more costly if the pipelines were close together.  Surely in the long run the costs would be 
reduced if two pipelines rather than one pipeline were laid at the same time.  I believe gas pipelines can also 
carry water and possibly other resources.  The minister knows that she has the ability within the current 
allotment of land to meet the national competition standards.  It might be more costly; however, there is the 
ability to lay at least one other pipeline, and possibly a second to carry both gas and water.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Are you saying water can be put down the gas pipeline?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have been informed that there is a way of dividing the pipes.  I would not mind if the 
adviser could clarify whether -  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We cannot imagine how that could be done.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Maybe the information I was given was incorrect.  The minister may well find that very 
humorous.  I do not have the expertise of the people in her department; however, I listen to the community and 
its concerns.  The community’s concern with this legislation is that the Government is once again selling a 
community asset.  The minister talks about costs and attracting business because of the cost.  What about the 
community and the profit for the community?  Who is the minister making these savings for?  She will not give a 
guarantee.  The Minister for the Environment and Heritage has said that, in future, high-conservation value land 
will be given back to the State.  If that is the case, why does the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure have 
difficulty stating that the Department of Land Administration will acquire another 280 hectares to replace the 
280-hectare asset that is being taken from the community to extend this pipeline?   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  This Government also represents the community.  I think the member somehow 
believes that she represents the community but we do not.  Members on this side of the House have been chosen 
by a broad cross-section of Western Australians to be their representatives.  We believe we must get the balance 
right and provide some economic growth and job opportunities for Western Australians.  The provision and 
utilisation of our natural gas resources is crucial for the development of our industry in the south west.  In that 
process some 288 hectares of the conservation estate must be temporarily disrupted.  We believe that is 
reasonable in the light of the economic outcome that will be achieved, particularly when the land that has already 
been put back into the conservation estate is considered.  I have no doubt that over the next few years the 
Department of Land Administration will acquire large tracts of land - far more vast than this 280 hectares - 
which, through the Minister for the Environment and Heritage, will be added to the conservation estate.  This 
amount of land is a mere bagatelle in comparison with what we have already added and what we are proposing 
to further add to the state conservation estate.  This is not something we do recklessly.  Many people in the 
community want jobs.  Many people in the community are crying out for cheaper energy so that our industries in 
the south west can grow.  I do not know whether the member for Alfred Cove has contact with any such persons 
- people who work in industry - but she would know that they also constitute a voice that needs to be listened to.   

As I have said, it is possible in theory to put not just two but perhaps three or even 10 pipelines in the current 
reserve.  They could be stacked on top of each other.  However, in a practical sense it would be incredibly 
difficult and extraordinarily expensive.  The member is talking about a highly sensitive pipeline project that 
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could potentially cause highly volatile damage.  She is talking about bulldozers digging up land in the reserve 
where there is a pipeline.  The member will have seen signs that are placed over areas where there are pipelines 
that warn people of the danger of dong that.  Although in a strict technical sense three, four or five pipelines 
could be put into that area - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, you could only get three.   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  They could be stacked on top of each other.  The Leader of the Opposition says that 
that cannot be done, but he says a lot of things.  Safety and engineering difficulties would effectively make that 
impossible.  An operator would never be prepared to do that.  Members must consider what we are trying to 
achieve.  We are trying to achieve real competition in the system.  For that reason, we have to ensure that we do 
not place engineering hurdles in the path of the process that would effectively eliminate anyone from attempting 
to construct a second pipeline.  In the Government’s view, placing the pipelines within the proximity that the 
member proposed would do that.  This matter was thought through and determined at the time that the original 
legislation was developed.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I move -  

Page 2, lines 3 and 4 - To delete “Dampier to Bunbury Natural Gas Pipeline Corridor” and substitute 
“General Infrastructure Corridor”. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 2 to 7 put and passed.   

New clause 8:   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Does the member for Alfred Cove intend to move the amendment standing in her 
name on the Notice Paper?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I had intended moving it.   

Deputy Speaker’s Ruling 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  In that case, I must rule that it is out of order as it requires a message from the 
Governor under section 46 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act in relation to effective appropriation.  That 
section requires that a message be received, and we have not received one.  Therefore, I advise the member that 
her amendment cannot be accepted.   

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Thank you, Deputy Speaker.  I had approached the minister to ask about the message 
from the Governor.  I would like to move an amended new clause 8.  I move -  

Page 3, after line 28 - To insert the following new part - 

Part 3 — Replacement Land 

8. Acquisition of Land 
 Within 12 months of the coming into operation of this Act, the Minister is to —  

 (a) reserve vacant crown land of an area no less than that area excised by 
sections 5, 6 and 7 of this Act under the General Infrastructure Corridor 
project; 

 (b) ensure that the land reserved is assessed through accredited assessment 
standards as being of high conservation value; and 

 (c) reserve that land as a Class A reserve under the Land Administration Act 
1997 as a conservation park, national park or Class A nature reserve, 

and shall report the same to each House of Parliament within 3 sitting days of so 
doing.   

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  As I have indicated, the Government has already added over 4 000 hectares to the 
estate.  We intend to make considerable additions to this amount over the next 12 months.  Indeed, it is possible 
that up to a million hectares might well be added over the next few years.  I cannot support this amendment.  I 
am not quite sure what it means.  There is reference here to the general infrastructure corridor project.   

Dr J.M. Woollard:  I am happy for an amendment to that to read “under the gas pipeline infrastructure corridor.”   
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Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Given how much land we have already put into the conservation estate and given that 
we have a program that will be laid out over the next two years to make significant additions to it, I do not 
consider that we need to include the member’s amendment for this reserve.  We have more than covered the 
reduction that has taken place by virtue of this project with the additions we have made to the conservation 
estate.  As I said in response to the member for Vasse, it is not as though this land will not be managed 
responsibly.  We have entered into a memorandum of understanding with the Department of Conservation and 
Land Management.  CALM will set the guidelines for the management of this area.  The vegetation will be 
removed only if it is required if a second pipeline becomes available.  At all stages, efforts will be made to 
minimise the disruption.  As soon as the construction is finished, immediate steps will be taken to revegetate the 
area and to use the species endemic to the area to restore the land over the newly constructed pipeline.  I do not 
see any need to agree to the amendment that the member has suggested.  The Government has demonstrated its 
goodwill by the additions it has made to the conservation estate already.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The minister states that the Government has good intentions.  However, I have been 
very disappointed being in Parliament and watching one promise after another being broken.  The Government 
has sold off community assets and it has not kept promises with regard to land conservation.  It has not done 
many of the things that it promised it would do as part of its election platform when in opposition.  Therefore, I 
felt it was important to move this new clause, because I wanted to have it on record from the minister that the 
Government will not acquire only this land.  The minister has said that over the next year the Government will 
acquire more than this land.  I look forward to seeing how much land, if any, the Government acquires over the 
next 12 months.  I am disappointed that the minister is not able to give an assurance that at least 280 hectares of 
high conservation value land will be put aside during this Government’s term of office to account for the land 
that will be taken as part of this gas pipeline corridor. 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  I understand the member’s point.  However, as I said, the additions that the 
Government has made have already far exceeded the reductions, and it has every intention of moving rapidly, as 
the Minister for the Environment and Heritage has just advised me.  Many of the areas of old-growth forest that 
the Government has saved are being added to the conservation estate.  Since we have been in government, we 
have acquired a number of pastoral leases that we are about to add to the conservation estate.  Basically, they 
make this small area of land pale into insignificance.  I am sure that the Minister for the Environment and 
Heritage will report frequently to the Parliament on the many new areas that will be added to the conservation 
estate over the next year. 

New clause put and negatived. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, I have just been advised that there is another amendment on the Notice 
Paper with regard to the title.  Is it the intention of the member for Alfred Cove to move that amendment? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: As my first amendment failed, I do not see the need to move that amendment. 

Title put and passed. 
Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Ms A.J. MacTiernan (Minister for Planning and Infrastructure), and 
transmitted to the Council. 
 


