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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [5.40 pm]:  I have had another thought, Mr President.  I had been 
commenting on the state’s finances and the fact that quite a deal of money flows into the state’s coffers from 
taxation and other sources, including the bonus of the goods and services tax.  One of my real concerns is that a 
lot of that money is not flowing into infrastructure projects.  Road funding and the like will suffer.  Immediately 
following that issue in the Governor’s speech he referred to trade and ports.  One of the major opportunities to be 
faced by Western Australia and Australia in the near future will be the export of materials along rail and roads 
and through ports in an efficient manner.  I will touch on that issue a little later, because a committee on 
development within Australia made some statements that are very pertinent and should be taken into account. 
Firstly, I will touch on tourism.  It has been pointed out that tourism is of great benefit to the economy, but some 
of the projects that would facilitate tourism, such as the Lancelin-Cervantes road, the Hyden-Corrigin road and a 
number of other roads around the state, have not been built, and that impacts on the opportunities people have to 
visit some of the very prominent tourist attractions along our coast.  Of course, the coast is developing at an 
enormous rate and as we move north the property values have blown out substantially.  While that is of benefit, 
we need to make sure that those facilities are easily accessible to people. 
I recently had the opportunity to attend a number of meetings.  One that I was asked to chair was in the 
Greenough shire and it was to do with the land care regulations.  Something like 60 or 70 people from the 
various shires around the mid-west region attended that meeting to identify their concerns about the clearing 
regulations.  People from the Department of Environment attended and I thanked them for coming along.  There 
was also a representative from the Western Australian Local Government Association.  It was an enlightening 
meeting.  When I was asked to chair it I was told that I would get stoned.  I said I was prepared to take on 
anything.  However, it was a well-conducted meeting and the people in the audience were well controlled.  They 
asked their questions in a meaningful manner.  At that forum we went through the regulations that were in front 
of us and, as a result, a number of questions were asked - about 15 pages of them in fact - and answers were 
given.  Some of the questions dealt with clearing along fence lines and the fact that there was not enough room 
along the edges of fence lines to allow people to travel and to clear along them.  If there is a fence line alongside 
a local road, the local government has to give permission to clear the land in that section, and that is causing a 
deal of consternation among landowners and shire councillors.  On top of that, if the people doing the clearing 
come across an endangered species or anything like that, they must seek permission from the Department of 
Conservation and Land Management to continue.  The message got through to these departmental people.  I do 
not think they clearly understood the issue.  They handled the explanations quite well, but they did not 
understand the frustrations.   

I would like to go through two of the questions that were asked at that meeting.  The first question was -  

How should Local Government Authorities deal with the situation where they are requested to 
undertake Private Works on private land, who is responsible in determining if 1ha has been exceeded 
during a particular financial year by the land owner as an accumulated total of other limited clearing 
on their land during this period of time?   

Should Local Government Authorities insist that Private Work request forms are structured in such a 
manner that the land owner exempts the Local Government Authority from any litigation, or will DoE 
pursue prosecution against both the land owner and the Shire who undertook the clearing work on the 
land owners behalf in the instance of any breach of the regulations? 

This is where we get into a lot of trouble, but the answer that came back was as follows -  

Like many other exemptions, the owner (which for local roads is the local government authority), may 
give prior authority (this needs to be documented, for example, by letter or through a notice) for another 
person to undertake the works.  The same for private property is also true, namely that the private 
property owner could given prior authority to the local government to carry out work. 

Legally, either the person undertaking the clearing or the owner could be responsible for exceeding the 
one hectare per financial year, depending on the circumstances.  For example, if local government 
carried out the clearing in accordance with a written authority from the land owner (and the clearing 
was less than 1 ha), and the land owner had already cleared one hectare for the purposes allowed in 
regulations, the land owner would be responsible.  The Department of Environment’s enforcement 
policy considers such issues when determining what action, if any, should be taken for a breach of 
regulations.  Further details of the policy are contained later in these responses. 
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As I said, there are 15 pages of this.  The answer continues -  

It is not possible to simply exempt oneself from prosecution.  The DoE will look at the circumstances 
when undertaking any investigation.  The Shire would need to seek its own legal advice as to whether 
there area any arrangements that it could make to reduce the likelihood of it being liable. 

It is obviously very complicated.  One of our requests during the passage of the legislation through this place 
was that there be a clear explanation of what was going on.  Clear explanations should be made.  The 
complication is that while the DoE might think something is okay, the matter then goes to CALM when rare and 
endangered species are involved, and that creates a complication.  That means people have to go back to square 
one.  They never find out whether the road can be built.  It just goes on and on.  When financial arrangements are 
put in place to build a road and people run into these problems, obviously the finances have to be shifted 
somewhere else while the road construction is sorted out, from the point of view of both DoE and CALM.  It 
needs to be clearly understood that these issues are involved.   

I will read one more question -  

Will DoE alter its interpretation of the regulations to allow a person other than the local government 
authority to clear the 1.5m into a road reserve when a landowner is constructing or maintaining a fence 
line without any prior approval (written or verbal) being obtained from the local government authority. 

The answer provided by the Department of Environment was as follows -  

It is not possible to allow adjacent land owners to clear without prior authority from the local 
government authority.  In addition, any clearing under the regulations must consider whether the area is 
part of an environmentally sensitive area as such clearing would require a permit.  Although it may be 
legal to use a notice published in a newspaper to provide the prior authority, there are possible issues 
with this.  The notice would need to specify to which roads it applied, to ensure that roads not under the 
control of the local government were not inadvertently cleared.  The local government may also be 
legally exposed should a landowner clear an environmentally sensitive area. 

That gets back to what I was talking about earlier.   

It continues - 

A better solution may be for the local government to publish a notice suggesting that landowners who 
wish to clear may do so if they contact the local government.  Local government could then check the 
area in question for environmentally sensitive areas, and give verbal approval if none exists.   

Not many shires are prepared to do that nowadays.  It continues - 

This could be followed up with written confirmation.  It is suggested that local governments prepare a 
proforma letter to facilitate this. 

Where local government wishes to allow for an area greater than 1.5m to be cleared on the road reserve 
to maintain a fence line, this would need to be part of a purpose permit application. 

These issues are not as clear cut as people would like to believe.  We certainly have a lot of problems with this.  
As I said, the meeting was well and truly controlled.  Obviously, it could have got out of hand, but it did not.  
However, the issues that are enunciated in this document as answers from the department really just explain the 
problems.  There needs to be some communication between the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management and the Department of Environment to sort out some of the problems around the place.  I 
encourage the Minister for Agriculture to talk to those people.  I have all the questions and answers in front of 
me, if the minister wants to see them.  However, I am sure the Minister for the Environment would have them in 
her department.  These answers were e-mailed by Sarah McEvoy, and she was a pretty competent person at the 
meeting.  Although the answers are complicated, they cover the issues.  However, I am just saying that other 
issues crop up throughout the area.  I will leave that with the Minister for Agriculture. 

I wanted to cover another issue.  The minister will be interested in this also.  A mid west strategic infrastructure 
forum was held recently in Geraldton.  The minister will know that an enormous number of infrastructure 
projects are being put in place in that mid west region.  Of course, the mid west region extends up to the north 
and covers all the mining country.  However, the issue for Geraldton and for the infrastructure in that area will 
be quite interesting in the future.  I am not saying that all of these projects will proceed.  There is a multitude of 
projects. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Even half of them would be nice. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The minister is dead right.  Projects are proposed by Mount Gibson Iron Ltd, 
Midwest Corporation Ltd, Aviva Corporation Ltd - I believe that is the coal project at Eneabba - Gindalbie 
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Metals Ltd and Murchison Metals Ltd.  Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd is talking about its own infrastructure 
and the fact that it is looking at priority bins all over the state.  It will bring that down to almost 70 priority 
structures, I think.  I believe that is a very good proposal.  That will lead to the need for bigger trains and better 
roads to service those facilities, and it will mean quite a deal of work.  Iluka also has quite substantial resources 
in that area.  I was interested in the round-up of the development.  I have all the information.  It would take me a 
couple of hours to go through it.  It really needs to be taken on board.  In the mid west region, I believe the port 
that has been built will service what is there, plus a bit of expansion.  However, if any of these other projects go 
ahead, a deeper water port and substantial rail upgrades will be necessary.  On the railway that goes through 
Mullewa, there are 16-tonne axle loadings.  The Three Springs line has about 19-tonne axle loadings.  They are 
very light axle loadings when we are talking about substantial rail traffic on those networks.  We are already 
talking about trains that are just short of one kilometre long.  They would provide a substantial economic boost 
to the state.  However, if we are to meet the challenge that exists, we will need substantial rail upgrades.   

I was just looking at some of the proposals that have been put forward in the eastern states, where people are 
talking about going to standard-gauge railways.  It must be borne in mind, of course, that the standard-gauge 
railway to Darwin has just been built.  It will take a long time to cover that, from a viability point of view.  
Earlier I mentioned the water initiatives.  If we are to solve the problems in Western Australia, we will have to 
look at a standard-gauge rail network throughout regional WA.  I am not talking about in the regional south west 
only; I am talking about linking it to the north west and to the ports that can handle it.  That is why I have 
mentioned the Geraldton port.  Of course, Esperance has the deepwater facility, but there also needs to be access 
into the port, which is a very vital issue.  A standard-gauge rail needs to be considered across the network.   

In 2003-04, I think, the mid west area was producing something like $2.4 billion worth of product.  Growth in 
China over the 10-year period has been 9.3 per cent.  In the manufacturing sector, the growth has been 
something like 15.4 per cent.  That is quite substantial growth, bearing in mind that the Organisation for 
Economic Cooperation and Development’s forecast growth was about 2.4 per cent.  If the growth in China 
continues, a substantial infrastructure upgrade will be needed in all those areas.  I understand that people are 
looking at constructing new port facilities in Geraldton.  The port just needs to be put in the right place.  I am not 
saying that the current port is not in the right place.  However, what we have not had before is the desire of a 
company to go there and use it.  If those companies come along, with all the prospects that they have now, and 
sign on the dotted line, a port will need to be built.  The minister knows that when I was a minister in the 
previous government, I signed a memorandum of understanding for the James Point port.  That has not gone too 
far yet.  However, I believe that private enterprise must be used to develop some of these ports.  There is talk in 
Geraldton about private enterprise going in and building a port.  If the projects are there, and if we can get some 
economic benefits from them, we will need to make opportunities available for those people to go ahead and 
build the ports.  They are the sorts of things that we need to understand.  While gold, nickel and mineral sands 
have been the priorities in the mid west area, it looks as though those involved with iron ore, whether it be in the 
raw form or in pellet form, as some people have mentioned, should be given the opportunity to go ahead and 
export the product.   

The big problems are obviously infrastructure and land access.  Labour is becoming a major problem across the 
board.  In fact, we cannot get anybody to drive our tractor, so the minister can send somebody along, if he likes, 
and we will solve that problem as well. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Somebody competent, preferably. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes, somebody who can actually do it. 

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes, 22 May, Hon Peter Foss. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You have to be computer literate these days to drive a tractor.  A pair of warm socks is not 
enough any more. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Nowadays people must be.  That is why I cannot handle it.  However, I believe 
that some of the problems are infrastructure, land access and labour.  Of course, a slowdown in China or Asia 
would have a dampening effect.  However, on the other side, projects in Brazil and South Africa need to be 
watched.  Any decisions on infrastructure and development must be made in the right context, from an 
economics point of view.  However, they are certainly the issues that we need to take into consideration.   

I found it a very interesting day.  I believe everybody there did.  I understand the Mid West Development 
Commission is putting together a paper on outcomes into the future.  However, I reiterate that rail, roads, ports, 
water and electricity are very important, as is gas.  With the new $200 million wind farm that is being 
constructed, there will be 54 different structures.  They will certainly be of benefit. 
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Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We will get to that, Hon Peter Foss.  I am just developing - 

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  No.  Those issues need to be taken into account.  Surely, that will be of great 
benefit to the mid west.  So that Hon Peter Foss is not confused and thinks I will take my seat, I indicate that I 
recently went to the Grains Council of Australia meeting in Brisbane. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  That sounds like the start of a third thought to me.  On that basis, I need 
to interrupt proceedings, and I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells.   

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Before the dinner break I pointed out that I wanted to make some comments about 
the Grains Council of Australia meeting that I attended in Brisbane.  It was one of the better grains industry 
functions that I have been to and the representation from Western Australia was very good.  About 30 people 
from Western Australia attended the conference, along with the 600 or 700 other people.  It was one of those 
conferences at which people had the opportunity to have real input.  Our delegation certainly had the opportunity 
to make its presence known.  The grains industry in Western Australia has a far different focus from that in the 
eastern states.  The emphasis there is on grains for livestock production and other such areas.  The emphasis for 
those people - it was made quite clear to us - was cheaper grain.  It is one of the issues coming out of the single 
vision.  A range of issues is available to the grain industry, including producing cheaper feed grain but by larger 
volume.  Obviously, if more volume can be grown on the same acreage and a similar return can be received as 
that for a lesser volume of higher quality - 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is potentially an issue for this state in the future as well.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I do not think there is any doubt about that from the conversations I have had with 
those involved in the livestock industry about the requirements of the livestock industry in the future.  It may be 
that our dairy industry will move to a dry land area, rather than in the south where, as the minister would know, 
it is on very high value land.  The best way for some of those people to go may be to move into that sort of 
scenario, but it would need a cheaper grain source.  It may well be that things such as feed barley, and maybe 
lupins to a lesser extent, could be put into that mix and we could have another industry in the drier country.  The 
minister would know that the livestock feedlots up near Kalannie and places like that are quite large and of great 
benefit to that area.   

The minister was at the conference, but so, too, was the Chairman of the Wheat Export Authority.  I had the 
opportunity to have dinner with him, as well as with a director of Suncorp, which is a banking organisation in the 
eastern states, and a number of other people.  It led back to the discussion that we are having about the Grain 
Licensing Authority and the fact that a number of people had licences to export grain but had not used them, and 
the impact that had on the pooling system in Western Australia.  As the minister knows, the issue with the Wheat 
Export Authority is about containers, bags and the like.  We have an opportunity to export bulk grains.  One of 
the suggestions that came out of my conversations with some people in the eastern states, including a very high-
ranking person who had been on the Wheat Export Authority, was that a bond may be a way to overcome that 
problem of people who do not use the export licence that had already been granted.  They are having two picks 
at it; they either buy the grain cheap enough to sell it and make a profit or they do not buy it, and that has an 
impact on the Grain Pool through loss of opportunity, which impacts on growers’ returns.  That issue needs to be 
thought about very seriously with regard to the Grain Licensing Authority in Western Australia.   

Minister Warren Truss spoke at the conference and he made it quite clear that the Australian government had 
given its in-principle support to the recommendations that came out of the recent review.  He made it quite clear 
that the current marketing arrangements will continue for quite some time and that the government will lift the 
sunset clause in the legislation at a later time, so that the single desk will continue and the Wheat Export 
Authority and AWB (International) Ltd will have the right to sell the grain.  That was well received by Western 
Australia.  Perhaps some people in the eastern states who want to buy cheaper grain may not agree, but the point 
that should be made to those people is that domestically they can trade that grain without any problem at all.  
That is the missed point in a lot of instances.  One of the grain feed buyers in the eastern states made it seem as 
though he could not make his own arrangements with the grain grower.  I think that is misunderstood by a lot of 
people.  He could well and truly write a contract with anybody from that point of view and sell the grain directly 
to that person.  That was a very good outcome for Western Australia and most of the people were pleased with it.  
I do not want to leave the minister with any misunderstanding about the Grain Licensing Authority.  It is 
definitely of concern to people in this state.  They need some clear understanding of their direction for the future.  
My understanding of the ministerial guidelines that have been put in place is that the minister will review the 
issue.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  We have had the review.  What we have not had yet are my decisions flowing from the 
review.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have not heard the outcome.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I have not made those decisions yet.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Okay, but perhaps my words will be of some assistance to the minister in the 
future.  The person who gave me that advice had been on the Wheat Export Authority.  I will give the minister 
his name later; I do not want to make it public now, but he is a well-known person.   

Another issue I want to touch on is the single vision for the grains industry in Australia.  To some extent it is a 
pretty good document with a pretty good outcome.  First of all, 527 producers and 96 other members of the 
grains industry and the value chain were surveyed to get their views on the issue.  I do not want anybody to 
underestimate the amount of worth in looking at that value chain, because currently the grains industry will not 
get much more out of the paddocks to the grain silo to the buyer.  However, there is an opportunity to gain a lot 
of income in the other area.  Although Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd has been criticised for investing in flour 
mills and the like overseas, that is where the money will be made in the future.  Everybody needs to understand 
that the opportunity for profit may not be so much from selling the grain directly to the buyer; the money will be 
made in the ongoing chain.  It is something that we need to seriously consider.  I know it is a touchy and vexed 
problem, but the answers to the questions that were asked in this survey indicate that the main issue was the 
value of protection or security of their position and fairness for the freedom of choice in the longer run.  That 
fairness and the value of protection or security could be seen in such things as the single desk and having 
industry representation and leaders who will protect the interests of the growers.  A lot of the industry 
representation was seen as quite divided rather than as a single vision, and that is where the vision document 
comes in.  Another issue was wanting protection from the influence of multinationals.  I understand that today 
my good friend in Queensland has said that the growers are having a problem with the multinationals because 
they sell 80 per cent of the produce in some areas.  They have us over a barrel in regard to the produce they buy 
from the growers because they just say, “Here’s the price, you provide the produce.”  That is certainly an issue 
that will come more and more into the discussion.  There is an expectation that the government, in underwriting 
crops, will fail to adequately compensate people.  That is an area about which I have a lot of concern.  Farmers 
are in business just like everyone else is in business.  Everybody has failures and good years.  How people 
balance the good years with the failures is a matter with which business itself must come to grips.  I see a paper 
that the Minister for Agriculture put on my desk about regional farm models and how to go about budgets and 
the like.  That is probably a good outcome. 
Hon Kim Chance:  I thought you would be interested in that. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  It is an issue I have been pushing for quite some time.  It is absolutely essential to 
have a real understanding of one’s own business, not just an understanding of the bottom line but also of all the 
enterprises within one’s business budget.  That is relevant to any business, not just farmers, but perhaps farmers 
particularly in some cases.  
Another issue in the survey on protection and security was the right-to-farm legislation that protects producers’ 
rights to do what they have always done.  We have debated that issue in this place.  Hon Robyn McSweeney 
talked about it when I raised an issue concerning land clearing and the like; however, it is an issue that came 
from the survey.  Other issues raised related to freedom of choice, such as free access to markets by growers so 
that they can balance or optimise their crop mix and maximise their income; a whole-of-industry approach to 
representation that fosters a cooperative rather than collectivist approach; industry-controlled levies; and 
decision making by industry rather than by government, which was an interesting aspect of that issue.  Another 
issue raised was less government interference and a focus on enabling access to resources for research and 
development and markets.  I think we would all concur with that. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Did genetically modified organisms come up in that context, or at all? 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Not in that context, but they were discussed to some extent in sessions when we 
broke up into different groups - focus groups I think is the modern term.  There was some discussion about that 
but we really did not get far enough into the issue to achieve an outcome.  However, it was acknowledged that 
going in the direction of genetically modified organisms could have some positive benefits on drought, rust, frost 
and all those other issues that the minister and I know about - and, because we have been discussing them, 
probably every other member of the house now knows about.  Those issues, therefore, were discussed.  It is 
interesting to note that about 85 million hectares of land across the world are now under cultivation for GMOs; 
that is, about 10 per cent of the land that I have seen in some of the graphs I have in front of me.  I note that 
curbs have recently been put on people selling genetically modified products in Europe.  I think there was 
mention of that in either today’s or yesterday’s press, so there might be some outcomes there that are not very 
good for people who have genetically modified materials.  However, that is an aspect that we will deal with in 
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the longer term.  There is a belief that some effort must be put into removing the inequities that exist in country 
areas.  The cost of living in regional areas could potentially be addressed with zonal and regional tax rebates.  
These are some of the aspects that came out of the survey. 

Surprisingly, the survey was about grains; however, I am pointing out to the minister that these same issues 
come up regularly, and they are about the world, not just the farming industry.  Another issue raised was access 
to medical and educational facilities, which the government could address through the use of the former system 
of doctors and teachers doing some of their service in country areas.  Other issues were the banks’ position in 
valuing and lending against agricultural land.  Surprisingly, other issues were the application of legislation on 
agricultural businesses, such as occupational health and safety legislation; legislation that prevents children from 
working on farms; the application of environmental legislation and regulations that impact on farms without any 
compensation or consideration for their efforts; and the producers’ share of the final grain dollar.   

In the final analysis, the key points from the single vision for the grains industry strategy was the desire to grow 
the value of the industry by diversifying into new markets, to achieve higher margins for producers by capturing 
a large proportion of the industry growth for producers and thereby increase the producers’ share of the growing 
dollar.  That share is now about 19c in the dollar; producers are trying to push it to 25c and then to 33c by 2025.  
There is therefore a need to push the value of the dollar - I will come to another issue in a minute - to ensure that 
added value makes the rural community stronger and more sustainable. 

An interesting aspect that came out of the IBISWorld prediction for 2051 was that the share of the population 
living in regional WA will drop from the 2003 share of 17 per cent of the total Australian population to seven per 
cent, which is a dramatic drop.  It means that 17 per cent of our current population represents 3.3 million, and 
that 17 per cent of the population of 2051 of 31.4 million will represent 2.1 million people.  Therefore, the 
prediction is that the population will drop from 3.3 million in outback Australia - or regional Australia - to 
2.1 million.  That is a dramatic drop considering that the population will grow very rapidly.  There will, 
therefore, be an enormous impact on the coastal fringes of Australia.  Having pointed out that single vision of 
increasing the value for growers and the like, I believe the trip to Brisbane was well and truly worthwhile.  It was 
very interesting to interact with those people in Brisbane.  The Grains Council of Australia has a new president, 
Mr Murray Jones, who some people in Western Australia would know.  He is now in Queensland and he seems 
to be a very likeable sort of fellow.  He will certainly do a very good job from my understanding of the industry.  
It is the first time that I have attended a Grains Council of Australia meeting.  My younger brother was president 
of the Grains Council of Australia some years ago.  I thought the conference gave a good view of the industry 
itself and of some people who buy our grain.  An interesting aspect also that I did not mention was that a 
gentleman who spoke at the conference, Mr Alsani - 
Hon Kim Chance:  United Feed Company, Saudi Arabia? 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes, exactly.   
Hon Kim Chance:  I have met Mr Alsani. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is him, yes.  He made the comment that a lot of our grain and our grain 
quality going to Saudi Arabia was very good, but when it was put into bags it was being mixed and the 
representation of Australian grains was being somewhat reduced because of the mixture and the branding on the 
bags.  In my view that was very disturbing.  Western Australia has a very good product and if mixing the grain is 
happening in Saudi Arabia, the wrong interpretation will be put on its quality.  However, interestingly, it is 
dumped in an open area and the grain is mixed or bagged there and a lot goes back to the customers in bags.  I 
was quite surprised to see some photographs of open grain bulkheads being bagged on the open flat.  It was quite 
an interesting experience. 

Hon Kim Chance:  No chance of a lot of rain damage there though. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  No, obviously not.  I realise that some countries in that area get an inch of rain a 
year on average, and that may fall only once in a long time.  It is very dry country. 

That was the issue concerning the single vision and the Grains Council of Australia conference in Brisbane, 
which I found very interesting and at which I was pleased to represent Western Australia.  Another interesting 
aspect was that I was the only state politician who attended the conference.  The local Leader of the National 
Party was there, Mr Springborg, but nobody else, which surprised me.  I thought the industry deserved better 
than that at a conference of that size.  I thought there might have been other state politicians there.  Obviously, 
Gavan O’Connor, the federal opposition spokesperson on agriculture and the federal Minister for Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry were there, and another minister was there also.  However, I did not think it was a great 
coverage for a conference of that stature. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson interjected. 
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Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I was just talking about Murray Jones.  He did a very good job when he took over.  
Obviously he is living in that part of the world now.  Incidentally, Gordon Bray was a speaker at the conference.  
He is a famous rugby broadcaster.  He related everything back to how people put their points of view.  It was a 
very good evening. 

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  They do it very well, too.  He spoke about how to win.  He did not talk about how 
to lose.  I do not think he is losing; he has a very well-known reputation. 

I will refer to some statements made in an executive summary from a report by the Committee of Economic 
Development of Australia.  I will not go on forever, but this is very important information for Australia.  We 
must put infrastructure in place.  The report states in part - 

Numerous studies have demonstrated the strong linkage between infrastructure investment and 
economic growth.  There is strong evidence that investment in infrastructure has a positive and 
permanent effect on economic output, with a 1 per cent increase in infrastructure spending increasing 
output by between 0.17 and 0.39 per cent.  Moreover, investment in infrastructure generates higher 
returns than investment in other sectors of the economy. 

This document is well worth reading.  It states also - 
New economic modelling of overcoming Australia’s infrastructure backlog - 

There is certainly a backlog in Australia - 
(but not of providing for future needs) in only five of the key sectors - electricity, gas, rail, roads and 
water - shows that substantial economic benefits would accrue.  GDP would increase by 0.8 per cent, 
business investment by 1.2 per cent, housing investment by 1.8 per cent and exports by 1.8 per cent.  
Reduced costs - with CPI falling by 3.2 per cent - and improved living standards of 0.4 per cent would 
also flow from action to remedy this backlog in Australia’s infrastructure. 

There is very good evidence to support investing in infrastructure.  Another point I will make from the summary 
is -  

The trend towards private provision of infrastructure has been reinforced by the emergence of 
significant capital availability in Australia for infrastructure investment resulting from financial 
deregulation and Australia’s superannuation policies during the 1980s and 1990s.  Superannuation 
funds have grown very rapidly in Australia in recent years, from $95 billion, or 21 per cent of GDP in 
June 1998, to $628 billion, or 80 per cent of GDP in June 2004. 

Enormous amounts of money have been invested.  I provide that information for the benefit of members.  When 
they talk about infrastructure being required, they will know that sources of funding are available to cope with it. 

I will finally conclude by talking about what was a great day for me yesterday on Anzac Day.  I went to the 
Anzac service at Geraldton where I heard two outstanding, young people speak.  Their names were Todd 
Houwen and Amber Quadrio, who were both from the Nagle Catholic College.  They could have been from 
anywhere.  They gave me some encouragement for the young people of the future.  They spoke glowingly about 
Australia’s opportunities.  That is a very fair analysis.  When young people give that type of speech with so 
much confidence, it fills me with pride for our future.  The ability of those children to do that was fantastic. 

I could go on for some time about the live sheep export trade and Jones Point, both of which should be 
addressed.  We should get on with them and stop kidding ourselves that we can do without either the live sheep 
trade or facilities such as Jones Point.  Others will have to be developed, and we need to get on with them.  I 
thank members for the opportunity to speak.  It is great to make a contribution to the Address-in-Reply motion. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [7.54 pm]:  In my Address-in-Reply to the Governor’s speech, 
in which government hacks gave the Governor a meaningless compilation of government motherhood statements 
that in my view can only strengthen the republican’s position, I would like to pick up on a number of points and 
notable omissions.  The first is that the government is committed to provide quality and affordable services for 
Western Australians, wherever they live.  Frankly, my first reaction to that was that it was rubbish.  Western 
Australians who live in regional Western Australia long ago accepted that they were unlikely ever to receive 
equitable service provision compared with their metropolitan cousins.  Will the government promise to provide 
equitable access to secondary education to all Western Australian students?  Will the government promise 
equitable access to all health care services and aged care facilities? 
The government makes much of its promise to raise the school leaving age to 17 years, and the wish to increase 
skills training to those students is certainly a sound idea.  However, where would they go?  At Yalgoo there is a 
primary school that finishes at year 10.  Does the government call that equity of access to high school education?  
Will all the district high schools throughout Western Australia be appropriately staffed to provide their students 
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with access to appropriate education?  Is it the government’s hope that even more frustrated parents will remove 
their children from state schools and transfer them to independent schools, thus shifting the burden of 
responsibility?  I certainly hope that some of the direct financial assistance to parents is earmarked for those who 
live in geographically isolated areas and whose children do not have access to senior secondary schooling and 
also to students who move on to tertiary education.  There is a dire need for tertiary students from regional and 
remote Western Australia to receive some financial assistance to offset the costs that are incurred by living away 
from home to attend tertiary education institutions. 
The promise to improve services may well prove to be hollow.  However, as the introduction of one vote, one 
value legislation will serve to silence the voice of discontent in regional Western Australia, the question must be 
asked: who will notice?  The government claims to have a mandate for its introduction, and it may be right, but 
only if it maintains its promise to protect the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Any move away from 
that position would negate its assumed mandate.  Holding that provision and saving Labor seats would show the 
absolute hypocrisy of this government in yet another form. 
My second reaction to the statement that the government is committed to the provision of quality and affordable 
services to people in Western Australia wherever they live is: how wonderfully deceptive this government has 
been.  It promises to continue to be just as deceptive in the near future.  If one sits back and analyses that 
statement, it must be as clear as Alannah’s chardonnay that anyone can make this claim and never be held 
accountable for it. 
I noted with interest the comments made about trade and ports; that is, to cement the state’s reputation as a 
leading, competitive source of exports the government will work to double the number of exporters by 2006.  I 
hope it is not the government’s intention to repeat the events that led to the non-renewal of the employment 
contract of Stefan Frodsham, the former chief executive officer of the Port of Broome.  Brian Burke is said to 
have bragged that during his reign as Premier, he had parachuted so many Labor people into high and mid-level 
public service positions that it would be impossible for any new non-Labor government to arrest his future 
influence over that and future governments.  It is readily apparent that this could have been achieved only 
through the direct influence of his ministers over appointments to various public service positions.  
It is very similar to the direction taken with appointments to regional development commissions and the fact that 
they merely became extensions of government.  The previous minister, now residing in another place, showed 
his ability to follow in Hon Hendy Cowan’s footsteps in that regard.  As we all know, this sort of political 
interference is a precursor to corruption and simply cannot be entertained in today’s enlightened society that 
calls for greater accountability and probity.  One just has to look at the fallout from the Burke era for regrettable 
and unwanted examples of this sort of thing. 
Hon Peter Foss recently referred to the words of Sir Winston Churchill.  From memory, what he had to say went 
along these lines: that democracy is the worst form of government, except for all those other forms that have 
been tried from time to time.  In this context it would also be wise to remember the words of George Bernard 
Shaw, who said, “Democracy substitutes election by the incompetent many for appointment by the corrupt few.”   
Subsequent to Labor’s reign in the period from 1983 to 1993, various inquiries and at least one royal commission 
made numerous recommendations to eliminate ministerial interference and influence in the day-to-day running 
of government agencies.  It is my understanding that one such means of achieving this result was through the 
creation of the Public Sector Standards Commission, which was charged with meeting Parliament’s needs for an 
independent and impartial opinion about merit, equity and probity in the WA public sector.  Notwithstanding this 
worthy motherhood statement and various other attempts to eliminate political interference in public service 
appointments, investigations should be made into whether the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has 
interfered in the staffing of the Broome Port Authority.  It would appear that the minister required the Broome 
Port Authority board to terminate the position of the chief executive officer, Mr Stefan Frodsham, and replace 
him with Mr Jim Ahern, who has no port management experience, no background in government and no tertiary 
qualifications, but who would be sympathetic to the Maritime Union of Australia.   
The port of Broome has developed a reputation for turning ships around faster than anywhere in Australia.  Inpex 
Browse Ltd, Woodside Energy, BHP Petroleum and Santos are among its satisfied clientele.  In the past five 
years every drilling campaign in the Browse Basin, which is second only to the greater North West Shelf in 
hydrocarbon reserves in Australia, has been serviced by the port of Broome with not one day lost due to injury.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan’s desperate attempt to placate the unions by kowtowing to them at the expense of 
ongoing improvements at the port of Broome is blatantly political.  In December 1999 Mr Graham Young from 
the Sydney office of the MUA visited the port of Broome to commence bargaining for a new enterprise 
bargaining agreement  This was the first visit by someone from the union to the port of Broome for many, many 
years.  When it finally appeared that agreement had been reached, the MUA withdrew its support.  On the 
morning of 12 February 2001, two days after the election of a new Labor government in this state, Mr Stefan 
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Frodsham, the then CEO of the Broome Port Authority, received a phone call from Mr Graham Young.  
According to my notes, Mr Frodsham’s file note recorded that - 

Mr Young said to me: “everything has changed, our mob are in charge.  From now on you will do as 
you are told.”  I replied to him that “as far as running the port goes, nothing has changed.  Our 
responsibilities for managing the port are laid down in the Port authorities Act and we will continue to 
run the port in accordance with that Act until such time a Government sees fit to change it”.  He 
threatened me with the loss of my job, saying that he was a good mate of Alannah’s. 

Soon afterwards Mr Allan Griffiths, the chairman of the Broome Port Authority, received the first of many calls 
from Mr Young.  This call lasted in excess of 45 minutes and he told Mr Griffiths that everything had changed 
since the change of government, and that the position of the board and the CEO were on the line. 

There are many people who wish to know to what extent the MUA influenced the selection of the new CEO for 
the port of Broome.  The threats from the MUA continued over the next few days, to the point that on 21 
February 2001 the port sent a detailed supplementary briefing on the port’s industrial negotiations to the minister 
setting out that since the briefing of 16 February was sent, pressure from the MUA on this small port had 
increased considerably.  Recent events included the MUA, firstly, calling the port chairman to say that 
everything had changed since the change of government and that the position of the board and the CEO were 
under threat; secondly, notifying the port that the MUA had issued a warning to Australian-crewed vessels, the 
Australian Maritime Safety Authority and other regulatory agencies that ships should proceed into Broome with 
great caution because of the alleged use of untrained personnel, a claim the MUA later admitted was without 
substance; thirdly, seeking advice from the International Transport Workers Federation whether a general 
warning should be given to overseas-flagged ships; fourthly, threatening to disrupt operations if the port 
continued, as it has done for many years in accordance with the port’s award, to use day workers from time to 
time for mooring and unmooring or stevedoring work at the port; and, fifthly, threatening to wreak havoc at the 
port.  The briefing went on to provide detail about the port’s industrial situation.   

On 23 February, the acting CEO of the Department of Productivity and Labour Relations issued a circular to 
public sector agencies about the government’s new industrial relations policy, stating that employment will be 
regulated by collective agreements and workplace agreements will be phased out.  The Port Authorities Act 
explicitly states that directions given or made by government departments do not apply to ports.  Similar 
legislation exempts other government trading enterprises from public service directives.  On 26 February 2001, 
Mr Richard Farrell, the chief of staff to Hon Alannah MacTiernan, telephoned Mr Frodsham to ask whether he 
had received a circular from DOPLAR and whether he was aware of the new government’s policy.  Mr 
Frodsham answered yes to each question.   

On 27 February 2001 the minister faxed a letter to the port authority, directing that the port comply with the 
government’s policy issued by DOPLAR on 23 February 2001.  However, no other port or government trading 
enterprise had been directed to comply with that new policy.  Broome port was singled out for special treatment 
without any prior consultation by the minister with the port board.  The minister subsequently dismissed appeals 
by the Broome Port Authority against this direction.  The boldness of the MUA in dealing with the board of the 
Broome Port Authority knew no bounds.  In a fax to the Broome port finance and administration manager, Mr 
Paul McSweeney, dated 18 July 2001, Mr Young stated - 

Not to be offensive but, on Friday, Stefan will recommend that the Board approve the Agreement in the 
terms I forwarded to him earlier today and the board will so approve.   

It goes on -  

I have appraised the Minister’s Office of all of the above-mentioned tonight so I guess Stefan will have 
his horoscope read to him once again. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Stefan who? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Stefan Frodsham. 

Two paragraphs later it states - 

In this case, the Boards right to offer AWAs is circumscribed by the Ministerial Directive and 
irrespective of Freehills view of the law, the Board aint going to buck the Minister. 

The threats of the Maritime Union of Australia have come true.  Heads have rolled.  Board members who 
provided dedicated and professional service to the port were dismissed one by one.  Reece Waldock, the former 
Department of Marine and Harbours man and a direct conduit to the head of every important government agency 
in the state, was the first to go in June 2002.  The head of the Independent Schools Salaried Officers’ Association 
of Western Australia, Mrs Theresa Howe, replaced him, reportedly to make sure that the board complied with 
the minister’s industrial relations wishes regarding the MUA.   
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Is that the Broome Port Authority?   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That is right.  The Chairman, Mr Allan Griffiths, was replaced in February 2003 by Mr 
Ian Burston, a miner from Perth.  Only one original board member survives.  It has become obvious that the 
minister has carried out the threats made by the MUA.   

Given Parliament’s need for independent and impartial opinion about merit, equity and probity in the Western 
Australian public sector through the operations of the Public Sector Standards Commission, one would have 
expected Commissioner Maxine Murray to have quickly examined the issue when it was brought to the public’s 
attention by Hon Norman Moore and me.  That does not appear to have been the case.  The commissioner has 
even gone so far as to suggest that the Broome Port Authority might not be subject to examination by the 
commission.  What absolute rubbish!  Since when has a government trading enterprise not been answerable to 
Parliament?  One would surely think that the answer was in the words “government trading enterprise”.  
Unfortunately, I suspect that rather than being answerable to Parliament herself, the commissioner is toeing the 
government’s line.  In other words, we are now going backwards in independent and impartial opinion about 
merit, equity and probity in the WA public sector.   

Given the many concerns that have been communicated to me and given the publicity that these appointments 
have raised in the Kimberley community, I do not think that we should allow this issue to be swept under the 
table.  The recent questions asked in this house on the Broome Port Authority were answered in a manner that 
can only be described as contemptuous, which is fitting given the minister’s remarks when she wiped the 
concerns away as mere twaddle.  I inform the minister that the concerns are very real.  Her highfalutin dismissal 
does not deceive the people of the Kimberley and certainly does not deceive the people of Broome.  I will quote 
from a letter published in the Broome Advertiser of Thursday, 24 March 2005, which was sent in by Allan 
Griffiths, the former chairperson of the Broome Port Authority.  It was a very long letter.  It states in part - 

Surely, Dr Burston can see that the reasons that some community members and the Chamber of 
Commerce are calling on the Premier, as Minister for Public Sector Management, to undertake an 
inquiry have got nothing personally to do with the Mr Ahearn.   

It has everything to do with the process that was used to remove the previous CEO. 
Clearly, the minister and the minister’s staff have acted ultra vires the Port Authorities Act, and it is certainly my 
hope that there will be a parliamentary inquiry into this matter.   
I now turn my attention to another heading in the Governor’s speech, that of energy.  Predictably enough, in two 
small paragraphs it failed to establish any long-term vision for the state’s future requirements.  In neglecting 
vision for this state’s energy requirements, I refer to the schizophrenic and utterly hypocritical policy of the 
Gallop government to uranium mining and other things nuclear.  This bizarre policy demonstrates to many that 
the government has allowed itself, during its first term, to become a puppet of the socialist lunatic left embodied 
by the Greens (WA).  First, I wish to say that I have respect for the traditional left of the Labor Party.  They are 
generally not against development; rather, their objective is to see that workers share in the benefits and wealth 
that development brings.  Unfortunately, there is very little of the old left in the present day Labor Party, or for 
that matter in the trade unions.  Geoff Gallop is certainly a case in point; he is really just a half-baked Trot, as 
any perusal of his university record would certainly show.  Up until 1976 the policy of the once great Labor 
Party was to mine and process uranium.  In fact, it was the federal Labor government formed by John Curtin that 
first encouraged the exploration and mining of uranium in Australia.   
To demonstrate just how foolish is Geoff Gallop’s ban on the nuclear industry, we need only consider smoke 
detectors.  This humble and very cheap gadget protects the majority of Western Australians every day, and often 
saves their lives.  In fact, an article in The West Australian of 2 April described how the lives of an elderly 
couple living in Mundaring were saved solely by their smoke alarm waking them early in the morning after their 
house was engulfed in flames.  Smoke detectors unobtrusively go about their lifesaving work by emitting very 
small amounts of alpha radiation that ionise the air within the detector, enabling a small electric current to flow 
through the air between two electrodes.  However, when smoke or heat inhibits the passage of the alpha 
particles, the current drops and the alarm goes off.  One should not worry about what happens to all the alpha 
particles that are floating around; they rapidly convert to helium gas.  If one cared to collect that helium, it could 
be used to inflate kids’ party balloons.  What do smoke detectors have to do with the hypocrisy of this 
government and its nuclear policy?  Smoke detectors are made using nuclear reactor waste.  The reactive 
material used in smoke detectors to emit alpha radiation is called americium 241, the symbol for which is Am 
and the atomic number is 95.  It was discovered by Albert Einstein and his colleagues during their work on the 
Manhattan Project, which involved the manufacturing of the atom bombs that ended the Second World War.  
Americium 241, which is now used in smoke detectors, is a decayed product of a plutonium isotope and is 
produced in many of the hundreds of civilian nuclear reactors that are now in operation around the world.  Those 
reactors cleanly and safely produce more than 25 per cent of the industrialised world’s electricity.  There can be 
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no doubt that the smoke detectors promoted by this government are entirely reliant on the nuclear cycle for their 
existence.  Here is the problem for the Gallop government: there are hundreds of thousands of smoke detectors in 
WA at present, which require for their manufacture the mining and conversion to nuclear fuel of probably 
thousands of tonnes of natural uranium.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  They are compulsory in new houses.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That is right.  Despite the Gallop government’s anti-nuclear policy, it promotes the use 
by all Western Australians of a product that is derived from the end stage of the nuclear cycle; in other words, 
the reprocessing of reactor waste.  However, the same government considers that the most benign part of the 
cycle - the mining of natural uranium - is too dangerous to be permitted in WA.  Poor old Geoff is in a real bind.  
If he does not ban smoke detectors, he is a hypocrite.  If he does ban them, he is a fool.  Since those positions are 
not mutually exclusive, it is of course quite possible that he is both.   

I should also point out that more than 50 000 people in Western Australia undergo some type of radiation 
diagnosis or treatment each year.  The nuclear minerals for this often lifesaving treatment are typically 
manufactured in nuclear reactors, mostly the reactor at Lucas Heights.  Despite the enormous health benefits 
enjoyed by the people of Western Australia from the great amount of imported nuclear medicine, the Gallop 
government refuses to allow even one item of low level waste from the reactor - a pair of old gloves or overalls 
worn by a technician - to be simply and safely stored in Western Australia.  Geoff is again being a bit 
hypocritical.  Both he and his ministers demand access to the abundant lifesaving products from Lucas Heights 
but refuse to even consider accepting our fair share of the waste products.  This government should perhaps have 
paid more attention to the Laverton Shire Council last year when it very sensibly expressed some interest in 
doing its bit for the people of Western Australia by accepting storage in its shire of some waste products.  
However, unfortunately the government demanded that it retract its offer.   
Hon Peter Foss:  Probably with threats. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes.  I am sure members are enthralled by some items of nuclear trivia.  However, the 
reason I raise the issue of this Gallop government’s naive blanket ban on uranium mining is the detrimental 
effect it has on the goldfields region in particular, and Western Australia as a whole.   
There are well over 100 000 tonnes of uranium in the few known deposits in Western Australia.  According to 
international experts, this will very soon be worth more than $10 billion.  There is a ready and willing market 
among WA’s key trading partners.  Japan, South Korea and Taiwan all rely heavily on nuclear power to sustain 
their economies, which in turn power economic growth in WA.  China too is keen to buy Australian uranium and 
will soon be permitted to do so once a stringent bilateral agreement for its use is in place.  None of these nations 
has significant indigenous supplies of uranium, and it is becoming increasingly scarce, so all of those countries 
are lining up to see whether they can buy from Australia.  It is almost certain that a competent Premier in 
government could lever sales of other WA commodities, such as liquefied natural gas, on agreements to supply 
uranium to these nations.  Rather, during its first term, the Gallop government sought to bring a bill to this 
Parliament that, if enacted, would forever deny the people of WA the enormous financial benefits that 
development of a $10 billion resource would bring, including the hundreds of millions of dollars of royalties and 
taxes that would help reduce the high tax burden that is now imposed on the people of Western Australia.  
Uranium mining would also deliver significant benefits to regional Western Australia, particularly the goldfields 
region.  These benefits are astonishingly large and diverse.  I am advised that situated about 250 kilometres north 
east of Kalgoorlie-Boulder in the water saturated Officer Basin - I have been told the correct geological name for 
that area is the Gunbarrel Basin - lies a very unusual mineral deposit that has the ability to develop very 
significant financial, social and infrastructure benefits to the goldfields region.  Importantly, the deposit is still 
wholly owned by Western Australians.  However, the government’s naive and indiscriminate policy on uranium 
mining is impeding the development of that deposit and is forcing its owners to consider selling out to foreigners 
with deep pockets, who would be more than happy to sit on it until an enlightened government came to power.  
The Gunbarrel Basin deposit, as I will call it, consists of a bundle of metals contained within a seam of oil-rich 
ground coal otherwise called an oily lignite.  The common valuable metals in this deposit include nickel, cobalt, 
gold, uranium and possibly platinum.  While all of these metals are present, none is of a particular high grade.  
Like the massive Olympic Dam deposit in South Australia, now in the process of being acquired by BHP Billiton 
for many billions of dollars, the capacity of the Gunbarrel Basin deposit to deliver major benefits to the 
goldfields region is dependent on whether its small output of uranium by-product could be sold.  The amount of 
uranium involved would probably be less than five per cent of Australia’s total production by the time the 
deposit was developed, even without any impediments imposed by the WA government.  
As a digression, it is worth noting that uranium is a common constituent in coal.  Coal is in effect a giant carbon 
sponge that grabs all manner of metals.  It is not widely known that there would not be a coalmine in New South 
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Wales or Queensland that does not contain uranium or radium in parts per million.  I suspect Collie coal is the 
same.  
Hon Peter Foss:  Coal-fired power stations emit more radioactive material into the environment than nuclear-
powered stations. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Exactly.  On combustion of the coal-fired power stations, this radioactive material 
either goes up the stack or out the fly ash where it is inevitably leached into the environment.  As Hon Peter Foss 
just said, coal-fired power stations emit more radioactive material into the environment than nuclear power 
stations operating in democratic nations are allowed to.  I am not suggesting that these emissions are hazardous; I 
am merely highlighting the stupidity of imposing a blanket ban on uranium mining, because such a ban cannot 
be achieved without gross hypocrisy on the part of the government.  If the deposits were developed, they would 
also deliver a massive energy source to the region, the state and even the nation.  It could even facilitate the 
supply of potable water to the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder that it so desperately needs for its future growth.  What 
is more remarkable about the Gunbarrel Basin deposit is that it contains the only known commercially 
significant resource of scandium in the world.  Scandium is one of the rarest, most expensive but most keenly 
sought industrial commodities in the world today.  Its principal use is in the manufacture of super aluminium 
alloys.  More than 2 000 different grades and kinds of aluminium alloys are in use around the world today.  
Many of them are considerably improved by the addition of small amounts of scandium - typically, less than 
0.25 per cent.  Its addition makes weak alloys much stronger, strong non-weldable alloys weldable, and stiff 
alloys plastic and easily extruded into complex shapes.  Heat-intolerant alloys are made far more heat resistant.  
The alloys used to build boats are made much stronger and more resistant to corrosion.  I have also read that 
Smith and Wesson are even using scandium alloys to make 0.357 hand guns.  We do not need a great 
imagination to realise how strong this alloy must be if it is used in a gun barrel.  When in operation, the 
Gunbarrel Basin deposit could produce up to 95 per cent of the world’s scandium.  That is quite a monopoly in 
anyone’s book.  The most dramatic international effect that this major scandium supply will have is to generate 
the first major advancement in the aircraft manufacturing industry for more than 60 years: that being the shift 
from a riveted structure to a welded structure.  Scandium alloys that are both weldable and strong enough for use 
for aerospace applications have been developed and tested by groups like the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration.  The only thing stopping their use is the absence of an existing mine in the world that can supply 
anything like the amount of scandium that even one aircraft manufacturer could utilise. 

However, it is known that the use of scandium alloys would dramatically improve the cost, performance and 
safety of all aircraft.  A preliminary study undertaken by European Airbus has indicated that a commercial 
aircraft made of scandium alloy would be at least 15 per cent lighter and 15 per cent cheaper to build than one 
built using existing methods.  It would also be stronger and require less maintenance.  However, the benefits of 
scandium alloy aircraft are just not financially viable at the moment.   

Large commercial aircraft burn between five and 10 tonnes of fuel per hour when flying in the upper 
atmosphere.  Their emissions are a major cause of ozone depletion, global warming and global dimming.  A 
major reduction in weight would produce an equal reduction in fuel consumption and, therefore, provide a major 
environmental benefit.  

There are also a great number of other applications for scandium alloys, many as revolutionary as aircraft 
manufacturing.  However, unfortunately a massive jump in demand for scandium will not happen over night 
with the commencement of the mining of the Gunbarrel Basin deposit.  It will certainly take many years for the 
aerospace and other aluminium consuming industries to redesign their products and be able to commercially 
retool to use scandium alloys.  Until this happens, there will remain only a small market for scandium.  If the full 
benefit of this internationally significant scandium resource is to remain in the goldfields region, the Gunbarrel 
deposit must be allowed to be developed and its small uranium output sold to ensure that the project remains 
financially viable until a market for all scandium production emerges.  The goldfields region has seen far too 
many major resource projects fail financially only to then be closed or acquired at bargain prices by foreign or 
other groups and then downsized, or the resource pillaged for its high-grade components.  Members of this house 
are fully aware of the fiasco that was Windimurra.  We would not want to see that happen to a resource that can 
supply 95 per cent of global demand for an even more valuable product.   

I mentioned also that the Gunbarrel Basin deposit could also supply water and energy for the region.  The 
processing of the deposit’s lignite oil would generate surplus energy.  It has been suggested that this energy 
could be used to pump water from the adjacent Gunbarrel Basin to Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  It could even power a 
desalination plant if required.  However, it is the massive oily lignite resource within the project that has the 
most potential for the region, the state and the nation.  The size of the resource has not yet been determined 
accurately.  However, it is apparent that there may well be over 200 million tonnes of material that tests show 
contain more than 100 litres per tonne of recoverable oil.  That is a total of 150 million barrels of oil.  There are 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 26 April 2005] 

 p603c-615a 
Hon Murray Criddle; President; Hon John Fischer 

 [13] 

also other huge resources of oily lignite in the goldfields region, including the deposits to the east that are held 
by Heron Resources Ltd.  Collectively, these resources may be the largest oil resource in Western Australia.   

Establishment of an integrated oil, power and possibly aluminium smelting facility in the goldfields region will 
take many years of expensive research and certainly a huge investment in infrastructure.  In reality, it could be 
achieved only on the back of an existing profitable project.  Significant infrastructure could be established near 
the lignite resource.  The Gunbarrel Basin mineral project would meet these criteria.  However, the development 
of the first phase of this resource rests on the foundation of being able to sell a small amount of by-product 
uranium.  It is extraordinary that a project such as this could be jeopardised or delayed because of Geoff Gallop’s 
ill-informed ideological hang-ups and his pandering to the Greens (WA).  The Gallop government, through the 
former minister for resources development, was made aware of this important deposit last year and he was 
requested to support the project.  He declined.  However, we now have a new minister who, hopefully, holds a 
more well-informed position on uranium mining.  Also John Bowler, whose constituency includes the Gunbarrel 
Basin project, is now the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development.  I know that he is well 
aware of the enormous benefits that development of this resource would bring to this region.  I regret that I am 
soon to leave this Parliament.  However, I will be watching closely to see how he and the new minister for 
resources rise to the challenge of facing down the disastrous new left and Green influences in their party, and 
how they will achieve commonsense in the uranium policy of the government of which they are a part.  It may 
take great courage on their part, but the people of Western Australia, particularly those in regional Western 
Australia, deserve nothing less.   

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson.   
 


