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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.00 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Energy Reform - Adjournment Debate 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [10.00 pm]:  On this adjournment debate, I wish to refer to energy 
reform in Western Australia.  Members will be aware that I have taken an interest in the Government’s energy 
reform program over the past 12 months or so.  The Electricity Reform Task Force reported last year.  It is fair to 
say that we are now at the pointy end of the process; that is, the implementation stage.  I am concerned that the 
various steering committees, implementation committees and other working committees that are working 
towards the implementation of the Government’s policy may be dominated by employees working for Western 
Power.  If that is the case, the Government’s energy reform program is destined to fail because industry will not 
have confidence in the legislation, regulation and other matters that the various working committees would be 
considering at this stage of the game.  Any fair observer who has taken an interest in the electricity system and 
market in Western Australia would say that there has never been real competition in the market because of the 
dominance of Western Power and, in particular, its influence over network access.  Members will be aware that 
about 12 months ago a number of issues were raised in this House with respect to network access.  The Minister 
for Energy gave a commitment to this House that certain actions would be taken to free up network access.  I am 
appalled that those commitments have not been met to this day - I suggest not necessarily because the minister 
does not want to abide by those commitments, but because of the dominance and influence of Western Power in 
the electricity market in Western Australia.  I have said before to interested parties that I think Western Power 
has hijacked the system.  If the Government does not appoint industry-based people to the various working 
committees that are working towards the process of implementation of the reform program, we will all be losers.   

Last year the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry offered briefings to the Opposition - an 
offer taken up by a number of Opposition members.  It explained its views on electricity reform and the 
Government’s program.  Members of the Independent Power Advisory Group were also present at that particular 
meeting and they, as individual participants in the electricity market in Western Australia, also expressed their 
view.   

From my vantage point I thought those briefings were useful.  They clearly demonstrated the professional advice 
that those groups can offer the Government.  It is clear that the Independent Power Advisory Group membership 
in particular will be the investor group that the Government will try to convince to enter the market once its 
reform programs are in place.  However, it is also fair to say that those investors will not come into this market if 
Western Power has dominated the implementation process, and if the legislation and regulations are written in 
such a way as to unduly favour Western Power’s position in the market.  Given the time frame that the 
Electricity Reform Task Force set out, I expect that the legislation and regulations are now being written if they 
are to be presented to this House in the first six months of this year.  Through the House I say to the Government 
that unless it is able to demonstrate that independent advice has been tendered to it on the implementation 
process, and unless it is able to show that there was a fair balance on the various committees that are working 
towards the implementation process, it is unlikely that industry will continue to support the reform agenda.   

In due course, when the legislation comes to this House, all members of Parliament will have an opportunity to 
consider it.  One of the specific considerations that I will apply to the legislation will be to determine just who 
was involved in the drafting of the legislation and regulations.  I will consult with industry and with those in 
Western Power who are good enough to confide in me on the inner workings of Western Power and the conflict 
that is currently occurring within that organisation as a result of the Government’s decision to pursue electricity 
reform in Western Australia.  If, through that consultation, I find out that Western Power has in fact dominated 
the scene, I for one will not support the process that I believe, if properly handled, would be good for the 
Western Australian community.  I put the Government on notice.  It must ensure that the committees that are 
considering the implementation process are well represented on an industry-wide basis.  Otherwise, the so-called 
reform process is likely to fail.   

Hon Tom Stephens, Betrayal - Adjournment Debate 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [10.08 pm]:  I rise tonight to talk about a matter on which I guess I feel I 
have been betrayed.  I entered Parliament having spent 30-odd years in the car business.  At least in those 30 
years, a nod, a wink or a finger would buy a person a car worth between $5 000 and $50 000, or maybe even 
$100 000, from a dealer.  People bought the right car and got what they expected; there was trust.  I came into 
Parliament thinking that people in this place were the same.  However, Hon Tom Stephens has betrayed me.  I 
believe that he has also betrayed the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs.  Six other good 
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and decent people and I spent six months examining the project.  At the end of the day, the honourable minister 
continued down his normal path and did not follow the recommendation of the standing committee.   

I will go back a little further.  When I put forward the disallowance motion, there was a bit of discussion out in 
the corridor.  The minister told me to send it to the standing committee and it would be fixed from there.  I 
believed that that would happen.  There was trust.  The standing committee did a damned good job, and spent six 
months on the matter, calling witnesses and gathering information.  Ultimately, the minister said that category 1 
swimming pools would be as originally put through Parliament before the disallowance motion.  On 7 May, the 
minister said -  

Young toddlers will die in pools that have isolation fencing as well as those that have just barrier 
fencing.  

He agreed that we should have isolation fencing.  When a deal is done, and then the standing committee 
examines the pros and cons and presents it to the minister, why does the minister change gears at the last minute?   
I suspect that Professor Fiona Stanley - Australian of the Year - had something to do with that.  She did a 
presentation that was full of holes.  She did not compare apples with apples.  She was comparing category 1 with 
category 3, and did not take in category 2 as a consideration.  Sometime after the standing committee’s decision 
to accept categories 1 and 2 as the end result, Fiona Stanley wrote a fairly aggressive letter to suggest to the 
standing committee that she would totally oppose what we came up with.  I am very disappointed that seven 
people could sit down and make this decision, and then the minister could listen to someone at the last moment 
and change gears. 

That upset me with the minister, and I thought I would reflect back on the minister’s betrayal.  I remembered that 
a few months ago, Hon Tom Stephens snuck around behind Hon Paddy Embry at a very crucial moment of the 
one vote, one value debate, taking his mind off the ball for about three seconds, when a vote went through.  We 
subsequently paid dearly for it, because there were no people in the Chamber at the time.  I thought back a little 
further.  When I get upset about someone, I go back into it.  I have had this since I have been in Parliament.  I 
read a story last Saturday about a used car salesman giving everyone in the southern suburbs a Mercedes Benz 
instead of having a railway put through.  I have never had a used car salesman’s licence in my life, and I rang the 
newspaper and told them that.  I have had a dealer’s licence, but never a used car salesman’s licence.  These 
people try to drag my integrity down, but I feel that I have been dudded - this is a word used in the car trade - so 
I went back a bit further.  I decide to look at the 123 pages of debate in Hansard on the gay and lesbian Bill, and 
follow Hon Tom Stephens.  He was paired for 99 per cent of the whole show.  He made no comments on the 
legislation apart from defending himself as a Roman Catholic to Hon Peter Foss on 20 March 2002.  Hon Tom 
Stephens was paired almost every time the House was asked to pass clauses in the legislation, except on 20 
March, when he voted in the affirmative on clause 71, regarding human reproductive technology.  While the 
Government was putting this legislation through, he just disappeared - absent without leave.   

I could go back a bit further, but I will not.  I am disappointed in such people who deceive us.  I thought that this 
was a place in which one could trust other people.  I am disgusted and very upset about this. 

I thought that the swimming pool amendment should have been agreed to.  It was not, and I believe it was a very 
bad mistake on the part of the minister.  The minister betrayed the standing committee, and from now on I guess 
that I will not trust anything that the minister says. 

“Bushland Weeds.  A practical guide to their management” - Adjournment Debate 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [10.17 pm]:  I want to raise with members a book launch that I 
attended this afternoon.  It is particularly pertinent because of the Environmental Protection Amendment Bill that 
the Chamber is currently dealing with, which is to do with environmental harm and issues to do with land 
clearing.  The book is Bushland Weeds.  A practical guide to their management.  With case studies from the 
Swan Coastal Plain and beyond.  After land clearing, the second most important question for biodiversity is 
whether native vegetation in this State can be maintained, given the impacts since European occupation of land 
clearing, fire, the introduction of pests and, significantly, the introduction of weeds.  Environmental weed 
strategies are enormously important to ensure that native vegetation and biodiversity maintain a healthy state. 

The book is also an amazing achievement on the part of community volunteer organisations.  Members may be 
aware that Western Australia is fortunate to have an enormous number of volunteer organisations, particularly in 
the form of friends of bushland groups that expend an enormous amount of time managing bushland in the Swan 
coastal plain.  They are also willing to put their energy and commitment into ensuring that communities that are 
committed to bushland management have the resources they need to undertake bush management for the best 
scientific achievements and outcomes.   

This manual is the result of a five-year project supported by the Environmental Weeds Action Network.  For the 
information of members, the network responsible for the book is a community group that was formed in 1996 to 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 5 March 2003] 

 p4985b-4989a 
Hon Kim Chance; Hon George Cash; Hon Frank Hough; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Robin Chapple 

 [3] 

promote the understanding of the threat of environmental weeds to bushland, to provide information about weed 
control in native vegetation, to convince government at all levels of the need for appropriate legislation and 
funding for weed control and to encourage research into the methods of weed control and to encourage 
community participation.  It is also significant to note that this group went around finding the funding to ensure 
that this comprehensive book was a viable project.  It did it without any state government assistance.  Not only 
did it recognise the need for such a comprehensive book on environmental weeds but it also prepared the funding 
applications and did the hard yards to have this book published.  The introduction states in part - 

With few resources available, maximising the positive outcomes of these professional and voluntary 
efforts is critical.  For those working on the ground, information on identification and control is 
available from a number of good books.   

It then goes on to list a number of existing books.  Further, it states -  

Importantly, this kind of information needs to be taken and applied in the context of particular bushland 
areas.  There are no simple formulas and effective management begins with an understanding and a 
knowledge of each site.   

It was with this in mind that, in 1998, the Environmental Weeds Action Network (EWAN), with 
funding from the Natural Heritage Trust, employed a project officer to work with community volunteers 
and local and state government land managers at bushland sites across Perth’s Swan Coastal Plain.  The 
underlying objective was to help the various land managers to develop strategies for effective weed 
management in their bushlands.  This manual has grown out of that project.   

The aim of the manual is firstly to bring together information on the biology and known control 
methods for the serious weeds of bushlands of the Swan Coastal Plain and Jarrah Forest.  Secondly, it is 
to illustrate, with examples and case studies, how this sort of information can be used to manage weeds 
in the context of particular sites.  Hopefully this will provide the reader with the basic knowledge and 
the framework needed to begin effectively managing the weeds in their own bushlands. 

I congratulate the Environmental Weeds Action Network for producing this book, and I will provide a copy to 
the parliamentary library. 

I mention some concerns that were raised with me by community members at the book launch; namely, their 
frustration at the lack of commitment by this Government to deliver on things it has promised, such as the 
implementation of Perth’s Bushplan and Bush Forever.  The Government needs to provide security and certainty 
for those areas of native vegetation within the Swan coastal plain that have been identified as being of regional 
significance.  Funding and legislative and planning changes are required to ensure that the native biodiversity of 
those areas of bush is managed in perpetuity.  We also need from this Government a commitment that it will 
fund a state weed strategy.  As I have said before, in the context of environmental management and our 
obligation to ensure that the State’s biodiversity is maintained in perpetuity, the issue of managing 
environmental weeds is paramount.  It is not an issue that can be dealt with simply by the enormous energy and 
goodwill of the community.  There is a desperate need for the Government to recognise the dangers posed by 
and the impact of environmental weeds.  A real commitment to a weed strategy is essential and needs to be made 
as soon as possible.   

A member of one of the community groups pointed out to me an example of the level of misinformation and 
ignorance about environmental weeds that exists within the Labor Party.  I repeat this for members’ amusement.  
That person provided me with a copy of a newsletter for country Labor Party members entitled The Labor Pulse.  
It is dated February 2003 and is volume 5, issue 1.  The newsletter refers to a fundraising effort, which is well 
and good.  However, this fundraising effort encourages people to buy bulbs.  Those of us who are more aware 
about environmental weeds know that most bulbs are non-native species and can be significant environmental 
weeds.  As part of its fundraising project, the Labor Party is encouraging members to buy, among other things, 
freesias.  Anybody who has done any work in his local bushland will know that freesias - which are beautiful and 
have a lovely smell - are a major problem.  I encourage everybody to be a little more cautious about encouraging 
people to buy exotic species that can become environmental pests.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  Are you saying it is in a country Labor newsletter?   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I think that is the case.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Country ALP members are an endangered species.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am sure the Liberal Party has a much more enlightened position on that.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We look forward to receiving your preferences in due course.   
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Hon GIZ WATSON:  The newsletter is a circular to the Forrest electorate.  This is a reminder to the Labor Party 
that it should be a little more aware of the problems posed by environmental weeds and should not encourage its 
members to buy them.  

Burrup Peninsula Developments - Adjournment Debate 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.24 pm]:  Tonight I rise to hand out some bouquets and 
brickbats.  The first bouquet will go to the Liberal Party.  I am waiting for Hon Simon O’Brien to interject.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  I am speechless.  Interjections will now resume.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I commend the leader of the Liberal Party for having made a significant statement this 
evening after it was discovered that one of the proponents of the Burrup Peninsula has been pressuring the 
Government for more money.  It appears that Dampier Nitrogen Pty Ltd has come to the realisation, which has 
been stated in many documents, that it is too expensive to develop on the Burrup because it is made out of 
granophyre, which is one of the hardest rocks known to man.  To work on the rock would cost about 20 per cent 
of its capital expenditure.  It would not have to do that if it operated from Maitland.  Today, a spokesperson from 
Dampier Nitrogen said that costs on the Burrup remain as issues, along with the provision of infrastructure.   
I turn now to the recent report “The Maitland Heavy Industrial Estate Assessment and Comparison with the 
Burrup Peninsula Industrial Estate” which states -  

The difficulties with the Burrup are more extensive than commonly realised.  After nearly a decade of 
planning, Government still has not been able to resolve the problems with fitting pipelines for product 
and services within the narrow rocky valleys.  The rocky terrain, the lack of flat land, the limits of space 
and cramped port conditions are major disincentives.  The public wharf has barely more than 6 m water 
depth on approach and there is inadequate space for services and jetties.  It is very expensive for a 
proponent to establish on the Burrup . . .  

That is exactly what Dampier Nitrogen said this evening.  It is now going cap in hand to the Government.  On 
top of the $134 million that the State Government has already provided in infrastructure development, Dampier 
Nitrogen now wants more money.  I do not blame it because it has been sold a pig in a poke.  It is the wrong 
place, the wrong time and the wrong location.  I commend Colin Barnett for having said at the end of an 
interview on the ABC tonight that some good long-term planning and thinking is needed for the Burrup 
Peninsula, particularly for the development of a large-scale industrial site off the Burrup Peninsula to the south at 
Maitland.  That is the very thing that the shire in the report to which I have referred has been calling for, it is the 
very thing that members of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia has been calling for, 
and it is the very thing the Government seems to have been failing to address in any way, shape or form.  The 
Government has painted a rosy picture of all these fantastic developments on the Burrup, their final stages of 
fruition and how they will be a marvellous benefit to the State.  However, it is important to know that on 8 
November 2002, in the National Native Title Tribunal, the very person who is advising the minister on these 
projects, Mr Jim Limerick, said -  

As we have said, all of these projects -  
On the Burrup -  

are totally unknown as to whether they will get off the ground or not.  But my advice is that they are 
seeking a financial - sorry, a final investment decision in the second quarter of next year.  So, there is an 
enormous amount of work been done on it.   

Burrup has been sold to us as a forgone conclusion, yet tonight a proponent has said that it does not have enough 
state money and that it cannot continue with the project.  Interestingly, having watched this process over quite a 
period, as we approach the final quarter mile, so to speak, and once the proponents start to carry out the work on 
the ground, they understand they cannot get the pipeline in, they cannot get proper deep water access, and they 
find that the cost of developing in granophyre granite is beyond their capabilities.  When I met some 
representatives of the companies in the early stages - this was before the Office of Major Projects basically said, 
“We don’t want you meeting Mr Chapple” - some people identified then that the capital development cost for the 
site works on Burrup would be 20 per cent of their project cost. 
Hon Ken Travers:  If they cannot get deep water access off the Burrup, where would you get it? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  A channel runs down near Woodside and onto East Intercourse Island.  One would 
have a short amount of dredging to get from East Intercourse Island directly into the channel. 
Hon Ken Travers:  Where would you have the deep water port? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It would be on a series of causeways running out towards Intercourse Island.  If the 
member refers to the “The Maitland Heavy Industrial Estate: Assessment and Comparison with the Burrup 
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Peninsula Industrial Estate” prepared for the Shire of Roebourne, which I tabled in this House, he will see how 
the proponents intend to deal with access to Maitland.  Although it does not have hard rock, Maitland is the 
cheaper option in terms of establishment costs.  When I talked to the proponents in the early days and advised 
them that Maitland was available, they were surprised, first, that they had not heard of it and, second, when they 
discovered what it was like.  The proponents said that they would need the infrastructure to get to the water, but 
the site sounded eminently better than the Burrup option. 

I now read my earlier quote for the benefit of Hon Ken Travers - 

. . . the Dampier Nitrogen Group backing the project has admitted it’s gone to the government for more 
concessions. 

According to a spokesman . . . “costs on the Burrup remain as issues, along with the provision of 
infrastructure.” 

These very points were raised in the document tabled in this Parliament.  I commend the Liberal Leader, Hon 
Colin Barnett, again for calling for the development to go to Maitland.  I offer him my support. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 10.32 pm 

__________ 
 


