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Division 55:  Mineral and Petroleum Resources, $97 940 000 - 
Hon Adele Farina, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon Ken Travers, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for State Development. 

Dr J. Limerick, Director General. 

Mr N. Ashcroft, Executive Director, Office of Major Projects. 

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

Mr D. Smith, Adviser to the Minister for State Development. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  This division is the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources; however, I 
understand the Office of Major Projects was specifically invited to appear before the Estimates Committee.  As 
well as the director general of the department, the officers here today are from the Office of Major Projects.  We 
are able to answer questions relating to other areas, but the correspondence we received referred to the Office of 
Major Projects.  I am sure the director general and I will be able to deal with other questions, if there are any.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Alternatively, such questions could be placed on notice or provided as 
supplementary information.  

Have the witnesses read, understood and completed the Information for Witnesses form?  

WITNESSES:  Yes.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Do all witnesses fully understand the meaning and effect of the provisions of that 
document?   

WITNESSES:  Yes.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  The television control room is having difficulty with the audio because members 
and witnesses continually move the microphones.  I ask that that be kept to a minimum.   

Two members have asked questions on notice and I table those.  Hon Murray Criddle asked three questions and 
Hon Robin Chapple asked seven questions.  They have been tabled.  

[3.50 pm] 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am a little confused because the timetable shows that this is division 55, the 
Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources.  For some reason, the Office of Major Projects is listed at the 
bottom.  I assumed we would debate division 55.  A number of my questions relate to activities of the mines 
department as opposed to the Office of Major Projects.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I take that point.  I raised that issue yesterday concerning some other divisions 
whereby either the wrong division number was given or it was unclear whether the questions related to a 
subsection of that division or the whole division.  Given the indication we have received from the parliamentary 
secretary that a letter he received referred only to the Office of Major Projects, all I can suggest is that members 
ask a question and if it can be answered, it will be answered; however, if it cannot, the answer will be provided 
as supplementary information.  Regrettably, there is not much more we can do at this point.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Thank you, Mr Deputy Chairman.  I will do my best.  Even if the parliamentary 
secretary cannot answer my questions, I am sure that Dr Limerick is capable of answering them and I will take 
my chances on that.   

Although the Geological Survey is not part of the Office of Major Projects, it is a significant part of the 
department’s activities.  Will the parliamentary secretary accept a question on that issue? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Although we do not have the specialists in the Chamber to answer the detail of some 
questions, the director general is here.  The correspondence we received indicated that the Committee wanted to 
discuss the Office of Major Projects this afternoon.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Historically, the Geological Survey had a base appropriation and some $20 million 
was allocated over four years on a regular basis to provide for accelerated programs.  The current Government 
has continued that process.  How is the Geological Survey funded?  Does it have base funding plus an additional 
$5 million per annum?  If it does have base funding, how much is it?  If it does not, is there now a new base that 
includes the $5 million?  If so, what is the new base? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I ask the director general to answer that question.   
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Dr LIMERICK:  The situation has changed slightly since the budget papers were produced.  There is a specific 
reference to a further $5 million on page 939 of the Budget Statements.  Under major policy decisions is a line 
item for maintenance of funding for the Geological Survey.  A further $5 million has been allocated for 2005-06, 
which is an extension into the out years of the program that the member mentioned.  We and the minister have 
approached Treasury and the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee to move away from the 
situation whereby a base budget of $3.5 million was set aside for an onshore petroleum program and $5 million 
was set aside for accelerated data acquisition.  That funding arrangement created problems for the department 
because a large proportion of its staff, 50 of the 150 on the Geological Survey, worked under finite arrangements 
because of the finite funding.  Last week Treasury indicated that it is prepared to regard that $17 million as 
ongoing funding.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is the new base $17 million?   

Dr LIMERICK:  We understand that that is the case.  That is yet to be confirmed by the expenditure review 
committee, but that will be the approach for the future.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  In the light of that, will the parliamentary secretary tell me what is happening to the 
Fardon report of the Geological Survey, which is a couple of years old, and which recommended significant 
increased funding for the Geological Survey.  What is the status of that report now? 

Dr LIMERICK:  As the member rightly points out, the Fardon report is some years old.  The member is aware 
that the Minister for State Development has recently commissioned Mr John Bowler MLA, to undertake a 
review of the reasons for the downturn in exploration expenditure.  We are expecting an outcome from that 
review in about September this year.  It is important to recognise that there has been a downturn in exploration 
expenditure on a worldwide basis.  Overall, Western Australia still receives around 10 per cent of the world’s 
expenditure on mineral exploration.  We must consider this matter in the broader context of what is happening 
globally, including the global forces as well as local issues that impinge on Western Australia in particular.  In 
the context of the more recent review done by John Bowler, the Government intends to formulate a program 
going forward into the next year for what might best be done to improve the exploration situation.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Output 4 on page 950 relates to investment attraction services and refers to work on 
the Burrup Peninsula.  What is the current situation regarding the three proponents who are seeking land or to 
whom land has been allocated on the Burrup Peninsula?  What is the circumstance of each of them regarding the 
stage of development that the project has reached?   

Mr ASHCROFT:  Which three proponents is the member talking about? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I refer to Syntroleum Sweetwater Operations Ltd and the ammonia and fertiliser 
plants.   

Mr ASHCROFT:  The Syntroleum Corporation has a lease arrangement with LandCorp that is dependent on 
certain matters coming to a conclusion.  Burrup Fertilisers Pty Ltd is the other plant that the member mentioned 
and it also has a lease arrangement with LandCorp, pending the completion of certain matters.  The third group 
to which the member referred is Plenty River Corporation Ltd, which is now called Dampier Nitrogen Pty Ltd.  
It has an option over a piece of land that runs, I believe, until February next year that allows it to complete its 
feasibility studies.  Should those studies prove positive and the company get the required approvals, a lease 
arrangement will be made available to it through LandCorp.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is it necessary for those three projects to be located on the Burrup Peninsula from the 
point of view of the department and of the proponents themselves, as opposed to another site, for example, in 
Maitland? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will make some general comments on that issue and refer the details to Mr Ashcroft.  
The projects need to go ahead on the Burrup Peninsula.  The issue was best summed up in a press release from 
the chief executive of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, Mr Lyndon Rowe, on 6 
June in which he said -  

The $6 billion worth of projects planned for the Burrup Peninsula must go ahead in the economic 
interest of all West Australians.   

The projects revolve around processing and value-adding natural gas from WA’s rich offshore gasfields 
and they are only viable together on the Burrup where the gas comes ashore.   

The State Government must stand up to pressure groups opposing the projects or wanting them located 
elsewhere.   
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The suggested alternative site at Maitland, 16 kilometres inland, is not an option.  Projects like these 
will go overseas before they will go to Maitland.  Proximity to the gas source and to deepwater port 
facilities is essential and makes location at the Peninsula the key.  Even a delay in the green light for 
Burrup could put some of the five projects at risk.   

The companies involved have developed their proposals in good faith and on the basis of the 
established land use plan and management strategy for Burrup Peninsula in place since 1996.   

The projects constitute the next wave of resource development, which is needed to maintain the 
momentum of WA’s economic activity and employment growth.   

They represent new streams of export income, government revenue and jobs.  The state’s capacity to 
provide services, welfare support and opportunities for the young hinges on its success in attracting new 
investment such as this.  

[4.00 pm] 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With respect, that is Mr Rowe’s opinion.  I have read that.  I want to know what the 
Government’s and the proponents’ views are. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The point I was making is that those views are shared by the Government, but I will ask 
Mr Ashcroft to go through the specific components. 

Mr ASHCROFT:  I am not sure I can put it any better than Lyndon Rowe, quite frankly, because his view 
expresses the view of the department and of each of the proponents.  We do not have an alternative site in 
Western Australia for those projects to meet the time frame.  It is very clear that if the proponents were not able 
to access the precinct they are in now, those projects would be lost.  That is our very clear view. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is the department involved in the native title negotiations; if it is not, who is running 
the native title negotiations for access to the Burrup Peninsula? 

Mr ASHCROFT:  The department is involved in the native title negotiations, but is not the responsible agency.  
The responsible agency is the Office of Native Title, reporting to the Deputy Premier.  However, as a key 
stakeholder, we are intimately involved and are contributing to the process. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Where are you up to with these negotiations?  

Mr ASHCROFT:  The negotiations are at an advanced stage with two of the three claimant parties, that is the 
Ngaluma Injibandi and Yaburara Mardudhunera, but the negotiations are at a standstill with the third party, the 
Wong-goo-tt-oo.  We expect to make some good headway in the coming weeks with the two claimant parties 
with which we continue to negotiate, but I cannot provide any information on the matters outstanding or the 
details of the negotiations. 

Dr LIMERICK:  It is the usual practice, as has been brought to our attention by the Native Title Tribunal, that if 
we are to negotiate in good faith, which is required of us under the Native Title Act, the negotiations with the 
native title parties must be confidential; they must not be negotiations that are conducted openly, and certainly 
not in the media.  It is unfortunate that we are not able to explain in more detail the nature of the negotiations, 
but to do so would jeopardise our ability to register the agreement we have put in place, as we understand the 
rules that are applied by the Native Title Tribunal. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  So you cannot say how accurate The West Australian was? 

Dr LIMERICK:  Unfortunately, no. 

Hon JON FORD:  The third dot point on page 938 under significant issues and trends refers to the expansion of 
the north west gas project.  What are the implications for the State of the expansion of the north west gas 
project? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  There is no doubt that there are huge opportunities for the State in this area.  Somewhere 
in excess of 100 trillion cubic feet of proven natural gas resources are situated off the north west and northern 
coastline of Carnarvon, Browse Island and Bonaparte Basin, and less than one-third of those resources are 
currently developed and connected to the shore.  In the past three years, discoveries in those regions have grown 
this resource by more than 20 TCF and it is anticipated that continued exploration will significantly further 
enhance the available reserve space.  The North West Shelf project, with proven reserves of natural gas totalling 
more than 23 TCF, currently provides natural gas for domestic use and liquefied natural gas for export.  At the 
current production rates, both domestic and export markets can be supplied for more than 20 years.  However, 
through continuing gas exploration and the use of third party gas, the Government is confident that the North 
West Shelf project will be able to service the domestic gas and LNG markets on an ongoing basis well into the 
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middle of this century.  The North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Act provides that future 
domestic gas requirements will take precedence over future export sales.  The Government does not intend to 
rely on any single gas supply source.  It is seeking to create an environment that will encourage the development 
of offshore gas fields with onshore processing facilities, and that will enhance the availability, security and 
competition in the domestic gas market in Western Australia.  Already 20 per cent of the domestic gas market is 
supplied by ventures operated by Apache Corporation through its facilities on Varanus Island, and all of 
Apache’s gas is supplied into the domestic gas market along with a number of other producers, including the 
Griffin joint venture, Dongara, Thevenard Island and Beharra Springs projects.  The Greater Gorgon project has 
even more gas at this stage.  The bottom line is that we have an enormous resource and it has huge potential for 
Western Australia.  The comments I read out earlier by the chief executive of the Western Australian Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry clearly outline the opportunities for jobs in Western Australia by getting maximum 
benefit from those gas reserves and developing them.  They also provide revenue to the State and a whole range 
of other benefits. 

Hon JON FORD:  I refer to the seventh dot point on page 938 concerning the risks to Western Australian 
exploration expenditure.  What has the Government done to restore exploration activity? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The Government has put a lot of time and effort into this area.  Most recently, in 
recognising the depressed levels of exploration expenditure, in late April 2002 the State Government announced 
a ministerial inquiry to be conducted by the member for Eyre, Mr John Bowler, to review and identify strategies 
to create increased exploration activity.  The inquiry aims to identify reasons for the reduced levels of private 
investment and greenfields mineral exploration and to make recommendations to achieve a sustainable future for 
the mineral sector.  That inquiry will seek submissions from major industry bodies, individual companies 
involved or interested in participating in mineral exploration in this State, community groups and individuals, 
and it is the intention that the inquiry report by September 2002.  In addition, in April 2001 the Government 
announced the Wand review, as it was called - an expert review of native title negotiating principles - in a bid to 
speed up settlement of the native title claims in this State and to make recommendations for the best way of 
achieving that.  That committee has reported and the Government is in the process of implementing its 
recommendations.  Further, a technical task force was created in April 2001 to examine ways to speed up the 
process of mining exploration and title applications in areas where native title might survive.  It was also to 
consider options to reduce the volume of outstanding tenement applications that have accumulated.  That task 
force reported to the Government - 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Will the parliamentary secretary table the bit of paper he is reading from? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  They are my notes; I am not prepared to table them. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Will the parliamentary secretary be drawing his answer to a close? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I was just about to complete my answer.  They are the three areas - 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Will the parliamentary secretary identify the piece of paper he is reading from? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  They are my notes that I had prepared for today. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  They are very comprehensive notes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am a very prepared person. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Standing orders require the member to identify what he is reading from and, in due 
course, when he finishes speaking, he can be asked to table the documents.  The member knows that.  I do not 
think there is any dispute about it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I have identified them as notes I have prepared. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I take it that the document has been identified.  I ask the parliamentary secretary to 
complete his answer and then, if Hon Murray Criddle wants the document tabled, he can ask for it to be tabled. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is what I have asked for. 

[4.10 pm] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am happy to move on to the next question as I have completed my answer to the three 
areas. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  There is a request for the document to be tabled. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Will the parliamentary secretary table the document? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, as it is my prepared notes.  It is not a formal document. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The parliamentary secretary knows there is no such thing. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  As this is a standing committee of the House, standing committee rules apply.  As 
such, there is no requirement to table a document from which a member reads.  I will not insist on the document 
being tabled.  If a member wants to contest my ruling, he can do so. 

Hon JON FORD:  I refer to page 938 of the Budget Statements.  What is the Government doing to reduce the 
level of injury in the minerals sector? 

Dr LIMERICK:  The history of the lost time injury rate in the mining sector has, fortunately, shown a very 
pleasing downward trend over the past few years.  It has been reduced from 23 injuries per million man-hours 
worked to about 5.5 injuries per million man-hours.  Unfortunately, the reduction has not been consistent with 
fatalities.  It is an area in which we must continue to be vigilant.  At the behest of the Mines Occupational Safety 
and Health Advisory Board, the department has undertaken a program in the past few years of encouraging risk 
management in the industry.  It is in addition to the regulatory practices carried out by mines inspectors.  The 
department has a very proactive campaign of sending people into the field to encourage the mine managers to 
undertake a far more positive risk management approach to reducing injuries and fatalities.  The field officers 
also address the work force.  MOSHAB also initiated a survey of risk-taking behaviour, which was introduced 
three years ago.  It is aimed at identifying the underlying cultural aspects of the industry that may lead to injury.  
The survey will be completed shortly.  The results will be analysed by Professor Jim Joy, who is a Queensland 
expert in mining safety.  The survey was conducted among workers at the coalface.  Workers coming off shifts 
were surveyed.  Hopefully, it will provide significant input into the future plans of MOSHAB.  In the past year 
the Government has also commissioned Mr Bob Laing to undertake a review of the Mines Safety and Inspection 
Act.  That review is approaching completion and a discussion document has been issued for public comment.  
The period for public comment has now closed.  Mr Laing is expected to report to the Government in July. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  An answer given earlier to question No 7 indicated that documents would be tabled.  
Will the information be provided by the department? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I understand that the answer indicated that documents would be provided.  
However, they were not attached to the answer.  The parliamentary secretary may agree to provide the 
documents as supplementary information. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I want it on record that the information will be provided. 

How many projects has the Office of Major Projects assisted in the development of, from initiation, since the last 
budget? 

Mr ASHCROFT:  I am not sure I understand the question.  Is the member talking about the number of projects 
the office has assisted with per se or the number of new projects that have “walked through the door”? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I was going to come to that as the second part of the question.  How many projects has 
the office assisted with since the last budget?  How many proponents have actively sought the assistance of the 
Office of Major Projects since the last budget? 

Mr ASHCROFT:  I do not have the figures.  I prefer to supply supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No 33] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  How many proponents has the Office of Major Projects actively enticed to Western 
Australia since the last budget? 

Mr ASHCROFT:  I do not have the precise numbers and I prefer to supply supplement information. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  All parts of the member’s question will be provided as supplementary information 
No 33. 

Dr LIMERICK:  Page 948 of the Budget Statements refers to project facilitation.  The output performance 
measures identify 87 resources development projects facilitated in 2001-02.  It also identifies the substantial 
items of resources development policy and planning advice delivered as well as the number of infrastructure 
projects facilitated. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I was aware of the information.  I required clarification. 

There appears to be some discrepancy about the proposed costs for the Burrup Peninsular development.  An 
earlier answer gave the cost as $135.9 million.  I have a copy of an e-mail sent to the Shire of Roebourne, of 
which Mr Ashcroft was also a recipient.  It states a figure of $134 million.  Federal funding is identified as 
$85 million.  The e-mail to the Shire of Roebourne states, in part - 
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. . . the Federal Methanex money is different and should not be included, but has been added in by Mr 
Chapple. 

The media release by Hon Ian Macfarlane refers to Methanex, which will receive $85 million and states - 

Methanex will develop infrastructure such as energy, desalination and port facilities which will be 
available to other users.  This is in addition to the infrastructure provided by the Western Australia 
Government and will complement it effectively . . .  

The availability of multi-user infrastructure will be influential in attracting these projects to Australia. 

In providing advice to the shire, how can the department identify the $85 million as being totally different and 
not to be used for infrastructure?   

[4.20 pm] 

Mr ASHCROFT:  Do I understand the member correctly in that the question was in two parts with one part 
referring to the difference between the proposed costs of $134 million and $135.9 million or $136 million? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That was more of a statement than a question.   

Mr ASHCROFT:  There is a $2 million community service obligation to the Dampier Port Authority to be 
covered over a number of years, which is sometimes not included in the global figures on the hard infrastructure.  
This is a payment to the Dampier Port Authority for having constructed a new berth, but being unable to utilise it 
100 per cent with the first project.  That is the difference between the two figures mentioned by the member.   

The difference between the state package, which is clear and public, and the commonwealth package lies with 
the definition of the term “multi-user infrastructure”.  The State is not privy to the detail of commonwealth 
discussions with Methanex Australia Pty Ltd and it is not a party to that agreement.  Although the State is 
influenced by the agreement and is seeking to better understand it, the package is paid direct to Methanex with a 
requirement to make the infrastructure that comes out of that package available for other users on a commercial 
basis at Methanex’s discretion.  It is not the way in which the State deals with multi-user infrastructure.  The 
State does not provide money to any particular party.  It puts the infrastructure in place in such a way that the 
users can use it.  The problem with the commonwealth package is that it is not yet determined what the split up 
of that $85 million will be.  It merely covers the general infrastructure items that the member just read out.  In 
fact, it may not cover some of those items as it is still under discussion.  It is also dependent on when Methanex 
triggers its project.  The State’s package will be triggered by the commencement of the first project.  However, 
the Commonwealth’s package bears no relationship to when the infrastructure must be constructed on the 
industrial estate.  For example, if Methanex were to construct a power station, it might happen a year after two 
other projects have committed.  In that case, those projects would have to make other arrangements for their 
power supply.  The department is in discussion with the Commonwealth and Methanex on how best to utilise 
that money to fit in with the State’s committed infrastructure.  The State has not gone as far as providing the 
amount of infrastructure that all the project proponents would have desired.  It held back and went for the 
priority areas with most of that money being used for water infrastructure; that is, sea water intake and brine 
discharge.  There was plenty of room within the Commonwealth’s negotiations with Methanex to consider other 
ways.  We have been lobbying strongly with the Commonwealth for, as far as I can remember, six to eight years, 
and saying that when incentives are provided to companies, the public benefits only when multi-user 
infrastructure is provided.  That sort of infrastructure has benefits way beyond the project and serves as an 
investment attraction mechanism for the future.  Up until recently the Commonwealth had not seen fit to apply 
its incentives in that way.  However, we believe we have made considerable progress with the Commonwealth 
now and the Methanex package is a start, albeit there are some difficulties with how it can be implemented.  We 
are now working with the Commonwealth to get the best out of the deal for the State.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  This is Hon Robin Chapple’s third question and it should be kept succinct because 
we are quickly running out of time.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The information provided to the Shire of Roebourne via an e-mail indicated that the 
Burrup Peninsula funding was $134 million and did not include or have any relevance to the $85 million of 
federal funding.  Periodically it has been said that $220 million was provided to develop the infrastructure on the 
Burrup Peninsula.  That has been inclusive of infrastructure development by the federal Government.  The e-
mail that was sent to the Shire of Roebourne was misleading.  I will table the e-mail and the letter from the 
federal minister. 

Mr ASHCROFT:  I disagree with the member.  The member may not realise that part of that $85 million of 
funding was for research and development and is not for multi-user infrastructure.  I reiterate that we do not 
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know what is in that package is until it is finally designed.  It is now becoming clearer as we are becoming 
intricately involved in the discussions to nail that one down.  However, the usefulness of it to the other industries 
in that area comes down to timing.  We are trying to get that matter resolved with the company and the 
Commonwealth so that it can be an effective addition to the State’s package.  It is not as clear as the member 
might purport it to be.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I seek to table an e-mail to the Shire of Roebourne and the media release from Hon Ian 
MacFarlane in relation to the $85 million of federal funding.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  On page 964 of the Budget Statements there was a grant of $875 000 to the Western 
Australian Minerals and Petroleum Education and Research Institute in 2001-02.  Why is there no allocation for 
2002-03? 

Dr LIMERICK:  At the time the budget papers were being prepared it was uncertain whether that funding would 
be expended in the current financial year.  In fact, it will be carried over into the next financial year because the 
Western Australian Minerals and Petroleum Education and Research Institute, otherwise known as the Resources 
Institute, has yet to complete its business plan and appoint a chairman.  When it has a business plan ready to go, 
we will be prepared to release the funding for the institute.  Unfortunately, the plan has been delayed this year 
through negotiations between the various universities involved.  However, we have been assured by Treasury 
that that funding will be available to 2002-03.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I refer to the same page and ask why WA is planning to spend $4.2 million on BHP 
Billiton’s hot briquetted iron plant?   

Dr LIMERICK:  That is a residual commitment from the previous Government.  It undertook to be part of an 
assistance program to the HBI plant when it faced the possibility of closure.  As part of that arrangement, the 
previous Government agreed to forgo the equivalent of royalty payments on feed stock that was going into the 
HBI plant and additional rental moneys going forward.  The agreement was made on the basis that it would be 
directly related to the production that comes out of the plant and that it would be repaid within the three-year 
period if the HBI plant were to cease operations during that time.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I refer to page 965 of the Budget Statements and the indication that the State expects a 
decrease in royalties from gold, petroleum and diamonds.  Given that the commodity price of diamonds and gold 
is expected to increase - in fact it has increased some 13 per cent in the past five months - what measures has the 
Government put in place to stimulate exploration for and development of these commodities to protect royalty 
streams to WA in the future? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I answered that question earlier about exploration and my advisers have nothing further 
to add.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Why are you anticipating a decrease in gold royalties? 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Is that the question that Hon John Fischer is asking? 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I add that as a supplement to my question as it is, in depth, part of the question that I 
have put forward.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will take that question on notice. 
[4.30 pm] 
[Supplementary Information No 34]   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer the Committee to major initiatives on page 951 of the Budget Statements.  I 
thank the parliamentary secretary for his previous answer on the Burrup Peninsula and the $136 million that has 
been set aside for multi-unit user infrastructure.  Has the department any information about the upgrade of the 
road from Mt Gibson to Perenjori, which will continue to facilitate the Mt Gibson iron ore project?   
Mr ASHCROFT:  I do not have information on assistance for the Mt Gibson to Perenjori road.  Mt Gibson has 
now taken over the Tallering Peak reserves from Kingstream.  The design and structure of the project will now 
be re-examined.  It is my understanding that the haematite from Tallering Peak will form the first tranche from 
the project.  A number of issues are involved in moving the ore from Tallering Peak by rail to Mullewa, but that 
is a different issue.  However, the situation has not advanced to the point at which the Government is involved in 
the discussions.  I understand that there are discussions with the Shire of Mullewa.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  There are certainly discussions about Perenjori and Mullewa, and I am interested in 
the outcomes.   
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I refer the Committee to the first dot point under major initiatives for 2002-03 on page 951 of the Budget 
Statements.  What is the current situation for the pulp mill business?   

Mr ASHCROFT:  We believe there is a good case for the pulp mill business in Western Australia and that the 
timing is now appropriate.  In conjunction with a number of major private pulp growers and with a number of 
prospectus companies, a project group is looking at this matter.  We believe that Western Australia has all the 
attributes that are required, and we now have the resources that we did not have a few years ago.  Some of our 
people have just returned from a tour of Europe, where they received positive feedback from some of the major 
players; to wit, we expect a delegation from some of the major companies to come to Western Australia to look 
at our resources.  The time is now right, and we certainly have the resources.  When we looked at this situation 
about four or five years ago, it foundered primarily because of a lack of resources.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I refer the Committee to the final dot point under major initiatives on page 951 of 
the Budget Statements.  What is the situation with the development of Ord stage 2?   

Mr ASHCROFT:  The Ord consists of a number of projects, but the member is probably referring to the major 
component; that is, the M2 piece, for which Wesfarmers-Marubeni was the proponent.  It withdrew from the 
project.  Following its withdrawal, the Northern Territory and Western Australian Governments met to consider 
the future of the project.  They unanimously agreed to not only proceed with the project, but also solve one of the 
key problems faced by Wesfarmers - apart from the market - that of clarifying the land base with which the 
company had to deal.  The Governments now intend - it is programmed through this budget - to clarify the 
heritage issues so that the land can be more clearly defined, and to take native title interests into account.  That is 
being carried out with the participation of the Miriuwung Gajerrong people through the Kimberley Land 
Council.  The aim is to take the project forward for the M2 area in partnership with the Miriuwung Gajerrong 
people.  Our intent, and our objective as set out in the budget, is to go out to tender this financial year.  We are 
already aware of interest from four consortia.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  How many mineral title applications are currently on hold because of native title 
requirements?  Will the parliamentary secretary indicate if this number is increasing or decreasing?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  As at 30 April 2002, there were 11 680 outstanding applications for mining tenements.  
This increased from 10 965 on 30 June.  Four thousand such applications are currently within the future act 
process of the Native Title Act, and 7 680 applications have yet to be submitted.   

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I refer the Committee to the third dot point on page 938 of the Budget Statements.  
Recent media reports have referred to a meeting held on Sunday 9 June at the Burrup Peninsula about a number 
of projects earmarked for development.  Will the parliamentary secretary inform the Committee about the 
support that was given to the projects by the political representatives who were present at the meeting?  What 
was the nature of the support offered?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  A meeting was held last Sunday at the Burrup Peninsula to discuss matters relating to 
projects that have been earmarked for development.  In a press release, the Minister for State Development 
congratulated the Shire of Roebourne for organising the forum and for its leadership on the issue.  In addition, 
the minister noted that a number of political representatives spoke at the meeting, including the member for 
Burrup, Hon Fred Riebeling, a number of members from the Legislative Council including Hon John Fischer and 
Hon Robin Chapple, and the federal Government’s representative Senator Eggleston.  Also present were Hon 
Jon Ford and the member for Kimberley.  A number of important issues were discussed at the meeting.  An 
important outcome from the meeting was that for the first time, all political parties unambiguously declared their 
support for the projects.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister already made this statement today in the Legislative Assembly.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is important we hear it in this Committee.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Will the parliamentary secretary identify the paper or document from which he is 
reading?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am referring to notes; I am not quoting from a document.  I should clarify that that was 
also the case earlier this afternoon.  It is important to note that until now it has been unclear whether all political 
parties shared the Government’s support for the projects.  The meeting on Sunday provided that clarity.  That is 
something the Government was pleased to see.   

[4.40 pm] 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The minister failed to mention that the approximately 600 people at the meeting were 
unanimously against the project.   
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Hon John Fischer does not have the call.  If the parliamentary secretary will reply 
to the question asked, we can move to another question.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Hon John Fischer makes a relevant point; some groups would prefer that the 
Government dishonour the State’s commitment to the proponents of the King Bay-Hearson Cove industrial area 
and ask that they begin again at Maitland.  I have covered the Government’s reasons for its view, including the 
work that has been done by the proponents of the King Bay-Hearson Cove industrial area.  We welcome for the 
first time the unequivocal support of all political parties for the proposed gas processing projects on the Burrup 
Peninsula.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That was not the statement of the minister.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have a question on mine safety.  The parliamentary secretary did answer an earlier 
question on this, but I did not hear the answer.  Is it the intention to combine the Mines Occupational Safety and 
Health Advisory Board with WorkSafe?  Is this the conclusion of the Laing report, which I gather has not been 
finalised?  Does the Government have a view on this?   

Dr LIMERICK:  To the best of my knowledge, the Government has not formed a view on that.  The Laing report 
is still in the process of being completed.  Mr Laing recommended that MOSHAB, as the policy advisory body 
to the Minister for Mines, become a subcommittee of the WorkSafe Western Australia Commission.  Essentially, 
the two policy advisory bodies would be amalgamated into one.  The WorkSafe WA Commission is distinct 
from WorkSafe, which is the department.  Mr Laing advocated that the administration of mine safety remain in 
the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources within the mining inspectorate and separate from 
WorkSafe.  The discussion draft envisaged that there would be two separate inspectorates, one specifically for 
the mining industry and located in the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources and another in WorkSafe 
for general industry.  However, there would be an amalgamation of the industrial safety and occupational health 
advice to government in an amalgamation of MOSHAB and the WorkSafe WA Commission.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is the recommendation, but the report is not finalised and the Government has 
not made a decision.   

Dr LIMERICK:  That is correct, yes.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  In the event of environmental issues, native title obligations, Aboriginal heritage 
issues and local or international opposition to the industrial development on the Burrup making such a 
development untenable, what contingency plans does the department have to bring the Maitland industrial estate 
on stream rapidly to provide security to the proponents?  Does the department accept that it may be in the 
interests of all parties for such a contingency plan to be developed?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  In answer to an earlier question from Hon Norman Moore, I made it very clear that the 
Government’s view is that industry needs to be located at Burrup if it is to remain in Western Australia.  I will 
ask one of the officers to advise what planning has been done for the proposed Maitland industrial area.  
However, in terms of the projects on the drawing board, it is the view of the Government, the industry, the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry and others that industry needs to be located at the King Bay-Hearson Cove 
industrial area for those projects to go ahead; if it is, not the State will lose those projects.   

Mr ASHCROFT:  That is a very accurate description.  We will not have those projects if they have to relocate to 
Maitland.  That is because Maitland cannot be brought on stream physically for probably three years.  If we got 
the funding today, we would need to go through the full environmental process.  It is a very expensive option.  
Then we would need to go through the road construction process to connect West Intercourse Island and then 
connect that to shipping channels before Maitland could become a viable estate.  We have a program in place.  It 
is true that there are no contingency plans for current industry.  However, we have a program that will, firstly, 
allocate industry to the Burrup Peninsula.  If all the projects we have planned to locate there proceed, which 
would be great, Burrup will not have much flexibility for any further development, except for a piece of land that 
we have recently acquired from Hamersley Iron.  The next step, which is in the planning phase right now, is to 
develop West Intercourse Island.  The numbers for that are very rubbery, but there has been some preliminary 
work, with talk of $200 million to $300 million.  That would involve a couple of hundred million dollars just to 
get across to the island - that is, a road to the island and a crossing - and another $100 million to link the island to 
a port and a shipping channel.  Then we have the problem of water, power and all the infrastructure that we have 
just put into Hearson Cove, which cost us over $100 million for that precinct alone.  It is a very expensive 
option.  However, time is the critical issue for getting that on stream.  We cannot get onto West Intercourse 
Island in fewer than two or possibly three years.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I thank the parliamentary secretary and his advisers for their attendance before the 
Committee.  
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