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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 

Motion 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [5.46 pm]: During question time I 
answered a question about daylight saving and I made a flippant remark about who should or should not vote in 
terms of knowing whether they want to vote yes or no. Obviously there are some people who, for various 
infirmities, may not be able to write on the ballot paper. Provision is available for people to seek assistance. If 
anybody cannot write on the ballot paper, he can get assistance from the polling clerk. That is an obvious given 
in this particular case.  

Before question time I was talking about the 2008 World Risk Survey undertaken by Resourcestocks magazine 
and how Western Australia had not performed well. I will quote from this particular document to indicate the 
views of this well-respected magazine about Western Australia and why we have had to take action 
subsequently. It states — 

The 2008 result has revealed that Queensland, Victoria and Western Australia have been the anchors in 
dragging Australia’s mining and exploration reputation down, … 

Western Australia languishes in 12th position, … 

Western Australia has long been dogged by an inability to expedite mining tenement applications.  

An announcement in July this year that an increase in approvals had been achieved failed to mention 
that there were still something like 14,700 applications caught up in a departmental logjam. 

After wandering through eight years of inquiries and indecision, the future of mining in WA has been 
handicapped by a lack of government commitment and a bureaucratic bottleneck. 

Further on it states — 

Western Australia, generally regarded as Australia’s commodity powerhouse, finished a dismal 12th in 
the overall classification, marked down on land access, green tape, land claims, red tape and labour 
relations, and finished last of the Australian participants and out of the top 10 with a score of 10.6.  

I inherited that situation with the approvals process in Western Australia when I became the minister last year. 
On top of that, the Auditor General also brought down a report in which he made a couple of comments about 
the previous Western Australian government’s endeavours to overcome the problems it was experiencing. To 
quote from his report to Parliament — 

Western Australia has experienced a significant expansion of the resources sector. Last year, the 
Government spent around $83 million to assess and regulate development projects. In particular, the 
development approvals process is important because it indicates whether or not Government will allow 
a resource development to proceed. Proponents have asked for greater certainty about the process.  

In 2003, Government agreed to improve the approvals process. Between 2003 and 2005 it allocated to 
agencies $37.4 million over six years to deliver on its commitments. We examined whether 
improvements have been made and whether there are opportunities for further improvements.  

The examination found — 

• Agencies have implemented the key initiatives, but so far they have not resulted in the intended 
improvements.  

• Resource projects cannot be tracked across government … 

• The Integrated Project Approvals System … has not delivered the intended outcome of 
streamlining the approvals process … 

• Neither ODAC nor DoIR have clear criteria for the special assistance they provide some 
proponents and this creates a risk of real and perceived inequity.  

The report goes on. This is the Auditor General of Western Australia commenting on the last government’s 
management of resource approvals in Western Australia. On top of that, the Frazer Institute, which is responsible 
for another well-respected publication, in its comments on these sorts of matters also was quite scathing of 
Western Australia and its relationship with other parts of the world. When measuring regulatory duplication and 
inconsistencies, we are below South Australia, the Northern Territory, Tasmania, Queensland, New South Wales 
and Victoria. I do not think that leaves any other states. Western Australia is at the bottom of the list of the 
Frazer Institute’s view of doing business in Western Australia.  
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I will not take up much more time of the house except to say that, confronted with those statistics, that data and 
that commentary on our system, it clearly became imperative for me to do some work on improving the 
approvals process. It was fortuitous in a sense that the economic downturn has given us a bit of breathing space 
to put into place the necessary amendments needed to expedite the approvals process in Western Australia. I 
engaged Peter Jones, who was described in very unflattering terms in the other house by a member who ought to 
know better, to do a job for me. Peter Jones is quite an outstanding Western Australian. He was an outstanding 
minister in his time and is a person who is very well versed in the resource industry. He chairs a group of people 
who come from a wide variety of industries. I engaged him to give me a perspective from industry’s point of 
view on what is wrong with the approvals process and what needs to be done to fix it. I have just received Peter 
Jones’s report—I have not studied it yet—and I am meeting with him next week to discuss its contents. 
However, the preliminary advice that I have is that, fundamentally, industry is quite scathing of the problems it 
faces. However, let me also say this: no-one I have spoken to in industry believes that we need to slacken off in 
any way on the environmental requirements for mining in Western Australia; no-one believes that should happen 
at all. Indeed, the mining industry is a very, very conscientious, if I can put it that way, observer of the 
requirements of the environment, and it goes out of its way to make sure it engages in the best environmental 
practices in most cases. Some mining companies do not, but they are a minority, in my understanding. However, 
what that industry wants is some timeliness of the processes. 

I have already talked publicly on many occasions about the Gindalbie Metals Ltd project, which is an iron ore 
project in the mid-west. When I first became the responsible minister, I was visited by representatives of a 
Chinese bank, in company with executives from Gindalbie, to explain to me what their problems were. It was put 
to me that Gindalbie had been waiting for three years to get past the first stage of the environmental assessment 
process and that it had got caught up in a general cross-government dispute about banded iron formations. It 
seems that there was some tension between the Department of Environment and Conservation, the Department 
of Industry and Resources, as it was previously known, and mining companies about what we should or should 
not do with banded iron formations in Western Australia, particularly in the mid-west. As a result, this company 
had been waiting for three years when I walked through the door of my ministerial office to speak to those 
people. The Chinese bank representatives put on the table a photograph of a steel mill, and they said, “This steel 
mill has been built to take iron ore from the Gindalbie project, and it was built in the time that it has taken this 
company to get to the first step of the environmental approvals process in Western Australia.” Although China’s 
environmental rules are not anywhere near as stringent as our rules, China could build a steel mill while a 
company that will provide it with iron ore is still waiting for environmental approvals in Western Australia. That, 
to me, was a very simple explanation of the problem we have. 

This company wants to employ 1 500 people, I think, in Western Australia. It wants to be involved in selling iron 
ore to China. It has the contracts in place. It has the finance in place. It just wants to do business. The company is 
not an environmental vandal by any means. It simply wants decisions to be made in a timely way so that it can 
organise its investments to fit in with the processes of its project. That is what the Peter Jones report will tell me. 
It will tell me where we need to improve the timeliness of our approvals processes. I believe that is vital, 
because, as I keep trying to tell people, if we do not get approvals in Western Australia done in a timely way, 
people will simply take their money elsewhere. There is already evidence of that. I have indicated to the house 
the risk assessment of Resourcestocks magazine. Companies take notice of that. They take their money where 
the risk is less. The higher the risk, the less chance they have of coming to a state such as Western Australia. 
There is evidence of companies taking their money elsewhere—to places where it is easier to do business. 

We must, of course, maintain very high environmental standards. However, at the same time, it should not take 
three years to make a decision about an iron ore mine in the mid-west. Indeed, there are, regrettably, countless 
other examples of companies that have gone through the mill, so to speak, and had significant delays in the 
approvals processes relating to their projects. We now need to get those mines of tomorrow up and running, 
because one of the things that is absolute about the mining industry—indeed, petroleum—is that every ore body 
or every oil well or gas well is finite. There is a limited resource. At some time or other in the future it will run 
out. Some take longer than others; some take much longer than others. However, the inescapable fact of life is 
that we consume resources, and this leads to ore bodies being depleted to the point at which operations close. To 
ensure that the resource sector, which is the backbone of our economy, can continue well into the future so that 
our grandchildren’s grandchildren can benefit from this industry, we must make sure that we find the mines of 
tomorrow today and that companies are given encouragement to come to Western Australia to invest their 
dollars. That is what I am about. I am about trying to make sure that this industry has a very long-term future. 
That is the reason I want to fix up the approvals process, so that we make this a less risky destination for 
investment, and that is why we have the exploration incentive scheme to encourage companies to add to our 
intellectual knowledge of the state’s geology, so that companies will have better access to information that will 
enable them to look for those ore bodies that are largely undiscovered at this time. 
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Most members probably do not know that Western Australia, with its massive resource industry, is largely 
unexplored. Vast areas of the state have never been explored before. Indeed, there are some quite fascinating 
potential discoveries in the pipeline and some that have happened in recent times, such as the Tropicana gold 
discovery east of Kalgoorlie, which is an area that has not been explored before and which may be a massive 
gold project. Members will know that Telfer was discovered almost by accident. The Nifty copper mine was 
discovered by accident—in fact, by one of our former colleagues, who happened to be called “Nifty” Neville. A 
lot of the state’s terrain is in fact sand, and it is very hard to know what is underneath the sand. In most parts of 
the state, the protruding rocks give evidence to geologists about what is likely to be found underneath, and that 
gives geologists a lead about where to go, as well as prospectors. When there is just sand, it is very hard to know 
what is under it. Therefore, we need to do a lot of aeromagnetic work, so we use aeroplanes to find out what the 
underground geology is in those areas. That will lead to drilling, which will lead to the discovery of ore bodies 
that we need in the future. That is why we have gone down this path. 

I was astounded by some of the comments of opposition members when they got some leaked documents from 
the Peter Jones report. They said what a terrible thing it is that some industries think that the approvals process is 
no good. What industry thinks is what the Auditor General alluded to when he said that the government had not 
achieved what it sought to achieve and what many commentators are saying about the approvals processes in 
Western Australia. Therefore, we have an obligation, as a government, to do whatever we can to improve these 
processes, and I look forward to working with the Minister for Environment and other ministers to, firstly, 
ensure that we look after the environment and, secondly, put in place processes that give the investing mining 
community the confidence it needs to invest the very, very large sums of money it takes to carry out, firstly, 
exploration and, secondly, mining operations in due course. 

There is no doubt that the economic climate in the world will turn around. No-one knows when. I wish I knew—
I would get rich. However, we have to be ready for that upturn, and in the meantime we must have conducted all 
the activities we can in government and with the assistance of the private sector to get that intellectual 
knowledge into the system so that we can find those ore bodies that we need to find to keep the industry going 
for many years to come. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I now want to spend a little time talking about uranium mining. It was raised in this 
debate by Hon Giz Watson, who spent some time explaining to the house that this government does not have a 
mandate to do this, and that indeed a poll done at roughly the same time as the last state election showed that the 
majority of Western Australians do not support uranium mining. I have not seen that poll but I do not dispute 
that it may well be the case. However, I must say that the Liberal Party went to the last state election on the basis 
that it would allow uranium mining to take place in Western Australia. There was no ambiguity about our 
position; we simply said that we would allow it to take place. Quite obviously, the then ALP government thought 
that this was a weakness in our policy, and during the election campaign, the then Premier, Alan Carpenter, 
announced that a future Labor government would legislate to ban uranium mining in Western Australia. He 
sought to raise the debate, bearing in mind that in the eight years the previous government was in power it did 
not do that, even though that was a commitment it had made in 2001. 

The former Labor government therefore sought to turn uranium mining into a major issue during the election 
campaign. Not only did it promise to legislate to ban uranium mining, but also it went to every port in Western 
Australia and said to people that if they voted Liberal, they would have yellowcake exported through their port 
and they would all glow in the night, or words to that effect. The former Labor government therefore sought to 
make uranium mining a significant political issue during the campaign. Nobody in the industry could understand 
why it went down that path, because every indication had been given by the former Labor government that 
probably some time down the track it would support the mining of uranium but that it was not doing so at that 
time for political reasons. We should bear in mind that the Northern Territory Labor government, the South 
Australian Labor government and the federal Labor government all supported uranium mining, and there was an 
expectation in industry that the state Labor Party would come on board at some time or another. Industry was 
therefore surprised when the Labor Party took a U-turn and went down the highly political path of trying to 
wedge the then opposition and making this into an issue. 

As it turned out, the Labor Party did not win the election, and I do not believe that the uranium mining issue 
played a significant role in the outcome. Indeed, if the vast majority of Western Australians were seriously 
concerned about this issue, as Hon Giz Watson would have us believe, one would expect that it would have had 
a far greater effect on the outcome of the election than it did. Having won the election, therefore, we are now in 
the position of implementing our policy. In the past eight years in Western Australia, the previous government 
was indeed allowing exploration for uranium to take place. When a company applied for an exploration licence 
or a prospecting licence, it could include uranium as one of the minerals it was seeking. However, when any 
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mining lease was granted, the minister almost physically had to put a line through the word “uranium”. I found 
that quite ironic really, as did the Greens (WA), as they had asked a few times why the government was allowing 
exploration for uranium to take place if it was not going to allow mining at some time down the track. Therefore, 
something like 1 475 mining leases were granted in Western Australia between June 2002 and September 2008, 
all of which had excluded uranium. We are doing some work to find out whether uranium can be included in 
those mining leases without the need for the companies to make another application. Legal advice is being 
sought on that. Interestingly, however, only two mining leases are over areas that we know to have uranium ore 
bodies. 

In the implementation of our policy we decided that companies applying for a mining lease will be able to make 
an application for the mining of uranium provided that they meet all the obligations that relate to the granting of 
a mining lease. When such an application is received and the company wishes to go about carrying out the 
mining operation—bearing in mind that a mining lease does not give the company the right to mine; it gives the 
company the right to make an application to mine—a notice of intent to mine from the company will need to 
indicate a number of things. It will need to have had an environmental assessment done, and the Environmental 
Protection Authority chairman has indicated that he anticipates that any uranium mine would have to go through 
the highest level of assessment by the EPA; I do not have a problem with that. The company would need also to 
meet the most stringent safety conditions for employees at mine sites and for the transport of yellowcake. It is 
interesting to note that the Greens have said that if a mine commenced within the next three years, our regulatory 
capacity would be way behind. We already have in place in Western Australia—and have had for about 
40 years—two acts that cover radioactive materials; they are the Mines Safety and Inspection Act and the 
Radiation Safety Act. Both of these acts have been in place because Western Australia already has an industry 
that involves radioactive materials—that is, the mining of mineral sands and tantalum. Therefore, regulatory 
regimes are in place already for these mining operations. The advice I have received from the Department of 
Industry and Resources is that those acts can be easily modified, where necessary, to meet the requirements of 
the mining of uranium.  

Hon Kate Doust: Whereabouts in Western Australia is tantalum mined?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I think it is in the south west somewhere, if my memory serves me correctly. I 
thought it was around about Greenbushes or somewhere. 

Hon George Cash: Greenbushes. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Greenbushes; I thought it was. I am not sure that it is still being mined, but it 
certainly was. The point I am making is that, because Western Australia has a history of mining materials that 
are radioactive, there are regulations and legislation in place. 

The state government has already commenced discussions with the other states and territory that have uranium 
mining, and we are going to learn from their experiences. We are in consultation with the commonwealth, 
because any mining of uranium in Western Australia will have to meet the commonwealth’s requirements, which 
are very stringent. We are part of an industry-government working group set up by the previous federal 
government to examine the implementation of uniform regulations and rules for mining uranium in Australia 
and, indeed, the production and export of yellowcake through the various ports. We have in place already, we 
believe, the necessary legislation to manage the safety and environmental aspects of uranium mining. With 
respect to the transport of yellowcake, I need to make the point that the tonnages involved are very small. One 
could almost euphemistically say that they can be carted away on the back of a ute. We are not therefore looking 
at a huge transport issue or at major railway lines such as those in the Pilbara used for transporting iron ore. 
Indeed, it is a comparatively very small transport task. We have made a commitment that no yellowcake will be 
exported through a port that is located in a residential area. We await proposals to the government from any 
company that wants to mine uranium and export yellowcake about how it intends to export it, bearing in mind 
we will not allow it to go through a port surrounded by a residential area. It seems to me, in light of those 
companies in a position to move reasonably quickly, that the two ports that will be used will be Port Adelaide, 
which is the port where uranium from Roxby Downs is exported, or Darwin, where Ranger and other Northern 
Territory uranium mines export yellowcake. The current state of affairs in Western Australia is that about five 
companies are working quite quickly in the development of their uranium reserves. I will not go through them 
tonight but they are fundamentally in the north eastern goldfields, between Wiluna and Sandstone at a place 
called Yeelirrie, which is the biggest known reserve of uranium oxide ore in Western Australia. The other is at 
Lake Way, south of Wiluna; and a couple of others are in the general vicinity of the north eastern goldfields. If 
those projects were to go ahead, I imagine the yellowcake would be transported by rail and shipped out through 
Port Adelaide or, north, through Alice Springs to Darwin; I gather that happens with some Roxby Downs 
yellowcake. But because the tonnages are small, the cost of transport is a reasonably small part of the cost of the 
overall project.  
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We are working hard to put in place the necessary rules and regulations that will allow uranium mining to take 
place in Western Australia. As I have constantly reminded the mining industry, we will not accept anything less 
than world’s best practice in the regulation of this industry. We acknowledge that there are concerns in the 
community and that some people do not understand that uranium has been mined in, and yellowcake has been 
exported from, Australia for 40 or 50 years successfully. People have been frightened by those who seek to 
create the impression that yellowcake is another name for a nuclear bomb. Some people think that if a drum of 
yellowcake fell off the back of a truck, there would be a nuclear explosion. Yellowcake is not something we 
would eat or ingest but, indeed, it is no more dangerous than many other products we ship through our ports and 
that are used in our mining industry in particular. A lot of fear about uranium mining is unfounded. That message 
has been understood by the people of Adelaide and, as I said, yellowcake is shipped through the port of Port 
Adelaide. People of Darwin understand that message; yellowcake goes through Darwin and there is no issue 
about that these days. We will continue to seek to advise the community of what we are doing. As I said, world’s 
best practice means world’s best practice environmentally in the mining and transportation of yellowcake, safety 
issues on site and all the other regulations that surround this industry. The companies that want to be involved, of 
course, will have to meet the stringent requirements of the commonwealth and they will not be able to export 
their yellowcake to any country that is not signatory to the non-proliferation treaty. They will also be required to 
get approval under the commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. It will 
be a highly regulated world’s best practice industry. In this current economic climate, the demand for uranium, 
or yellowcake, has led to a reasonably significant increase in the price of yellowcake. That is because many 
countries in the world now recognise that nuclear power is one way to go in terms of the climate change debate, 
so there is now increasing demand for uranium to be used in nuclear power stations. That is a demand that we 
believe we can contribute to. There is a significant industry to be had in Western Australia that we see creating 
potentially hundreds if not thousands of jobs in the mining industry. It will create wealth for the state of Western 
Australia, and, importantly, from the government’s point of view, it will provide royalties to the state of Western 
Australia that can be used for the benefit of the community. That is what we are about and that is what we expect 
will happen.  

There are two other matters I wish to raise regarding this matter. We have not agreed that we need a nuclear 
power station in Western Australia and we do not believe we do. Even though we have had a debate today about 
energy, that is not part of the mix. It is not the government’s intention that a nuclear power station be built in 
Western Australia. There are a number of reasons for that, but, most of all, there is no need at this time for that 
source of energy in this state. Whether that changes in the future is not for me to say. Secondly, we do not intend 
to accept any nuclear waste into Western Australia. Indeed, the last Court coalition government legislated to 
prohibit the importing of nuclear waste into Western Australia. We have no intention of repealing that 
legislation. The rules are quite simple: we will allow uranium mining under the most stringent conditions; no 
nuclear power stations will be built in Western Australia; and no nuclear waste dumps will be established in 
Western Australia. That is the direction in which we are headed. I do hope there can be a measured and sensible 
debate on this as we go ahead, and that people will not resort to the scare tactics they have used in the past to try 
to frighten people about this matter. I do not expect that that will be achieved because there are people who use 
this issue for their own political purposes. I expect that the Labor Party in Western Australia will eventually 
come around to the federal Labor Party’s thinking and that, in due course, there will be bipartisan support for 
uranium mining across the major parties in Western Australia. I do not know when that will be, obviously, 
because I do not have much influence over Labor Party policy. That is what I am advised is likely to happen in 
due course and I hope that is the case because there are jobs to be had and wealth to be had for the state of 
Western Australia. I thought they were the goals for the future of the state that the Labor and Liberal Parties 
shared.  

The final comment I want to make today is about freedom of information. I have been here long enough to know 
a bit about the history of the freedom of information legislation. It was passed by this Parliament about a week 
before the 1993 election. The Lawrence government introduced it in the very dying days of its term in office to 
try to create the impression that it was an open and accountable government at the time of WA Inc. It introduced 
the FOI legislation and then subsequently lost the election, so that government never had to be subjected to the 
requirements of the FOI legislation. The Court government came into office and the legislation was enacted and 
proclaimed, and so the Court government was subject to FOI, as has been the case ever since. We support FOI 
legislation. We did so when it came to Parliament in 1992, and we support it now. It is an important part of the 
accountability and transparency of government. It is important for members of Parliament and of the community 
to be able to access information that would otherwise not be available to them. There is no argument about that. 
But in recent times there have been some people who, in my view, are abusing the processes for reasons that 
have nothing to do with freedom of information. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has many FOI applications in the system. 
I understand that one of the reasons for doing that is that she wants to gum up the ministerial offices to the point 
that they cannot do the job for which they have been appointed. 
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That’s just not true! 

Hon Ken Travers: Who told you that? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I would love to tell the members who it was, but he swore me to absolute secrecy.  

Hon Ken Travers: That’s always your line when you come into this place with these throwaway lines! What a 
load of crap!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am happy to tell members that a chief executive officer of a government agency 
told me!  

Hon Ken Travers: A CEO? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Yes, a CEO of a government agency. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: What is his name?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will not tell Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich what his name is, because who would ever 
know what the member would do to him!  

Hon Ken Travers: It’s your friend in your sleep!  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is a fact of life, and if the member denies it, that is fine; she can deny it and we 
will leave it at that.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: If that is what she is trying to achieve, she is actually achieving it! One of the 
freedom of information applications that she sent to me simply asks for my diary kept since I became a minister. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Fair enough! 

Hon Norman Moore: For my daily itinerary documents. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Fair enough! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: All documents detailing the expenditure on my ministerial credit card, and the 
application further states — 

… the information requested includes, but is not limited to, all documents such as correspondence, 
briefing notes, files notes, internal memos, emails and any other correspondence.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wants to know about everything I have done since I became a minister.  

Hon Ken Travers: She’s allowed to ask that.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That’s right! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: She is allowed to ask that; that is fine. I do not know why she would want to know 
what I did on the afternoon of Sunday, 23 February or whatever, because basically it is probably none of her 
business, quite frankly.  

This is a fishing expedition of mammoth proportions. If the member wanted to know about a particular 
individual or group of people I have met with, as was the case in the FOI application she submitted about my 
contact with Mr Crichton-Browne, it would be a legitimate question. Through the ministerial office, the member 
received the answer back that there had been no contact. That was a legitimate question because it related to an 
individual and a particular set of circumstances. To me, to want to know everything I have done and every 
person I have met with since I became a minister is not fishing—it is actually trawling. It is almost bizarre to 
want to have all that information.  

Let me demonstrate to the member the consequences of that FOI application. As the member knows, third 
persons need to be advised that there has been an FOI application that will involve their name being used and 
being made public. They have the opportunity to say no, but they have to be contacted. The other day I asked the 
staff in my office whether they could work out a rough estimate of the number of people I meet in a week, and 
what sort of effect this would be likely to have on the number of people they have to contact as third persons.  

I have a couple of examples: In the period from 17 November to 22 November, I met with 43 third party persons. 
From 11 March to 17 March 2009, I met 79 third party people. At one particular meeting I met with 27 people, 
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all of whom have to be consulted—27 people in one meeting. All this information is contained on my day file 
which has written down on it the people I met with. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: But did you meet with 47 individuals — 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Just hold your horses, will you, Mona, please!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: What was the group?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The people I meet are listed on the day file, but then in respect to the briefing notes 
and all the other things I get with the meeting, there may well be 50 other names of people who are involved in 
the issue we are discussing.  

My office has gone through and worked out that up to the end of March, for a period of 27 weeks, which is how 
long we have been in government, there are 135 day sheets. Since I have been a minister, the average number of 
people I have met is 12 a day. Doing the mathematics, 12 times 135 day sheets is equivalent to 1 620 third 
persons who need to be contacted. They are just the people on the day sheet, not the people whose names are 
listed in all the other information that the honourable member has requested under FOI. If there are 27 other 
names on a document, they have to be contacted, too. To deal with Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s FOI application, my 
office has to contact, as a rough estimate, 1 600 people.  

A lot of those people reside in China and India. I have had a number of meetings with Chinese and Indian 
delegations, and they bring 10 or 12 or 15 people and we all sit down at a table. We have to contact them to ask 
them if they mind whether their names go on an FOI response. That is placing enormous pressure on my office 
for no good purpose. I do not know why she wants to know whether I met with Mr Chou from China. If she 
wants to know whether I met with Mr Chou from China, she should ask me and I will give her the answer. These 
totally broad-ranging FOI applications are having the effect that the member desires, which is to gum up my 
office. Two people are working almost full time on FOI applications for no good purpose other than showing 
that the member is a stickybeak! She is a gossip; that is what she is! That is why she wants to do this—in the 
hope she might trawl through all of this stuff and find that I met with Joe Blow and it might give her a story in 
“Inside Cover”. That is about the sum total of it.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am very happy to provide answers to specific questions. If she wants to know have 
I met with Joe Blow, have I met with Mary Smith, have I met with anybody else, when and if and what were the 
briefing notes, she will get it all because it is easy to find. I might add that this is not the first FOI request I 
received for my diary. The member for Rockingham—the guy with all the enthusiasm in the world; his ambition 
greatly exceeds his ability—has already put in a similar one to this. Not only have we got his application to deal 
with, we also got one from Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. These applications are dealt with by government officers who 
do nothing else but try to contact all these 1 600 people all across the world to ask them whether they mind that 
their names go on an FOI submission. How appallingly bad is that?  

This is a pretty clear demonstration of the fact that this member is not searching for particular information; she is 
just trying to cast a huge net in the hope that she might catch a minnow. My FOI coordinator has responded to 
the member a number of times asking her to constrain her requests to make it a bit easier for us to manage. The 
answer is no, and that she wants all this information, and if she does not get it, she will complain to the 
commissioner. I guess the member will complain to the commissioner. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: What’s your problem? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I do not have a problem, except that I do not see why the member needs all that 
information.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I’ll explain it to you when I get up in due course! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The member has already explained it to me about 1 000 times; that is why I am 
responding to her tonight.  

Hon Ken Travers: We’ll move an amendment to this Address-in-Reply, and then she can respond to it.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I’ve got plenty of information!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: There is no doubt in my mind that the purpose of the member’s FOI applications is 
simply to gum up the ministerial offices, and they have certainly had that effect in my office. I have looked at the 
number of FOI requests that have been submitted to this government since it came into office, and they are 
vastly in excess of whatever occurred during the time of the previous government. 

Hon Ken Travers: That’s because you were lazy! Don’t blame us for that! 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I would never ask a minister for his or her diary.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I have been a minister, and I know what it is like, and half the things ministers do 
are nobody else’s business at all except theirs. What will happen is that ministers will start meeting people in 
their electorate offices, which is plain, downright stupid; the member knows that and I know that!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wants to keep asking these things and is doing her best to make sure that ministerial 
offices cannot operate efficiently and effectively. We will continue to deal with the member’s freedom of 
information applications according to the rules. If the member wants to be a busybody and find something to 
gossip about, she can go for her life, if she thinks that that is her purpose in life. If the member asked a serious 
question like, “Why did you meet the Chinese delegation about the Gindalbie project?” I would give her all the 
information she liked because that would be a useful bit of knowledge for her. I regret to say that the member 
cannot get her mind out of the political gutter. Part of her problem is she is not interested in the big issues but in 
nitpicking and finding something to be printed in “Inside Cover”. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: The 70 documents on the export of uranium—hand them over. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I just made a speech about the export and mining of uranium, which the member did 
not even listen to. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That’s right, so why won’t you hand over the 70 documents that you have in your 
office that you have identified on the transport and export of uranium? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The member will get whatever the FOI coordinator of my office deems is 
appropriate for her to get. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You have to explain that to me. If you think that is being a busybody, you had better 
think again. 

Hon Ken Travers: You are the man who said to keep uranium mining secret. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I beg your pardon? 

Hon Ken Travers: You said to all of the mining companies, “Keep it secret. Come and talk to me; don’t talk to 
anyone else”. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I know that my response is taking longer than I expected, Mr Deputy President, but 
that interjection requires a response. 

Hon Ken Travers: That is why I made it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I made a speech at the uranium conference and I said to the mining companies, 
“Please do not speculate about how you might go about your mining and transport operations until such time as 
you have made a decision about what you want to do and you have put a submission to government”, because 
one company said that it would truck it down to Kalgoorlie and put it on a train in Kalgoorlie. Now everyone in 
Kalgoorlie thinks that yellowcake will be transported up and down Hannan Street. The few greenies who live in 
Kalgoorlie are stirring everybody up. I told the company that there was no prospect in my view that yellowcake 
would be transported down the main street of Kalgoorlie at all but that there are other ways of getting it on to the 
train line to Adelaide without transporting it through an urban community. When a company has a proposal to 
put to the government, we will deal with it on its merits. I told the companies to not speculate because all that 
does is cause speculation about things that, in most cases, will not happen. That is why I made that comment. I 
did not think that I was telling them to be quiet; I was saying that they should wait until they had a proposal to be 
put to government and we would debate it then, as opposed to debating what a company thinks it might like to 
do. Some companies might like to export uranium through the Cottesloe groyne and they might speculate about 
that. Can members imagine what the member for Cottesloe would say about that! That will not happen, so do not 
even speculate about it. That is the way it is. 

I will conclude by saying that it would be good if a future Leader of the House, during the next Address-in-
Reply, were able to have the departments respond to the various issues raised by members’ speeches so that the 
Leader of the House, in summing up the debate, could respond to the matters raised by members. I have sought 
to do that in respect of a number of issues but there were dozens of other issues raised by members that 
obviously I will not respond to today. That is a good way forward in respect to the Address-in-Reply. 

Assuming, as I have been led to believe, that this will be the last speech on the Address-in-Reply, what normally 
happens is a vote is taken on the motion and the Address-in-Reply — 

Hon Ken Travers: Some of your comments need to be responded to. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE: If the member wants to get up and respond, he can. I cannot stop him from talking. I 
would love to do a lot of things, and that is one of them, but I cannot. In the event that this is the conclusion of 
the debate on the Address-in-Reply or, if it is not, when it does happen, I will move a motion that we present the 
motion to His Excellency. A number of members would then accompany the President to present the address to 
His Excellency. I just hope that that can be done sooner rather than later. I support the motion. 

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [8.04 pm]: I will speak to the Address-in-Reply. I will not focus my 
comments on the issues raised by the previous speaker but I had intended to make some comments before the 
Address-in-Reply was wrapped up. I will start by making some comments about the change of government 
following the election last year. Obviously the result and the circumstances in which the election was held were a 
surprise at the time. That is the nature of politics, I guess. It is the art of the unexpected. Anything can happen in 
this business. I was delighted to see a change of government. It is very good for democracy in this state that the 
government does not have a majority in either chamber at this stage. In the lower house, the Liberal-National 
government was formed with a coalition of three Independents, including one Independent who is a former 
Labor Party member of Parliament and who is now supporting this government. 

It is interesting to note that during the election campaign the then Treasurer, Eric Ripper, announced that the 
government of the day intended to make savings in the public sector by applying a three per cent efficiency 
dividend across the board. I do not know whether the former government genuinely believed that it could 
achieve that saving or whether it gave the government an opportunity to announce an extra three per cent 
expenditure across all areas going into an election. The change of government gave a conservative government 
the opportunity to agree to also introduce a three per cent efficiency dividend. The government therefore has a 
mandate to introduce the three per cent efficiency dividend saving, with the support of the now opposition. I am 
disappointed that the government has not been able to achieve the three per cent efficiency saving. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It has been a disaster. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: The opposition had given the government its full support and the government was 
elected on the policy that it would immediately implement the three per cent efficiency saving. The government 
has been in power for nine months and has not achieved the three per cent efficiency dividend, which is almost 
an admission that the previous government had good control of the finances of the state and was running an 
efficient public sector. I would have to say that that was not the case at all. 

Recently the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 was passed. It provided for an increase of $1.2 billion 
for the current budget, which was introduced by the Labor government prior to the election. That was the first 
budget year of the new government. The amount of $1.2 billion is an extraordinary sum for a Treasurer’s 
advance authorisation. When I first became a member, the figure was $750 million, which was a $450 million 
increase on what it had been previously. That amount was quite contentious at the time. During my time as a 
member, we legislated for a discretion of consolidated revenue of three per cent so that there would not 
necessarily be a need to introduce a Treasurer’s advance authorisation bill for a large amount. The $1.2 billion 
asked for this year is a significant amount. That gives the government some flexibility to bring forward some of 
the expenditure for next year’s budget into this year. Therefore, we will have a slightly smaller surplus than we 
otherwise would have had this financial year. However, we will be able to maintain a surplus until at least next 
year. 

It is interesting that there have been so many leaks coming out of the state budget and also the federal budget that 
was announced tonight. There is talk of $7.2 billion in cutbacks in capital expenditure over the next four years. 
When going into a period of economic downturn, the usual requirement of a government to promote economic 
activity would be to maintain the capital expenditure on the capital items and cut back on the recurrent spending. 
That has not happened. Any savings that are made on recurrent spending could be used on capital expenditure to 
provide the social dividend and the benefit of new facilities throughout the state. It is disappointing that those 
things have been cut back without there being any focus on recurrent expenditure. Some of those things that I 
agree should be cut back include the Subiaco Oval redevelopment, which was a billion-dollar proposal to build a 
new football facility in Western Australia. I was disappointed the other day when Andrew Demetriou, the chief 
executive of the Australian Football League, referred to Subiaco Oval as the worst football facility in Australia, 
and the Premier agreed with him! Whether that is the case or not, I do not think the AFL should come to Western 
Australia and complain about our facilities. If the AFL does not like Subiaco Oval, it should not come here. On 
most weeks, Subiaco Oval is not full. The new government has far more urgent areas of expenditure with this 
economic downturn than to put aside $1 billion for Subiaco Oval. In fact, if the government spent a million 
dollars on a thousand new toilets for Subiaco Oval, it could probably solve most of the problems there and it 
would not be such a bad place to watch a game of football.  

I recently asked Hon Simon O’Brien a question about boat registration fees. It was brought to my attention that 
he had agreed to some significant fee increases. I was alarmed when I heard that this government was 
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considering an increase in boating registration fees, given there are something like 90 000 recreational boat 
owners in Western Australia. It is a recreational activity for families and something for all Western Australians 
to enjoy with the Swan River, Rottnest Island and elsewhere, and boat owners already pay a significant amount 
in boat registration fees. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: How much do they pay? 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: An aluminium dinghy owner pays a couple of hundred dollars a year; I think it is a 
base registration fee of $160 plus a percentage. The luxury boat owners with 40-foot boats, or whatever, pay 
somewhere around $800 or $900 at the moment.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: No, that is not correct. The member might want to check his facts. I want to help the 
member along with an interjection. Has the member considered the issue of whether non-boat owners should 
subsidise what he has pointed out is a recreational activity?  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: That has always been the argument. I do not believe that is the case. The department 
earns something like $10 million a year in revenue from boat registrations. Most boat owners would probably 
think it is a luxury tax on owning a boat, whether it is a luxury launch or a 12-foot aluminium dinghy that they 
catch prawns in on the river. For them, any increase in boating registration fees is considered to be a tax on their 
recreation and not something that will contribute to any increased boat launching facilities or navigational aids, 
State Emergency Service rescue teams, or anything else.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Do boat owners ever complain to you that they do not have enough compliance officers 
and there are not enough services such as nav aids and the sort of things you just mentioned, because they 
complain to me!  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: Most boat owners would be quite happy if there were no compliance officers! Boat 
owners do not like to see compliance officers when they go out for the day. 

Hon Ken Travers: Only your mates, Felsy!  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I do not own a boat. I owned a couple of yachts, but they are exempt anyway. I do not 
own any stink boats, and I know that people who do, when they go out, do not like being pulled over and 
inspected or whatever else the compliance officers do. They pay their charges every year, plus their trailer 
registration, which is a separate registration altogether. I do not think it is appropriate for a conservative 
government in its first year of office to bring in a staggered program of boat registration increases—not just in 
one year but each year for the next three to four years.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Thursday’s budget is only for this year. By interjection, I appreciate your thoughts.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I hope that the honourable minister will not introduce any new increases in boat 
registration fees. I heard plenty of debates in this place while the minister was the shadow spokesman on 
transport when he talked about the boffins and the bureaucrats in the Department of Transport, which is now his 
department —  

Hon Simon O’Brien: It will be shortly.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I would just — 

Hon Ken Travers: Remember when he used to complain about the increase in lease fees? Does the member 
remember Hon Simon O’Brien’s disallowance motion on that?  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I do not recall that one in particular.  

Hon Ken Travers: He was the defender of the boats then!  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I have always been an opponent of bureaucracy. I know that the minister often referred 
to the boffins and the bureaucrats in the department while he was in opposition.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: It is a term of endearment!  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I want to alert the minister that he is now dealing with the same people whom he 
referred to as boffins. I would like the minister to be aware that as the minister, he is there to direct these people 
on how to run the department, not for them to direct him! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Would the member be happy if I got rid of the bother for boat owners putting those sticky 
rego stickers on their windscreens?  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: That would not bother me a great deal. I was a bit surprised that the government was 
planning to save $2 million by not having registration stickers when it will be a disadvantage and people will not 
know when their registration is due.  
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Hon Ken Travers: I reckon Hon Anthony Fels is the sort of bloke who a couple of times looked at the car and 
though, “Oh, I’d better renew my rego!”.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I will have Hon Ken Travers know that my friend is the most organised person I have ever 
met.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Ray Halligan): Members, there are far too many interjections.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: That is another issue for another day, which I will be happy to talk about. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: The registration of motor vehicles is a difficult issue. I have been in small business and 
have had to register numerous vehicles, and it is very difficult dealing with the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure. If someone has a problem with a vehicle registration and let us say the registration payment has 
been overlooked and it is a month overdue, and in order to renew the registration the vehicle must undergo an 
inspection—go over the pits—it can take a whole day waiting in line for an inspection. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Not anymore.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: The previous government made some changes, but I do not know if they made things 
any better.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Yes, it did; take it from me. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: The Corruption and Crime Commission made some inquiries into what was going on 
when the previous government was running that department. A whole lot of shonky things were going on in that 
department that should not have happened! 

Hon Ken Travers: And there was a whole lot of shonky things going on in this Parliament in the last term as 
well!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: There were a whole lot of things going on in your farm that should not have happened!  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: If Hon Anthony Fels would sit down for one moment.  

I would ask that these tandem interjections desist. Hansard cannot pick up the interjections in the manner they 
are being presented. If members want to say something meaningful and want it recorded by Hansard, then they 
should choose their time, and not everyone blast the member on his feet as they have been doing.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

I will quickly make a couple of points about vehicle registration, because it is an issue. In business I owned 
several vehicles, and I had employees driving them around and getting pulled over for speeding or committing 
parking offences, or whatever. When the fines are not paid, the owner of the vehicle is responsible for fixing the 
matter up. It is a nightmare to try to deal with. The process is, if the owner of the motor vehicle does not pay the 
parking fine—even if that owner reports who the driver was—if the offender is not around to fix it up, the owner 
is liable for the fine, and the registration for the rest of the vehicles in the fleet cannot be renewed until that is 
sorted out.  

I have another example on the same issue. I bought a tractor for my farm a few years ago. The tractor had a farm 
licence. I would not normally take the tractor on the road, although I might have to if I cannot sort out the 
problem that I have. It was a $15 000 tractor. I paid the basic transfer fee for a farm tractor. The normal 
registration for a year costs something like $60 or $70. That is a concession rate for farm vehicles. It only has to 
be registered if it is taken between properties. I have never taken it on the road. When I bought it, I paid $600 to 
get a low-loader to cart it to my property, and it has never been off the property. In its wisdom, the Department 
for Planning and Infrastructure assessed it as a vehicle transfer and I had to pay stamp duty for a $15 000 vehicle 
and the licence for a road vehicle. It would normally cost something like $460 to register a vehicle to have it on 
the road for a year. The department would not accept that it was a farm tractor and it was not going on the road. I 
would have had to apply for that concession as a new owner. I am still trying to resolve that issue with the 
department. If the department insists on charging me $460 a year to register my tractor, I wonder whether it 
would be happy if I drove it up and down Canning Highway in front of the minister’s office holding up all the 
traffic in the morning. I am not blaming the minister; I am blaming the boffins and the bureaucrats in the 
department. They want to enforce the regulations the way they see them. They are not flexible about them. It is 
very difficult to deal with them. If we go to the licensing centre at City West, or any of the others, we wait a long 
time in the queues to be served. There are rules and guidelines that the departmental officers have to comply 
with. Fortunately, the staff at the local shire offices deal with these things very quickly and easily. Without them, 
it is a nightmare trying to deal with some of these government agencies on these issues.  
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Another issue that we have dealt with in the past few years that I am very concerned about is the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act, what was known as the BAM bill when it went through this place. That is 
probably one of the most serious pieces of legislation that will affect farmers in the future. It will be some time 
before a lot of its effects are known. It will impose significant costs on the farming community when there is 
some outbreak or a potential biosecurity threat. When it comes down to normal representation of various 
industries, whether it be the pig industry, the beef industry, the wool industry or the lamb industry, there will be 
more and more reliance on the industry contributing to the costs of its representation and any other issues it has 
to deal with, including biosecurity and any other threat to the industry. Until about the past 10 years, the 
Department of Agriculture and Food was always quite active and quite well resourced to do a lot of that work on 
behalf of the rural community. With the recent genetically modified canola commercial trials being conducted in 
Western Australia, the department has got well away from funding the research and development into new 
technology in agriculture. Even though the GM issue is very interesting when we consider the technology and 
the advances it will provide for agriculture and other industries, a lot of issues have to be addressed before we 
rush into the open release of GM canola in the way it is being done at the moment.  

I visited Mt Barker last Wednesday for a presentation by Monsanto on GM crops to learn a bit more about the 
issue and farmers’ views of it and how it will affect everything. I am now even more alarmed about the long-
term repercussions of moving into Roundup Ready canola this year and GM canola generally. Farmers are 
giving away a lot of the control they have over their industry by signing licensing and training agreements with 
Monsanto in the case of Roundup Ready canola before they are allowed to grow it. They have to pay the 
additional costs of seed. I also learnt that when a farmer signs up with Monsanto, part of the licensing agreement 
stipulates that the farmer has to use Monsanto’s Roundup. Before I went to that meeting I was fairly relaxed 
about something such as Roundup Ready canola, given that the active ingredient, glyphosate, is off patent. It has 
been for about 10 years. Therefore, if farmers were relying on glyphosate as the active constituent to try to 
control the weeds in canola, being off patent there would be a lot of cheaper generic products around that they 
could use. Under the licensing agreement, if farmers are going to grow Roundup Ready canola, they have to use 
Roundup from Monsanto. I believe that is a restriction on trade and possibly even breaches the Trade Practices 
Act. I would hope that the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Commerce look into those issues as 
part of the trial of GM canola this year.  

With the economic downturn around the world and the banking crisis, a number of things happened to large 
companies in Western Australia last year that affect some of the services being offered in the state. For example, 
WestNet Rail is part of the Babcock and Brown group, which continues to be in some sort of financial crisis as 
far as its banking requirements go. There was an opportunity—there still may well be—for the government to 
intervene. There are arguments over how Babcock and Brown is funding the maintenance of WestNet Rail, for 
which it was given a 50-year lease about 10 years ago. It is now starting to fall apart in country areas and 
affecting the level of service available for rail transport, particularly of grain, to port, therefore putting increased 
pressure on the roads. After having sold it, the government has an opportunity to intervene by taking back 
WestNet Rail if the company has failed. If the government is required to contribute capital into maintaining or 
improving the service, it ought to be taking some equity in the whole thing so that if taxpayers’ money is being 
spent on it, the taxpayers will end up with some ownership at the end of any capital expenditure program. 

We also saw BankWest change ownership shortly after the change of government. It was previously owned by 
the Royal Bank of Scotland, which had some difficulties in its own country. The Commonwealth Bank slipped in 
and bought BankWest for around $2 billion. BankWest has grown a lot since the Western Australian government 
sold it about 15 years ago. I do not think it was necessarily a good thing for Western Australia to allow the 
Commonwealth Bank to take over the Bank of Western Australia, which at that time was separately owned and 
therefore an alternative competitor to the four major banks. As a result of the government guarantee that has 
been implemented for depositors’ funds with the major banks around Australia, it is more expensive for the 
Treasury of Western Australia to raise funds through government bonds because they are now competing in the 
market with bank deposits, which have the sovereign guarantee of the commonwealth government deposit 
guarantee. It would have been an opportunity for the Western Australian government to step in and acquire 
BankWest from the Bank of Scotland in a quick sale situation. The argument about whether governments should 
own banks or businesses can be had another day. It would have been beneficial for the electors and public of 
Western Australia if the state government had intervened and acquired BankWest at that time. It could have 
preserved the 400 or so jobs that have since been announced will be abolished by the Commonwealth Bank 
under the new ownership of BankWest in Western Australia, and at the same time continue to provide 
competition to the other major banks in the state.  

The regional airline policy of the previous government, I always considered, was anticompetitive and not 
designed to provide the most cost-effective service or the best quality of service for regional Western Australia. 
The major regional player in WA is Skywest. It has a monopoly over the major routes, certainly throughout the 
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south west of Western Australia—in particular within my electorate of Geraldton and Esperance. The cost of 
those services is really outrageous when we take into consideration the distances they travel. It is outrageous 
when we compare that with the services of regional airlines in other states or even the interstate airfares and the 
competition that has driven prices well down throughout Australia. There are currently some international 
airfares, for example, to Asian destinations that are going for less than you can fly to Esperance. Flights to 
Beijing, Shanghai or Hong Kong can be bought for around $700. A flight to Tokyo can be bought for less than 
$700. These airfares are not available all year round, but they are available quite often these days. One can even 
fly to Europe for something like $1 300 including taxes. When someone has to fly to a place like Esperance or 
Geraldton, the airfare is somewhere around $650. I think that is outrageous. With a change to a Liberal 
government —  

Hon Ken Travers: You cannot use the concession fare for one example and the regular fare for the other. You 
have to compare the cheap fares versus the cheap fares or the regular fares versus the regular fares.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: The regular fare to Esperance, for example, is $656.  

Hon Ken Travers: What is the regular fare to China?  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I do not know.  

Hon Ken Travers: No—that is my point.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: You can get anything up to a business-class fare that might cost you $5 000. At normal 
times of the year you will get a flight to China for about $1 000. When it is on special, you get it for under $700. 
You can go to Paris or London for about $1 300 now. That is not a usual sort of airfare. For the past four years, 
while we have had the regional airline policy of this state that has given Skywest a monopoly over the regional 
routes, it has been pretty regular to be able to get a flight to Sydney or Melbourne, or anywhere in the eastern 
states and in between, for under $500. You do not have to wait for a special for that. If I went on the internet 
tonight and had a look, I would probably be able to fly out to Sydney at midnight tonight or tomorrow for $250.  

Hon Kim Chance interjected.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: You would not have to book far ahead to get a fare like that.  

Hon Kim Chance: That was a month ahead.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: You can fly Jetstar, Tiger, Qantas, Virgin and whoever else is operating. You can look 
at all of them and you can mix and match. It is fantastic that we have got that competition. It is fantastic that they 
are all still in business. That might not happen forever—I do not know. I would say it is a pretty difficult industry 
to be in. I do not think there is any excuse to say that, because some of these regional destinations rely on those 
services, we are going to give a monopoly to an airline like Skywest to operate there and not run the risk of 
allowing some competition to drive down the prices and improve the service. If we had airfares to those places 
for half the price, we would probably get twice the number of flights and they would all be making money, like 
the interstate operators.  

Hon Ken Travers: Can you tell me where there is a market of a similar size that works in the way you are 
talking about?  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: The regional airlines in the eastern states, throughout New South Wales and Victoria. 
In fact, you have got Qantas and Virgin operating in most of those regional routes now into towns like —  

Hon Ken Travers: To similar markets?  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: Not the same because they are bigger cities like Dubbo and Wagga Wagga and other 
places throughout Victoria and New South Wales. Those airlines are not putting on their big jet planes. Smaller 
towns are being serviced and the opportunity is there for the bigger airlines to join in where it is possible. It 
would be fantastic for a place like Esperance if Virgin decided to fly down there—like they fly to Kalgoorlie or 
to Broome—and fly a 100-seat jet plane. It might not have to be every day or twice a day, but even if it was once 
a week—it would be fantastic for tourism in that town and it would be fantastic for people in that town who want 
to travel to Perth. They could choose an alternative airline and hopefully the existing airline would still operate. 
With lower prices, I think they would all get a whole lot more traffic as well.  

There is another issue in relation to airlines, which is that the service and functioning of Perth Airport is a 
significant problem. We have had massive growth over the past five years with the mining boom and the 
competition with other flights interstate. Traffic is a major problem at Perth Airport, and so is the parking and so 
is the availability of public transport into the city. I am surprised there was no proposal by the previous 
government, or this government, to build a train service out of the airport via Guildford, for example, which is 
very close. There are not a lot of obstacles in the way to get a train line through to the Guildford station and into 
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Perth. Ultimately it would be far better to have an express service to Perth Airport; especially when there is talk 
about turning the international terminal into a standard terminal. At the moment it is about another 10 kilometres 
to go around the long way to get there from the domestic terminal. I do not know if it is just a legacy of bad 
planning from when the airport was first built and then they built a separate international terminal over the other 
side.  

There are also problems for people arriving in Perth off an international flight. If two or three planes arrive at the 
same time—and it does happen—there is a big hold-up for people to get through customs. There is always the 
argument about Perth being Dullsville—bad shopping and not a real good tourist destination for international 
business. If we improved immigration and visa processing through the international airport in particular, that 
would be a much more welcoming event for people when they arrive in this country. Remember, when you go 
through there yourself, you go through the Australian queue and you usually go through a bit quicker. I ended up 
in the international queue one day. I do not know if I was too tired and did not know where I was or whatever but 
I got stuck in there. 

Hon Ken Travers: Which passport was the member using? 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: It was something like an hour to get to the front of the queue. International visitors 
probably should be getting priority; not the Australian visitors. We want them to come back and spend their 
money when they are here.  

Another issue is the Great Eastern Highway from the city over the Causeway and all the way out to the airport. 
When the Court government was in power there was quite a bit of money spent around the Burswood part. I 
think it was spent by the Burswood Casino as part of its licensing conditions. It had to spend money on 
gardening and landscaping around the area to make it attractive. There is now a lot of congestion on Great 
Eastern Highway out to the airport. Trying to catch a plane in peak hour can be quite difficult. If there is an 
accident or some other traffic problem, there can be significant delays. There is no excuse now as the roads have 
all been gazetted to be widened. The last government acquired land along there—and I think that is continuing—
to allow the widening of Great Eastern Highway. I hope there are funds, in the budget to be handed down this 
week, to allow that to continue and be completed very quickly.  

The other issue is the freeway system. The previous government put a railway line down the middle of the 
southern freeway, over the Narrows Bridge, which had just been widened by the previous Court Liberal 
government. We are back in a situation now where we have a huge bottleneck at peak-hour times between the 
Kwinana Freeway and the Mitchell Freeway or vice versa. At five or six o’clock at night there is mayhem on that 
stretch of freeway. The traffic is always held up where it used to go past the Perth Convention and Exhibition 
Centre. I do not know if they are permanent roads that have been put in place there or temporary, but it is very 
slow to get through that part. The traffic is also very slow when it is coming out of the city getting onto the 
freeway and then getting over the Narrows Bridge. A lot of work needs to be done to widen the freeway all the 
way, certainly at the extremities, so that as the traffic heads out of the city it can keep going pretty fast and not 
build up to slow down the traffic through the middle of town.  

The royalties for regions policy has been very welcome in country areas. However, I warn this government that 
it needs to be very careful and that just throwing around a bit of money over the next three to four years in power 
will not be a good thing in the long term if we get a change of government and a new Labor government comes 
in and says, “All right, guys, you’ve had it good for four years, but now we’re going to cut out everything and 
virtually cut off everything you’ve had.” Unless this government can enshrine the royalties for regions policy in 
legislation to provide permanent ongoing funding—which is what the National Party proposed when it talked 
about the policy—it runs the risk of causing more problems in the future when that money gets cut off, and it 
may well be cut off by a future Labor government. 

Another issue is the recent announcement about fuel cards for pensioners. I was speaking with some pensioners 
in my electorate a couple of weeks ago at a function. I mentioned to them that they would be getting the fuel card 
and they quickly told me that they would not be getting it because they were working pensioners. One guy I was 
talking to was a retired farmer. I do not know what the state of his finances were but he was obviously earning an 
income from a farm and was ineligible for any pension. I believe that if there is to be a scheme available for 
pensioners, it should be broader than for just those earning a Centrelink pension, given that they are citizens who 
have worked all their lives and have paid their taxes, and the ones who are still working are probably the ones 
who still drive motor vehicles, and a lot of the ones who are not working are probably not even driving motor 
vehicles.  

Hon Wendy Duncan: They can use it for taxis. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: They can use it for taxis, but there are no taxis in some of those towns; that is, 
therefore, also a problem. There are a lot of pensioners who do not drive any more and they are in towns where 
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there is no taxi service. If we want to increase the populations in country towns, maintaining elderly people in 
those towns is fantastic for those regions. It is very good for elderly people to be able to retire in the town where 
they worked all their lives and it is also very good for their families to be close by, but it is also very good for 
industry in a lot of those towns given the nursing and care that is provided in some of those places. 

Another issue related to that is train concessions. It would be very useful for the government to exempt all 
elderly people from paying train fares, certainly in non-peak times. I drove along the freeway from the farm 
about 7.30 on Sunday night and found myself next to a train from Mandurah. There was not one person on the 
train. I later had to go out towards Midland. 

Hon Kate Doust: It was Mother’s Day; they were probably celebrating with their mothers. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: They might have been still celebrating with their mothers, but at 7.30 at night I would 
expect someone to be on the train if the train was still running. If there was free travel at that time of night, I am 
sure more would use it, and they would not have to line up to pay for their tickets and so on. If the state is 
running the service, obviously it costs the state no more to allow free travel than to charge for it when no-one 
uses it. There is a similar situation with Transperth. I am sure all members have seen it when they drive around 
Perth at night: Transperth buses travelling around at night with no-one on them. If we are lucky there might be 
one or two people coming home from work or wherever. However, I just wonder what the benefit is of running 
big buses at those times. There are ongoing maintenance costs for wear and tear, plus the cost of fuel and of 
running an operation at that time of night. Why could we not use smaller vehicles at that time of night? They 
would travel a lot faster. We could even go to some of the hire car companies to use their vehicles overnight 
when they are not using them in their normal business hire during the day, or whatever. That is something that 
the government ought to look at instead of running a big Transperth bus around the suburbs and not taking on 
any passengers. The same driver could go around in a four-seater sedan and carry the same number of passengers 
or more than he would on a bus and get around a lot faster and certainly a lot cheaper for the state, and leave the 
bus for peak-hour times when they do get full. 

In places such as Hong Kong and China the government gives elderly people free travel at all times on the train 
services. I think the policy is to get people out of their houses, spending money, going shopping, visiting and just 
getting out and about. There would not really be any additional cost, given the massive cost of running the Public 
Transport Authority in Western Australia anyway, if there were more concessions for those people who would 
not otherwise use the service, especially at those times of the day when the service is not being utilised. 

I must say something about the daylight saving referendum because it is only a few days away and the way 
people are going to vote is already getting contentious. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Will you be ticking or crossing? 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I do not know what I will do. I just want to make sure I have a valid vote. It is very 
disappointing, after three years of planning and knowing that this referendum was coming, that in the last week 
the Electoral Commission is indicating that voters might make an ineligible vote if they put a cross in the “no” 
box, when voters in this state have been used for years to voting—certainly in the Legislative Council 
elections—with a cross in the above-the-line party box. They put a cross in that box for a valid vote. 

Hon Ken Travers: But that says you want the person. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: It is the same if the voter puts a cross in the “no” box; that says the voter wants a “no” 
vote recorded. 

Hon Ken Travers: You are not crossing “no”. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: When someone votes Labor, the person puts a cross in the box for Labor.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members! 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: It is very poorly designed. We are going into a referendum after all this time without a 
state election, so that it will cost $10 million to fund a stand-alone referendum. Obviously some voters will 
express a view one way or the other without thinking a great deal about it. However, that will be their view and it 
might not record what would otherwise be the consensus vote. 

Another issue on which I do not believe the people of Western Australia have had a satisfactory explanation, 
even with the change of government, is the Varanus Island gas explosion last year. That caused mayhem during 
winter, certainly to a lot of industry in the state, while the economy was still running very strongly and there was 
a threat to our energy supplies. I am still not satisfied with the explanations of how it all happened, why it 
happened and why it caused as much trouble as it did when the facility had been through a quality assurance 
audit only a month or so before it happened and it had all been ticked off. I think Lloyds Register Quality 
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Assurance had given it the ticks, yet the explosion occurred and there was massive disruption to industry and 
business in Western Australia. I do not know where the government is heading on this issue or whether it was 
just an issue with which to attack the previous government at the time, and now that the election is out of the 
way it is not as important. There are a lot of issues that the government needs to look into, in particular the 
quality assurance audits and processes. The government cannot just rely on those audits and processes to verify 
that something has been done correctly or that it is correct. I have seen quality assurance audits, certainly in the 
pig industry, the wool industry, the beef industry and a whole lot of agricultural industries. The audits were 
brought in with the best intentions to improve the quality of the products, but ultimately they became quite 
bureaucratic. The process ends up relying on auditors coming around and checking off a whole lot of issues. I 
think it is starting to become anticompetitive for some of those industries. I know that in the pig industry there 
are virtually no small-scale pig farmers left and those that are left do it more for love than for money. The pig 
industry used to be an industry that farmers would get in and out of depending on how profitable wheat growing 
and other industries were. If they needed to make an extra dollar, they would go into pigs. They had what 
economists used to call the hog cycle, which was just a regular four-year cycle of up and down prices that was 
based on people going into and going from the industry.  

I think similar problems are starting to emerge in the wool industry. There is a dire shortage of sheep in Western 
Australia and Australia generally. It is getting harder and harder to remain in industries such as that, because a 
person cannot simply buy some sheep in Midland, run them for six or 12 months, cut the wool, sell them and go 
into some other industry. A person has to have everything registered and audited, and it must be done by the 
proper wool classers. It is not easy for the farmers to do it under their own farmer stencil anymore. Even though 
these requirements are designed to improve quality, ultimately they end up causing more harm to the industry 
and providing less production. When products are exported overseas I do not think the growers get any benefit 
from having complied with these quality assurance requirements. I think it makes it easier for the marketers, the 
buyers and end users to run their businesses while it is much harder for farmers to run their businesses.  

Harvey Beef has been having problems for several years, and I understand there are still difficulties with the 
long-term viability of its cost structure. Recently also, Peters ice cream factory announced the closure of its Perth 
operations due to a change of ownership and that a lot of its processing will be moving to the eastern states. Over 
time, that sort of closure will be very detrimental to the dairy industry of Western Australia and to all the 
secondary and tertiary workers associated with it.  

The fall-out from the lead exports out of Esperance was one of the most serious environmental issues to occur 
during the last term of the Labor government. I believe that the people of Esperance and of Western Australia 
have not had a satisfactory answer to how and why that happened. I do not believe the residents of Esperance in 
particular will have peace of mind that that sort of thing will not happen again somewhere. I guess it came down 
to lack of quality assurance and related issues whereby people were meant to comply with certain requirements 
and they did not. Whether that was deliberate, accidental or an oversight, it should never have happened. 
Magellan Metals Pty Ltd was originally given a permit to export lead in pelletised form through the Geraldton 
port. However, some time after that, but before export commenced, a deal was done with the Esperance port on 
the basis that it would be happy to export the lead through Esperance. Whether the Esperance port people did not 
read what was on the permit or ignored it and did not think it would be an issue, unfortunately the lead ended up 
going out of Esperance in the raw powder form rather than in the pelletised form, as was originally stated on the 
permit. I have certainly still not seen a satisfactory explanation for how that happened. It certainly was not 
addressed properly by the lower house inquiry into the issue.  

The Office of Shared Services is another area that I took a bit of interest in while I served on the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. Financially, the decision to establish the Office of Shared 
Services was probably one of the worst decisions of the previous Labor government. It was announced at the 
time that it would save hundreds of millions of dollars through administering various government departments. 
The cost to establish it was supposed to be around $100 million and after two or three years it was supposed to 
be self-funding and any savings would be retained in the department. That certainly has not been the case. It has 
been plagued by one problem after another. I do not know whether this government has been able to get on top 
of the problems or whether the OSS can ever be made viable. But it has almost reached the point at which a royal 
commission is needed to look at how things have been done and why so much money has been lost. It has now 
lost more money than the Rothwells Pty Ltd and Petrochemical Industries Company Ltd deal done during the 
Burke Labor government years, which warranted a royal commission. The scale of losses of the Office of Shared 
Services is in excess of that, although in real terms, the dollars might not equate to 1980s dollars. As far as I 
know, the Office of Shared Services is a long way from being a viable organisation.  

The other point I wanted to talk about, which is not so much political but certainly of public interest, concerns 
the Claremont serial murders that occurred 10 or so years ago. They are obviously unsolved murders, and there 
have been successive governments since that time. The public of Western Australia are none the wiser about 
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whether the police are on to whoever the killer is. For a long time a public servant was under investigation, and 
there have not been any murders since that was announced. Whether he is the prime suspect is a different issue. 
Just before the last state election the police chose to release some footage of a person who was seen approaching 
Jane Rimmer when the hotel was closing on the night she disappeared. I had been at the Claremont Hotel on the 
night Jane Rimmer disappeared. Years ago I ran a souvlaki business for seven years in Cottesloe near the Ocean 
Beach Hotel. It was a late-night business and I was there most nights. I got to know a lot of people, certainly the 
younger people, from the Cottesloe and Claremont areas who frequented the Ocean Beach Hotel. It would be 
open until three or four o’clock in the morning and we would see the people who were out at that time of night. 
However, I then got married and had a family. Coincidentally, I was at the Claremont Hotel on the night Jane 
Rimmer disappeared. I had been out that night with friends and had recognised a lot of people I knew from years 
before. When I heard on the news a few days later what had happened I thought, “Gee, I was there that night”. I 
contacted the police and suggested that I could give them a list of people I knew who had been there that night. I 
am very intrigued that the police never publicly asked for people who had been there on the night to come 
forward and name everyone else they had seen. Had Western Australia Police done that, I believe they could 
have got a pretty extensive list of suspects. During that process I viewed the footage of the person seen outside 
the hotel just after midnight, and there was a bit of footage of Jane Rimmer. I think it was shown on TV. What 
was released and shown last year was only part of everything that I had seen. After more than 10 years, given it 
appears that those investigations seem to have come to an end, the state should either consider holding 
something similar to a royal commission into those inquiries or do something vastly different, to initiate a whole 
new avenue of investigations to find out exactly whether the original investigations were done correctly and why 
it took 10 years to release that footage. If it had been released when it was fresh—although it is only a bit of the 
back of a person’s head walking towards Jane Rimmer and there is a bit more to it than was released—that could 
have gone a long way towards encouraging people to come forward and suggest names of people who might be 
able to identify people who were there that evening.  

Other than that, I am looking forward to my valedictory speech or whatever I am to do next week. I do not want 
to go into a lot of political issues there. As members will be aware, I have an appeal in the Court of Disputed 
Returns. I hope to have a result from that before next Thursday so that we know whether that will proceed. At 
the moment, it is something I ask members to consider when they next review the Electoral Act. The provision I 
am referring to has been in the act for more than 100 years. It contains the requirements for lodging a petition. 
As part of the process for lodging a petition in the Court of Disputed Returns, all the facts of the matter must be 
included, as well as prayer for relief and a few other issues. The petition must be attested to by two witnesses, 
whose addresses and occupations must be stated. My petition had two witnesses listed along with their 
addresses, but I did not state their occupations in the petition. The form that must be filled in only has a place to 
put the witnesses’ names and addresses, not their occupations. The Electoral Act 1907 states that their 
occupations and addresses must be stated, and before a petition can proceed, all the requirements of the act must 
be complied with. Unfortunately, my petition was lodged without the witnesses’ occupations stated. When the 
government next considers the Electoral Act, it ought to consider amending section 158, which deals with 
requirements of witnesses and whether it is necessary to have an occupation detailed; or, alternatively, revisit the 
rules attached to the act and amend them so that there is place to put the witnesses’ occupations on the form. 
This issue has arisen in New South Wales, although its act is slightly different from ours. I am not sure whether 
it has been amended over there. I am hoping by next Thursday I will know whether that petition can proceed, 
and then we might be able to consider the other issues associated with that. 

Other than that, unless there are any other speakers, I thank the Governor for his address to the house at the 
opening of Parliament, and wish the future Legislative Council all the best for its next four-year term until the 
subsequent anniversary of Queen Victoria. 

Question put and passed; the Address-in-Reply thus adopted. 

Presentation to Governor 
On motion without notice by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That the Address-in-Reply be presented to His Excellency the Governor by the President and such 
members as may desire to accompany him. 

Statement by Deputy President 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Ken Travers): I am sure the President will make an announcement in due 
course about the time when that presentation will occur. 
 


