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DIVISION 55:  MINERAL AND PETROLEUM RESOURCES - 

Supplementary Information No 33 

Question: Hon Robin Chapple asked:- 

(1) How many projects has the Office of Major Projects (OMP) assisted with since the last budget? 

(2) How many proponents have actively sought the assistance of the Office of Major Projects since the last 
budget? 

(3) How many proponents has the Office of Major Projects actively enticed to Western Australia since the 
last budget? 

Answer: 

(1) OMP has provided assistance to 87 projects since the last budget.  

(2) Since the last budget, OMP has assisted 9 additional projects.  

(3) OMP has played a role in the attraction of 11 potential projects to the State.  

Supplementary Information No 34 

Question:  Hon John Fischer referred to page 965 of the Budget Statements and the indication that the State 
expects a decrease in royalties from gold, petroleum and diamonds. He asked that, given 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? 

Answer:  Gold royalties are expected to reduce primarily due to older mines coming to the end of their mine life.  
This has coupled with a lack of exploration that is necessary for new mining projects.  The forecast assumes gold 
prices to remain constant at US$300 per ounce. 

The decline in petroleum royalties is due to a fall in crude oil and condensate production from existing fields, 
partially offset by higher LNG production in 2004/05 and 2005/06 as a result of the planned 4th LNG processing 
train for the North West Shelf Project.  No prediction is made for new fields coming into production in the 
future.  The forecast assumes a fall in oil prices from US$23/24 to US$20/21 per barrel in 2003/04 and future 
years. 

Diamond royalties are forecast to fall due to an expected decline in  production from the Argyle diamond mine.  
Diamond prices are expected to remain at current levels. 

The Government is aware of the low levels of exploration and has been pro-active by guaranteeing an additional 
$5million per annum starting in 2001/2002 to support the activities of the Geological Survey of Western 
Australia to promote the prospectivity of WA. The Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources is also 
active in addressing a range of issues, particularly in regard to improving access to land, that have been 
identified by several recent inquiries. WA attracts over 60% of exploration expenditure in Australia, and 
continues to attract 10% of global mineral exploration expenditure. The Bowler inquiry into mechanisms to 
increase greenfields exploration expenditure is also addressing this issue of stimulating exploration to sustain the 
royalty stream to WA in the future. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  
(1) What budget has the Department or the Office allocated to progress the Ord Stage 2 proposal this 

financial year? 
(2) Can you provide a departmental breakdown of the costs across Government of this proposal in the 

current budget? 
(3) Can you provide a departmental breakdown of the costs across Government of this proposal expended 

to date? 
(4) When does the Department intend to make an announcement calling for proponents to develop Ord 

Stage 2? 

Answer: 
(1) $3,150,000 
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(2) The above $3,150,000 is the budget for the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources.  I am 
unaware of any expenditure planned by other portfolios/agencies in regard to the Ord Stage 2 project in 
the current budget. 

(3) Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources records indicate that, since 1993/94 to 30 May 2002, 
$5,862,804 has been spent on this project. 

(4) It is anticipated that an announcement calling for proponents to develop Ord Stage2 will be made this 
financial year. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  I refer to the Marina and luxury tourist development proposed by Coral 
Coast Marina Developments for Maud’s Landing.  What is the involvement of the DMPR or OMP in this major 
project? 

Answer:  The Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources has no involvement with this project. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  I refer to the proposed Oakajee Port and associated Industrial Estate: 
(1) What are the relevant budget appropriations for this project in the current budget? 
(2) What are the criteria by which the Office would judge that the proposed port and industrial estate is no 

longer a credible proposal on which to spend public money? 

Answer: 

Oakajee Port and associated Industrial Estate 
(1) There are no specific appropriations for Oakajee Port and Industrial Estates on the current budget.  

However there will be limited expenditure on minor works within the general allocation of the 
Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources.  

(2) The Oakajee port and industrial estate are being planned to accommodate the long-term (30-50 year) 
needs of industry in the Mid-West region.  Planning of the port and securing of land now will assist in 
assuring that future industry needs can be accommodated and land-use conflicts minimised.  In this 
context, it is the intention to continue to get Oakajee to a “project ready” stage (that is, project ready-
land and basic services planned or available, strategic environmental assessment and infrastructure 
funding mechanisms, in place, and responsibility for implementation and operation clearly identified). 

The Oakajee Port and Industrial Estate are approaching “project ready” status and no major public 
expenditure is expected to be required until such time as a major project commits to develop at the site.   

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  I refer to the troubled BHPB Hot Briquetted Iron plant in Port Hedland: 
(1) Are there any relevant budget appropriations for this project in the current budget? 
(2) Does the Office or the Department have an upper limit for public funds which they are prepared to 

recommend be spent supporting the BHPB with this plant? 

Answer: 
(1) Yes. In ‘Details of the administered transactions expenses - Other State services’ the BHP hot 

briquetted iron plant is shown with an allocation of $4.2 million in 2002/03. 

(2) The amount listed above is the annual amount estimated as part of a 3 year support package to assist 
with the ongoing operation of the HBI Plant, approved by the previous Government, which terminates 
in December 2003. 

On the same table an allocation of $3 million can be seen for 2003/04. The full support package is 
refundable by BHP if the plant was to be permanently closed during the period of State support.  No 
consideration has been made or asked in respect to any further support.   

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  

(1) What is the organisational relationship between the Office of Major Projects and the Development 
Commissions? 

(2) Does the OMP provide advice on the selection of candidates for Board membership or staff positions 
on the Development Commissions? 

(3) Does the OMP otherwise provide advice or strategic direction to the Development Commissions on a 
formal or informal basis? 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 13 June 2002] 

 p853b-861a 
Hon Robin Chapple; Hon John Fischer; Hon Murray Criddle 

 [3] 

Answer: 

(1) The Development Commissions are in different Ministerial portfolios and are therefore separate 
organisational entities. 

The Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources and its Office of Major Projects liaise with 
Development Commissions as required to ensure good communication with all stakeholders relevant to 
its operations.  Development Commissions liaise with the Department/Office in the same manner. 

(2) No 

(3) No.  However in the day to day operations of each organisation there is communication and 
coordination on complimenting activities. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  Has the Office of Major Projects or any other agency ever undertaken a 
cost-benefit analysis into the activities of the OMP to ascertain the value of the agency to the State of Western 
Australia, and if so, what were the results of such an analysis? 

Answer:  No.  There has not been a cost benefit of OMP nor any other agency of Government that I am aware of. 

The Office was set up as a result of recommendations made by the Machinery of Government Taskforce.  The 
Office and it’s predecessor agency, the Department of Resources Development, has been responsible for major 
industry investment in this State and a significant contribution to the standard of living enjoyed by Western 
Australians. 

Royalties for minerals and petroleum collected through operations administered by the Office of Major Projects 
totalled $880m in 2001.  These feature very favourably with the administration cost of the Office of 
approximately $3.6 million per annum. 

The Office currently has over $30 billion worth of projects it is closely tracking.  

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  I refer to published reports that the State is to provide $136 million in 
public funding to provide infrastructure on the Burrup Peninsula. 

(1) Can you provide a detailed breakdown as to how these funds are to be spent, and table relevant 
supporting documentation as to when it is expected that these appropriations will be made and for what 
purpose? 

(2) Can the Department or the Office estimate the costs of establishing the West Intercourse Island phase 
of the Industrial Estate, and summarise the essential components of this estimate? 

(3) Will the Office table a copy of the study and any supporting documentation to justify these estimates? 
(4) If no, why not? 
(5) Can the Department or the Office estimate the costs of establishing the Maitland Industrial Estate, and 

summarise the essential components of this estimate? 

(6) Will the Office table a copy of the study and any supporting documentation to justify these estimates 

(7) If no, why not? 

Answer: 
(1) The $136 million is to be spent on capital works with estimated costs as follows: 

 $m 

Seawater supply facility and brine return (including $15m for Syntroleum  94 
desalination plant) 
Pipeline corridor and access works 11 
Road upgrading and sealing 6.4 
Dampier Port expansion  

Dredging 6.5 
New jetty and berth 16 
CSO to cover berth over capacity 2 

Total 135.9 
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 Appropriations have been made to cover $62.3m of this amount.  The remainder will be appropriated on 
commitment to proceed by one of the proposed new projects.  

(2) Order of magnitude costs to establish basic transport infrastructure on West Intercourse Island (WII) are 
summarised as follows: 

 $m 

Road to link Dampier road with a crossing to WII (includes bridges across 40 
Hamersley Iron’s railways and Dampier Salt haul road).  

Causeway and bridge sections for road crossing to WII. 53 

Port facilities to include dredged channel and single liquids berth.   100 
(GHD report March 1999 concept 2 Table 7.2)  

Total 193 

This will only provide basic access to the land and shipping channels.  It does not include basic or 
specific infrastructure services required by industry (eg power, cooling water, process water, gas 
supply, waster disposal, service corridors etc).  As can be seen from the costs to provide water and 
corridor/access facilities for the King Bay - Hearson Cove industrial precinct on the Burrup, the 
ultimate expenditure to “bring on” WII would be substantially higher.  While there have been no 
definitive cost estimates prepared for these services as yet, it could be expected they would exceed 
$100m. 

(3) Yes 

(4) N/A 

(5) Order of magnitude costs to establish basic transport infrastructure for the Maitland Estate are 
summarised as follows. 

 $m 

Facilities noted in (2) above 193 

Access to port from Maitland (GHD report March 1999 Concept 2 Table 6.2 Route A) 66 

Total 259 
This will only provide basic access to the land and shipping channels.  It does not include basic or 
specific infrastructure services required by industry (eg power, cooling water, process water, gas 
supply, waster disposal, service corridors etc).  As can be seen from the costs to provide water and 
corridor/access facilities for the King Bay - Hearson Cove industrial precinct on the Burrup, the 
ultimate expenditure to “bring on” WII would be substantially higher.  While there have been no 
definitive cost estimates prepared for these services as yet, it could be expected they would exceed 
$100m. 

(6) Yes 

(7) N/A 

Question:  Hon Murray Criddle asked:  Page 958 of the Budget Paper No. 2, Volume 3 states that 30 staff will 
be lost from 2001/02 to 2002/03.  Is DMPR having trouble attracting and retaining middle and senior level staff 
due to the growing divide between the public and private sector with talented staff being offered superior 
packages in the private sector? 

Answer:  It is expected that 30 staff will leave the Department through either voluntary severance or natural 
attrition.  This reflects the rationalisation and efficiency savings that are occurring within the Department and 
because of this, there will be no adverse impact on service delivery. 

The Department has experienced difficulty in attracting and retaining some specific groups of employees.  In 
particular, those working in inspectoral roles within the Petroleum Division are difficult to attract and retain, as 
the competition from industry is particularly strong.  The Department is currently looking at ways to overcome 
this problem. 

Question:  Hon Murray Criddle asked:  Page 953 of the Budget Paper No. 2, Volume 3 shows that you have cut 
6 staff from the Output, Geological Services.  Surely this output should have gained additional support as the 
pre-competitive work done by the WA Geological Survey should be expanded in order to do the research that 
can attract investors into the WA resources sector? 
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Answer:  The Government is well aware of the value of the pre-competitive work done by the WA Geological 
Survey in attracting investors into the WA resources sector.  That is why this Government has added $5 million 
per annum to the Geological Survey's budget forward estimates in the 2000/2001 State budget.  A committee 
chaired by John Bowler has been established to investigate the best strategies to increase resource exploration, 
particularly in greenfields areas. 

The Geological Survey is continually varying the balance between carrying out detailed 
geological/mineralization mapping and large, high-cost, regional, geophysical data acquisition contracts. This 
results in a fluctuation in staffing numbers from year to year. In addition, the Geological Survey has been able to 
continue a high level of productivity gains to maintain the same level of output with fewer resources, 
maximising the return from tax-payer dollars.  

Question:  Hon Murray Criddle asked:  Page 949 of the Budget Paper No. 2, Volume 3 refers to the development 
of industry on the Burrup Peninsula: 
(1) Please state how much funding is actually being allocated to facilitating investment; and 
(2) What activities will the funding be available for?  i.e. how much will it cost to complete the land access 

arrangements? 
Answer: 
(1) $136 million is set aside for multi-user infrastructure.  This infrastructure is seen as essential to attract 

processing of the State gas resources. 

(2) The above funding is to install a seawater intake and reticulation system with brine return to ocean 
($94 million); port upgrades including a dredged channel into the Dampier Public Wharf 
($24.5 million); and road and service corridor construction ($17.4 million).  Treasury has appropriated 
$62.3 million of the multi-user infrastructure package, with the remainder to be appropriated when one 
of the Burrup projects commits to proceed.  

The above figures do not include funding to complete the land access arrangements.  The funding to 
resolve native title and land access is the responsibility of the Office of Native Title.  This process has 
not yet been completed. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  
(1) What budget has the Department or the Office allocated to progress the Ord Stage 2 proposal this 

financial year? 
(2) Can you provide a departmental breakdown of the costs across Government of this proposal in the 

current budget? 
(3) Can you provide a departmental breakdown of the costs across Government of this proposal expended 

to date? 
(4) When does the Department intend to make an announcement calling for proponents to develop Ord 

Stage 2? 
Answer: 
(1) $3,150,000 

(2) The above $3,150,000 is the budget for the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources.  I am 
unaware of any expenditure planned by other portfolios/agencies in regard to the Ord Stage 2 project in 
the current budget. 

(3) Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources records indicate that, since 1993/94 to 30 May 2002, 
$5,862,804 has been spent on this project. 

(4) It is anticipated that an announcement calling for proponents to develop Ord Stage2 will be made this 
financial year. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  I refer to the Marina and luxury tourist development proposed by Coral 
Coast Marina Developments for Mauds Landing.  What is the involvement of the DMPR or OMP in this major 
project? 
Answer:  The Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources has no involvement with this project. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  I refer to the proposed Oakajee Port and associated Industrial Estate: 
(1) What are the relevant budget appropriations for this project in the current budget? 
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(2) What are the criteria by which the Office would judge that the proposed port and industrial estate is no 
longer a credible proposal on which to spend public money? 

Answer: 
Oakajee Port and associated Industrial Estate 
(1) There are no specific appropriations for Oakajee Port and Industrial Estates on the current budget.  

However there will be limited expenditure on minor works within the general allocation of the 
Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources.  

The Oakajee port and industrial estate are being planned to accommodate the long-term (30-50 year) 
needs of industry in the Mid-West region.  Planning of the port and securing of land now will assist in 
assuring that future industry needs can be accommodated and land-use conflicts minimised.  In this 
context, it is the intention to continue to get Oakajee to a “project ready” stage (that is, project ready-
land and basic services planned or available, strategic environmental assessment and infrastructure 
funding mechanisms, in place, and responsibility for implementation and operation clearly identified). 

(2) The Oakajee Port and Industrial Estate are approaching “project ready” status and no major public 
expenditure is expected to be required until such time as a major project commits to develop at the site.   

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  I refer to the troubled BHPB Hot Briquetted Iron plant in Port Hedland: 
(1) Are there any relevant budget appropriations for this project in the current budget? 
(2) Does the Office or the Department have an upper limit for public funds which they are prepared to 

recommend be spent supporting the BHPB with this plant? 
Answer: 
(1) Yes. In ‘Details of the administered transactions expenses - Other State services’ the BHP hot 

briquetted iron plant is shown with an allocation of $4.2 million in 2002/03. 

(2) The amount listed above is the annual amount estimated as part of a 3 year support package to assist 
with the ongoing operation of the HBI Plant, approved by the previous Government, which terminates 
in December 2003. 

On the same table an allocation of $3 million can be seen for 2003/04. The full support package is 
refundable by BHP if the plant was to be permanently closed during the period of State support.  No 
consideration has been made or asked in respect to any further support.   

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked: 
(1) What is the organisational relationship between the Office of Major Projects and the Development 

Commissions? 
(2) Does the OMP provide advice on the selection of candidates for Board membership or staff positions 

on the Development Commissions? 
(3) Does the OMP otherwise provide advice or strategic direction to the Development Commissions on a 

formal or informal basis? 
Answer: 
(1) The Development Commissions are in different Ministerial portfolios and are therefore separate 

organisational entities. 

The Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources and its Office of Major Projects liaise with 
Development Commissions as required to ensure good communication with all stakeholders relevant to 
its operations.  Development Commissions liaise with the Department/Office in the same manner. 

(2) No 

(3) No.  However in the day to day operations of each organisation there is communication and 
coordination on complimenting activities. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  Has the Office of Major Projects or any other agency ever undertaken a 
cost-benefit analysis into the activities of the OMP to ascertain the value of the agency to the State of Western 
Australia, and if so, what were the results of such an analysis? 
Answer:  No.  There has not been a cost benefit of OMP nor any other agency of Government that I am aware of. 

The Office was set up as a result of recommendations made by the Machinery of Government Taskforce.  The 
Office and it’s predecessor agency, the Department of Resources Development, has been responsible for major 
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industry investment in this State and a significant contribution to the standard of living enjoyed by Western 
Australians. 

Royalties for minerals and petroleum collected through operations administered by the Office of Major Projects 
totalled $880m in 2001.  These feature very favourably with the administration cost of the Office of 
approximately $3.6 million per annum. 

The Office currently has over $30 billion worth of projects it is closely tracking.  

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked:  I refer to published reports that the State is to provide $136 million in 
public funding to provide infrastructure on the Burrup Peninsula: 

(1) Can you provide a detailed breakdown as to how these funds are to be spent, and table relevant 
supporting documentation as to when it is expected that these appropriations will be made and for what 
purpose? 

(2) Can the Department or the Office estimate the costs of establishing the West Intercourse Island phase 
of the Industrial Estate, and summarise the essential components of this estimate? 

(3) Will the Office table a copy of the study and any supporting documentation to justify these estimates? 

(4) If no, why not? 

(5) Can the Department or the Office estimate the costs of establishing the Maitland Industrial Estate, and 
summarise the essential components of this estimate? 

(6) Will the Office table a copy of the study and any supporting documentation to justify these estimates 

(7) If no, why not? 

Answer: 
1. The $136 million is to be spent on capital works with estimated costs as follows: 

 $m 

Seawater supply facility and brine return (including $15m for  94 
Syntroleum desalination plant)  

Pipeline corridor and access works 11 
Road upgrading and sealing 6.4 

Dampier Port expansion  

Dredging 6.5 
New jetty and berth 16 
CSO to cover berth over capacity 2 

Total 135.9 
 Appropriations have been made to cover $62.3m of this amount.  The remainder will be appropriated on 

commitment to proceed by one of the proposed new projects.  

2. Order of magnitude costs to establish basic transport infrastructure on West Intercourse Island (WII) are 
summarised as follows: 

 $m 

Road to link Dampier road with a crossing to WII (includes bridges  40 
across Hamersley Iron’s railways and Dampier Salt haul road).  

Causeway and bridge sections for road crossing to WII. 53 

Port facilities to include dredged channel and single liquids berth.   100 
(GHD report March 1999 concept 2 Table 7.2)  

Total 193 
This will only provide basic access to the land and shipping channels.  It does not include basic or 
specific infrastructure services required by industry (eg power, cooling water, process water, gas 
supply, waster disposal, service corridors etc).  As can be seen from the costs to provide water and 
corridor/access facilities for the King Bay - Hearson Cove industrial precinct on the Burrup, the 
ultimate expenditure to “bring on” WII would be substantially higher.  While there have been no 
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definitive cost estimates prepared for these services as yet, it could be expected they would exceed 
$100m. 

3. Yes 

4. N/A 

5. Order of magnitude costs to establish basic transport infrastructure for the Maitland Estate are 
summarised as follows. 

 $m 

Facilities noted in (2) above 193 

Access to port from Maitland (GHD report March 1999  66 
Concept 2 Table 6.2 Route A)    

Total 259 
This will only provide basic access to the land and shipping channels.  It does not include basic or 
specific infrastructure services required by industry (eg power, cooling water, process water, gas 
supply, waster disposal, service corridors etc).  As can be seen from the costs to provide water and 
corridor/access facilities for the King Bay - Hearson Cove industrial precinct on the Burrup, the 
ultimate expenditure to “bring on” WII would be substantially higher.  While there have been no 
definitive cost estimates prepared for these services as yet, it could be expected they would exceed 
$100m. 

6. Yes 

7. N/A 
Question:  Hon Murray Criddle asked:  Page 958 of the Budget Paper No. 2, Volume 3 states that 30 staff will 
be lost from 2001/02 to 2002/03.  Is DMPR having trouble attracting and retaining middle and senior level staff 
due to the growing divide between the public and private sector with talented staff being offered superior 
packages in the private sector? 
Answer:  It is expected that 30 staff will leave the Department through either voluntary severance or natural 
attrition.  This reflects the rationalisation and efficiency savings that are occurring within the Department and 
because of this, there will be no adverse impact on service delivery. 
The Department has experienced difficulty in attracting and retaining some specific groups of employees.  In 
particular, those working in inspectoral roles within the Petroleum Division are difficult to attract and retain, as 
the competition from industry is particularly strong.  The Department is currently looking at ways to overcome 
this problem. 
Question:  Hon Murray Criddle asked:  Page 953 of the Budget Paper No. 2, Volume 3 shows that you have cut 
6 staff from the Output, Geological Services.  Surely this output should have gained additional support as the 
pre-competitive work done by the WA Geological Survey should be expanded in order to do the research that 
can attract investors into the WA resources sector. 
Answer:  The Government is well aware of the value of the pre-competitive work done by the WA Geological 
Survey in attracting investors into the WA resources sector.  That is why this Government has added $5 million 
per annum to the Geological Survey's budget forward estimates in the 2000/2001 State budget.  A committee 
chaired by John Bowler has been established to investigate the best strategies to increase resource exploration, 
particularly in greenfields areas. 
The Geological Survey is continually varying the balance between carrying out detailed 
geological/mineralization mapping and large, high-cost, regional, geophysical data acquisition contracts. This 
results in a fluctuation in staffing numbers from year to year. In addition, the Geological Survey has been able to 
continue a high level of productivity gains to maintain the same level of output with fewer resources, 
maximising the return from tax-payer dollars.  
Question:  Hon Murray Criddle asked:  Page 949 of the Budget Paper No. 2, Volume 3 refers to the development 
of industry on the Burrup Peninsula: 
(1) Please state how much funding is actually being allocated to facilitating investment; and 
(2) What activities will the funding be available for?  i.e. how much will it cost to complete the land access 

arrangements? 
Answer: 
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(1) $136 million is set aside for multi-user infrastructure.  This infrastructure is seen as essential to attract 
processing of the State gas resources. 

(2) The above funding is to install a seawater intake and reticulation system with brine return to ocean 
($94 million); port upgrades including a dredged channel into the Dampier Public Wharf 
($24.5 million); and road and service corridor construction ($17.4 million).  Treasury has appropriated 
$62.3 million of the multi-user infrastructure package, with the remainder to be appropriated when one 
of the Burrup projects commits to proceed.  
The above figures do not include funding to complete the land access arrangements.  The funding to 
resolve native title and land access is the responsibility of the Office of Native Title.  This process has 
not yet been completed. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple asked: 
(1) Has any evaluation of the potential economic value of tourism on the Burrup Peninsula and associated 

rock art province been carried out, given that sites of similar significance in Europe attract millions of 
visitors each year? 

(2) If no to (1), does the Commission consider such an evaluation would be appropriate  and will the 
Commission commit to undertaking such a study?  

Answer:  
(1) The Western Australian Museum has undertaken a number of studies in to the Aboriginal rock art on 

the Burrup Peninsula.  While it is true to say that the site represents the world’s largest collection of 
rock art, it is inappropriate to draw parallels to sites in France (a country that is visited by some 75 
million international visitors a year).   

Any tourism evaluation of the Burrup site would need to be preceded by a management plan for the 
locality to manage visitor access. 

The Western Australian Tourism Commission (WATC) recognises the tourism potential of the Burrup 
Peninsula but needs to be guided by such plans. 

(2) The WATC would be interested in any study that revealed the tourism potential of the area. 

Question:  Hon Robin Chapple MLC asked: I refer to the proposed industrial development on the Burrup 
Peninsula: 
(1) What agreements or memoranda has the office or department signed with proponents of projects 

earmarked for the Burrup Peninsula? 
(2) Will the department table a copy of any such agreement or memorandum; and, if not, why not? 
(3) Has the office or department made any legally binding commitments to any proponent that 

environmental or Aboriginal heritage or native title processes will be precluded by a specific date? 
Answer:   
(1) Each proponent has been advised by letter of the area of land to which their studies and evaluation 

should be directed.  This provides some security over the land, without a lease being issued and 
effectively provides a “first right of refusal”. 

(2) Yes, attached.  [Held by Committee.] 

(3) No. 
 


