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Division 55:  Mineral and Petroleum Resources, $97 940 000 - 
Mr Edwards, Chairman.  

Mr Brown, Minister for State Development.  

Dr J.M. Limerick, Director General.  

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

Mr C. Williams, Executive Director, Statutory Operations.  

Mr M.P. Russell, Director, Mining Operations.   

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

Mr BARNETT:  I refer to the third dot point on page 937, which states that sustainability is a key issue globally.  
In the light of the formation of a sustainability unit within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, what 
impact might policies on sustainability have on the mining and petroleum industry?  How would sustainability 
criteria be applied in the case of a finite resource?  

Mr BROWN:  The department is contributing to the mining, minerals and sustainable development Australia 
project, which is part of the Global Mining Initiative, an international industry-based forum to address the 
adoption of sustainability issues in the mining sector at a global level.  I do not know if the member has heard of 
the Global Mining Initiative.  The Government has contributed to the GMI by participating in seminars and 
workshops and providing comments on draft reports.  The department is also examining strategies and 
procedures to facilitate the incorporation of sustainability principles into project approvals as recommended in 
the final report of the Keating review of the approvals process.  Sustainability in the minerals and petroleum 
sector involves seeking a sustainable supply and working to ensure that the opportunities available to us are 
maximised.  

Dr LIMERICK:  Sustainability of a finite resource is an issue for the community.  Part of the sustainability 
challenge for the minerals industry is to convince the community that it can deliver wealth sustainably into the 
future.  That involves communicating to the community the technological advances the industry is making to 
utilise lower grade resources that were never considered to be reserves before, training people to provide high-
grade jobs for the children of the future, and engaging in more research and development, so that the industry is 
seen as part of a high-tech economy and not as a dinosaur from the past.  That challenge, in terms of community 
perception, is equally important. 

Mr BARNETT:  The third dot point at page 937 discusses the need for the sustainability of Western Australia’s 
resource development.  It states that the need to engage the community in decision-making on development, by 
increasing public awareness and participation in resource development, is crucial.  If developments on the 
Burrup Peninsula are so crucial, why is the Shire of Roebourne and the local community only now finding out 
about proposals to give freehold title to native title claimants on the northern half of the Burrup? 

Mr BROWN:  As the Leader of the Opposition is aware, native title negotiations and the native title unit fall 
under the control of the Deputy Premier.  The question should be raised with him.  It is important for us to try to 
reach agreement with native title claimants.  Unfortunately, there is yet to be any determination about who are 
the traditional owners.  Therefore, we are required to negotiate with native title claimants.  The claimants have 
made a range of claims on the use of the area.  Those issues are being sorted through. 

Mr BARNETT:  A Burrup management plan was released in 1996 that clearly designated the northern half of the 
Burrup Peninsula for the conservation estate.  I do not care who in government is responsible but, apparently, an 
offer of freehold title has been made to native title claimants over an area identified as conservation and 
recreation estate.  It has involved an exhaustive three-year process. 

Mr BROWN:  As I understand it, the Burrup Peninsula land use plan and management strategy produced in 
September 1996 - of which I have a copy - shows the areas to be kept as reserve.  Mr Ashcroft can correct me if I 
am wrong, but my understanding is that it is not intended for those areas to have industry developed on them. 

Mr ASHCROFT:  It is a matter in progress and currently under negotiation.  The view of this portfolio is that 
public access to the non-industrial areas must be maintained.  The plan is that the management of the area falls 
within the ambit of management arrangements of the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  
Through that process, public access will be assured.  Those matters are not on the public record as far as the 
media is concerned because the matter is still subject to negotiation. 

Mr BARNETT:  Public statements have been made about freehold land and Aboriginal native title claimants.  
They seem inconsistent with the land being in the conservation estate. 
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Mr BROWN:  There is no doubt that there have been claims about the land being given in freehold to native title 
claimants.  This is an issue that does not fall directly in this portfolio, or on which it can negotiate.  My 
understanding is that a management plan is yet to be negotiated.  The management plan should deal with a range 
of issues including access. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  At page 139 of the Budget Statements there is a line item referring to revisions to service 
delivery totalling $1.21 million for 2002-03 and the next three out years.  Why has that occurred? 

Mr BROWN:  As I said earlier, there has been a review of allocations to different departments and agencies.  
That figure has been reduced from this budget and is used elsewhere in the overall budget.   

[7.10 pm] 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Can the minister detail what will be lost from that return of $1.21 million? 

Dr LIMERICK:  No specific services are intended to be cut as a result of those savings; they will be spread 
across the department.  It is not explicit in these Budget Statements that the corporate services area within the 
department takes up quite a large amount of the budget.  We anticipate that we will be able to make some 
significant savings in the corporate services area with the merger of the two departments.  As can be seen on 
page 958, we have budgeted for full-time equivalents to decline over the year, which will account for that saving.  
However, we believe we can handle that four per cent reduction in staff numbers without reducing the quantity 
or quality of output. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Are you saying that all the $1.21 million relates to corporate services? 

Mr BROWN:  As Dr Limerick indicated, we believe we can make this adjustment without any appreciable 
impact on services by bringing together the former Department of Resources Development and the former 
Department of Minerals and Energy.  Bringing those two departments together will provide us with an 
opportunity to make those savings.  The member will be aware that amalgamations occur in the private sector all 
the time.  Companies do that to get higher efficiencies.  The same situation applies within government.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  An amount of $1.21 million is not insignificant.  The minister should be able to tell us now 
to what that refers.  The budget states the saving as $1.21 million.  I want to know whether that refers only to 
corporate services; and, if not, what other issues are involved? 

Mr BROWN:  We can provide the member with a general overview.  The bulk is in corporate services, as 
indicated by Dr Limerick.  Every budget is a budget - it enables some flexibility within it.  If we cannot make all 
of those savings in that area, they will be made elsewhere.  This is a budget process; we do not lock down every 
single dollar for the whole year.  If that were the case, the estimated actual figures at the end of the year would 
be exactly the same as the budget starts off at the beginning of the year.  That is never the case. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The minister says he can supply it; will he supply it? 

Mr BROWN:  No, I am saying that the bulk -  

Mr TRENORDEN:  With due respect, the minister has told me nothing. 

Mr BROWN:  I have told the member that we will make those savings in this area.  It is transparent in the budget 
that the bulk of the savings will be made in corporate services.  If there are difficulties making it there, they will 
be made elsewhere.  I cannot detail for the member in absolute single dollar terms where those savings will come 
from; but the thrust of it will come from corporate services. 

Mr LOGAN:  I refer to output 3 on page 947 under project and infrastructure facilitation services and over to the 
table on page 948.  Much has been made about the $136 million multiuser infrastructure package for the Burrup 
Peninsula.  Where does that appear in the budget?  Is the total cost output of those facilitation services for 2002-
03, referred to on page 948 at $14.9 million, part of the $136 million? 

Mr BROWN:  I am not sure whether I picked up exactly the area referred to by the member.  However, 
$62.3 million in this budget is part of that figure.  Cabinet approved the other $73.6 million in December.   

It is not included in the budget, but it will be triggered as we get approvals for those projects.  Treasury’s budget 
includes $46.3 million for the seawater supply and brine return facility, $15 million of which is for desalination.  
That will be transferred to the Water Corporation budget upon commitment.  LandCorp’s budget contains 
$7 million for corridor preparation, and the Dampier Port Authority’s budget contains $6.5 million for dredging.  
The Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources’ budget includes $3.7 million for that purpose, which is 
made up of $700 000 to go to LandCorp, $2.5 million to go to the Water Corporation and $520 000 to go to the 
Dampier Port Authority as annual payments.  There is a one-off provision of $2.5 million for road upgrading and 
sealing.  
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Mr BIRNEY:  I draw the minister’s attention to page 939 of the budget papers, and more specifically output 5, 
geological services.  This year’s budget allocates $17.934 million to geological services.  I have a vague 
recollection of a Labor Party election statement that it would expend $20 million on geological surveys.  This 
particular output refers to geological services.  Does that figure of $17.934 million relate to the $20 million that 
the Government promised during the election campaign, or does it relate to something else?   

Mr BROWN:  No.  The election commitment was that we would commit $20 million over four years on top of 
the forward estimates amounts.  The commitment was not for $20 million a year for four years; it was 
$20 million over four years on top of the forward estimates amounts.  My understanding is that these figures are 
a reflection of that commitment.  If the member looks at the top of page on 939, he will see that we have gone 
further and provided money in the out year 2005-06.  That goes beyond our four-year commitment to provide an 
additional $5 million a year.  That $5 million is in the forward estimates.  We have clearly met that commitment.  
Dr Limerick can correct me if I am wrong, but I recall that the 2000-01 budget contained about $17 million or 
$18 million for the geological surveys. 

Mr BIRNEY:  $18.32 million. 

Mr BROWN:  That is the actual amount.  That appropriation dropped by $5 million a year in the out years.  The 
former Government had previously agreed to put in an extra $5 million a year over four years.  That commitment 
was kept by the former Government, and an allocation was made in the budget.  During the election campaign, 
we agreed to keep that commitment rolling on for a further four years.  We have continued with that 
commitment.  Sometimes people state it wrongly.  It was very clearly stated in our election commitments that it 
would not be $20 million a year.  Sometimes people think it is $20 million over and above the 2000-01 figure.  
The former Government decided to provide an extra $5 million over four years.  That commitment ran out. 

Mr BIRNEY:  The former Government said it would provide $66 million for geological services.   

Mr BROWN:  No; in 1996, the former Government made a commitment to put in an extra $5 million every year 
for four years.  We made a like commitment in the lead-up to the last election.  The coalition Government made 
a much higher commitment of $66 million.  We did not make that commitment.  We made our commitment of 
$20 million, we were elected on that commitment and we are honouring that commitment.  

[7.20 pm] 

Mr BOWLER:  I refer to dot point five on page 938, which is a matter that is very dear to my heart and to my 
electorate.  What is the Government doing to address the recommendations of the Keating review of project 
approvals?   

Mr BROWN:  The Keating report was released by the Premier earlier this month at a Chamber of Minerals and 
Energy of Western Australia function.  From memory, the report contains 56 recommendations, some of which 
propose minor improvements and others which propose quite radical changes to what we do currently.  We have 
indicated that the report is open for public comment until the end of May, and we will be pleased to receive 
public comment in that time from industry groups and the community as a whole.  After that period, we will 
work through the agencies first.  A range of agencies is involved in looking at all the issues, including the 
Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources, the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, the 
Department of Local Government and Regional Development and the Department of Environmental Protection.  
That will come forward to the cabinet subcommittee that has been established to examine this matter.  There are 
four or five other ministers on the cabinet subcommittee.  There are complexities with the issue that need to be 
very clearly thought through.  However, the intention is to improve the approvals process over the current 
arrangements.  There are two types of recommendations: first, the recommendations for pretty radical change, 
which the Government may or may not pick up; and, second, the recommendations for incremental change, 
which nevertheless will improve the situation.  The Government is yet to make a decision on those matters.  At 
the end of the day, we want to ensure that we get better coherence in the process.  All the companies have been 
saying to us that they are not seeking to escape environmental or native title issues and that they want more 
coherence in the system.   

Mr BARNETT:  I refer to stage 2 of the Ord River irrigation project at page 956 under capital works.  I note that 
estimated expenditure for 2001-02 was $1.286 million and for 2002-03 it is estimated at $3.1 million.  Given that 
Wesfarmers Ltd and Marubeni are no longer proceeding with that project, what was the expenditure in the 
current financial year and what is intended in the coming financial year?  

Mr BROWN:  As the Leader of the Opposition correctly says, Wesfarmers and Marubeni advised that they did 
not intend to go ahead with their proposal.  In the 2001-02 financial year, significant funds were allocated to 
native title negotiations, community consultation and liaison, technical and legal costs, cultural heritage surveys, 
an analysis of development and development options, social infrastructure, assessment and financing options and 
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land costs.  The remaining issues that have been dealt with are the resolution of land access issues, namely native 
title and Aboriginal heritage matters; the resolution of water availability and licensing; the investigation of water 
supply; the M1 channel upgrade options; and the investigation and selection of appropriate development options 
for the M2 area.  So that the work that has been done is not lost, the Government will hold the environmental 
approval for M2 and undertake some work to further develop the project over 2002-03 with a view to looking for 
a proponent this financial year.  I probably have not explained it well.   

Mr ASHCROFT:  With the withdrawal of Wesfarmers and Marubeni, and after considering the factors that led to 
that withdrawal, the Northern Territory and Western Australian Governments have decided to progress the M2 
component of Ord stage 2 by clarifying the land access situation.  Many heritage issues have arisen.  The two 
Governments have jointly agreed to clear the native title and heritage issues from that land to define for 
prospective clients in a further tender process later this year exactly what is on offer.  Clarifying the land base 
was one of the real difficulties facing Wesfarmers and Marubeni.  To that end, the overall budget suffered a 
downturn - our expenses were down on the estimate this year - and our budget has been pushed out for the next 
two to three years to take account of the new process that both Governments have agreed to follow.   

Mr BARNETT:  Is work proceeding on the release of the Mantinea Flats land and associated infrastructure?   

Mr ASHCROFT:  Henry Walker Eltin Ltd is still the prospective proponent.  It is still carrying out 
investigations.  It was always hanging onto the coat-tails of Wesfarmers and Marubeni, which was taking the 
lead role on native title and heritage.  Wesfarmers and Marubeni were unable to move forward, but Henry 
Walker Eltin is continuing.  They are still proponents.  We are having discussions with them and they are having 
discussions with the Miriuwung-Gajerrong about innovative ways to clear heritage issues from the Mantinea 
Flats area.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  I refer to pages 947 and 950, outputs 3 and 4.  The reduction in the cost of outputs suggests 
a reduction in activity.  The explanation might be the same as that offered previously, but I want to know.  Given 
the amount of effort being put into reviews and task forces looking for new greenfields exploration, surely the 
figures should be increasing, not decreasing.  

Mr ASHCROFT: The figure is $14 993 000, which is a reduction from $17 390 000.  That came down by 
adjustments that reflect the lumpiness of much of the expenditure in the project facilitation area.  We had 
adjustments to the Ord budget and to the Leonora to Oakajee infrastructure corridor.  The Keating report was a 
one-off expenditure, as was the examination of a gas pipeline to Albany.  The figure for the goldfields water 
project was half a million dollars.  That was in last year’s budget, but it is nearing its conclusion this year.  There 
was a one-off expenditure of $2.75 million for native title negotiations on the Burrup Peninsula, which is not 
repeated in the budget for next year.  Therefore, a lot of capital-type or administered-type one-off funds have led 
to that. 

[7.30 pm] 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The reduction for output 3 is approximately $1.4 million. 

Mr ASHCROFT:  That is right. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  What about output 4, for which the adjustments are less? 

Mr BROWN:  In a budget of $3.5 million, output 4 has dropped by $76 000. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  It is not much. 

Mr BROWN:  No. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  However, can the minister tell me what it is? 

Mr BROWN:  It is part of the distributed $1.2 million that we referred to.  We will be looking to save it where 
we can in the corporate services area. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Does the minister believe that, with both inquiries going on, it indicates greater activity, but 
there is no need to increase the budget, particularly in the area of investment attraction services? 

Mr BROWN:  I am sure that every department, every agency and every division in every agency could make out 
a persuasive case to increase the budget.  However, as the Leader of the National Party knows, when the 
revenues of the State grow by 0.8 per cent over a year, it is simply not possible to meet all the demands.  The 
State must live within its means, and it has indicated that it intends to do that.  The State has been roundly 
applauded for saying that it needs to do that.  Does that mean that more could not be done if more money was 
allocated in a range of areas?  More can always be done with more money. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  However, we are talking about one of the key drivers of the Western Australian economy. 
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Mr BROWN:  Every industry group that I meet tells me the importance of investing in the industry in which that 
group is involved.  On many occasions those groups put a persuasive case.  However, the State must live within 
its means.  Industry and business groups across the board have been asked whether they prefer constraint on 
budget expenditure, so that the State must pull back to live within its means.  Indeed, the Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry of Western Australia is on the public record as saying that government needs to cut funding in 
certain areas to live within its means. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  It is amazing how it has become a friend of the minister. 

Mr BROWN:  It is influential.  It and other business groups say that the Government must cut funding and live 
within its means, and the Government is listening acutely to what they are saying. 

Mr LOGAN:  I take the minister to the ninth dot point on page 938, which is the second dot point from the 
bottom of the page, as it relates to injuries in the mining industry.  What is the Government doing about the 
Laing report into the Mines Safety and Inspection Act? 

Mr BROWN:  An inquiry into that Act is being undertaken by former Australian Industrial Relations 
Commissioner Robert Laing.  The report has taken a little longer to produce than expected, but essentially that 
has occurred for two reasons.  The first reason is that I asked the former commissioner to release an interim 
report so that the community and particularly those involved in the industry could have the opportunity of 
commenting on draft recommendations.  Secondly, the delay has occurred because we received representations 
from a number of sources requesting that the opportunity to comment on the draft report be left open for 
somewhat longer than was originally anticipated.  We have tried to run an open and public process.  I am told 
that the report of the former commissioner will be with us within a month or so.  I imagine that because former 
Commissioner Laing will also report on the WorkSafe Act as well as the Mines Safety and Inspection Act, and 
because the other Act falls under the responsibility of the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection, 
we will go through a further consultative process with industry at large, particularly the resources industry.  I 
envisage the Government will be in a position to make decisions around October-November this year. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I draw the minister’s attention to dot point one on page 943 in which reference is made to the 
need to implement changes to the Mining Act 1978 recommended by the Native Title Technical Task Force to 
reduce the backlog of outstanding mineral title applications.  The previous year’s budget paper, under major 
initiatives for 2001-02, refers also to the need to reduce the backlog of outstanding mineral title applications 
through transitional legislative changes to provide that mining lease applicants may revert to exploration title 
when exploration remains the target.  Has that transitional legislative change taken place?   

Mr BROWN:  No. 

Dr LIMERICK:  There are about 12 000 mining lease applications, 4 000 of which are now going through the 
future act process.  That leaves about 8 000 to be submitted.  Of those, a critical 5 200 are mining lease 
applications.  It is generally recognised by native title parties and the industry that those mining lease 
applications are still in the exploration phase.  The native title task force proposed that the industry participants 
be given a choice to convert some of those mining lease applications back to exploration licences, to continue 
with the right to negotiate or to withdraw and have their rent refunded.  The proposal is that transitional 
provisions be put into the Mining Act to allow for that.  A six-month period after proclamation would allow that 
choice to be made.  It is expected that the final report from the native title task force will go to Cabinet in the 
next month or two.  We hope that that necessary transitional legislation will be through the House by the end of 
this year. 

Mr BIRNEY:  The major initiative in the 2001-02 budget papers that refers to implementing legislation that 
would allow a mining lease to revert to an exploration title is not correct, because the year 2001-02 will finish in 
a month or so and we do not have a hope in hell of passing that legislation in that period.  

Mr BROWN:  An initiative is an initiative. 

Mr BIRNEY:  It was an initiative for 2001-02, as it says in the budget papers for that financial year.  

Mr BROWN:  We try to deal with every initiative as soon as possible.  However, sometimes things blow out.  
The Hansard is littered with examples of that. 

Mr BIRNEY:  It might have been better to put “future initiative”.  

Mr BROWN:  When we refer to taking an initiative it means we will work on a project.  That is what we have 
been doing.  To take an initiative does not mean we will be successful.  We would like to be successful by 
completing the initiative by a set time.  However, when we refer to an initiative, we are indicating what we will 
work on.  That is what we said we would do.  That is what we have done.  We could be criticised for not 
completing the initiative and for not progressing it much more quickly. 
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[7.40 pm] 

Mr BIRNEY:  Not necessarily fast enough; in accordance with what was put in last year’s budget paper.  I guess 
mining companies and people involved in mining who read last year’s budget paper could quite rightly have 
taken a bit of heart from reading that this is an initiative for 2001-02.  Clearly, that has not come to fruition. 

Mr BROWN:  The member fails to comprehend the difference between taking an initiative and implementing the 
initiative. 

Mr BARNETT:  Yes, minister! 

Mr BIRNEY:  Clearly, I do not understand. 

Mr BROWN:  President Kennedy said we would have a man on the moon in 10 years.  He started to take action; 
he did not achieve it the following year.  He took the initiative but because it was not achieved momentarily, it 
did not mean he had not taken the initiative.  

Mr BIRNEY:  The minister has attached a time frame to his initiative. 

The CHAIRMAN:  We have ascertained where we are at and I do not think we will find any answer.  I would 
like to move on; I am conscious of the time.  The member for Kalgoorlie has made his point and the minister has 
answered. 

Mr BARNETT:  Projects for the State are referred to on page 949 of the Budget Statements.  However, there is 
no reference to the Mt Gibson mining project.  Despite the Premier and the minister comment publicly on that 
project, what is the status of the Mt Gibson mining project; has an agreement on the use of the Geraldton port 
been reached with Mt Gibson; what financial contribution will be given to the deepening of Geraldton port; and 
where will the stockpiles be located for the iron ore if the project proceeds? 

Mr BROWN:  I can answer some of those questions and Mr Ashcroft can correct me if I am wrong.  No 
contribution will be made to the deepening of the Geraldton port by Mt Gibson.  I do not know whether the 
arrangements have been signed off - they may be still being worked through.  However, arrangements are being 
made to transport the material by road between the two locations.  I will get Mr Ashcroft to answer the question 
on stockpiling. 

Mr ASHCROFT:  A lot of detail about this project has to be worked through yet; it is not resolved.  The 
arrangements for a joint venture between Mt Gibson and Glencore International AG to enable this to happen 
have recently been made.  As part of the arrangement for their proceeding with the joint venture, they requested 
the Government to deepen the Geraldton port.  A lot of work on ore transport, storage, future processing and 
other matters has to be done.  At this stage, I think it is still in the discussion stage. 

Mr BARNETT:  If the Government decides to deepen the Geraldton port, how will it be funded? 

Mr ASHCROFT:  The proposal for deepening the Geraldton port should be put to the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure and the Geraldton Port Authority.  I understand the business case for deepening the Geraldton port 
was based on an increase in the export of wheat and other products from the port.  Mt Gibson’s offer to put other 
products through the port gave it a better rate of return and, I understand - although I believe it is a question for 
another portfolio - that led to the decision to fund the deepening of the Geraldton port. 

Mr BARNETT:  Is there an agreement with Mt Gibson about the port? 

Mr ASHCROFT:  I am not aware of any; this portfolio has not been involved in any.  

Mr BOWLER:  I refer to the major policy decisions on page 939 and the item for measures to maximise royalty 
returns.  What measures will the department take to maximise royalty returns to the State of Western Australia?   

Dr LIMERICK:  We intend to do three specific things.  Firstly, we need to provide some further senior analytical 
researchers to look at the opportunities to increase royalty income to the State from a policy point of view, and 
also to look more closely at some of the difficult arrangements that confront the department when it comes to 
negotiating petroleum royalties in areas where there are very complex energy models.  Secondly, a longer-term 
project is to take on board some additional petroleum technical staff to look at plans put forward by companies to 
ensure that there is maximisation of the recovery of the petroleum resource from the field.  That would not 
increase the royalty rate but would ensure that the community resource was properly extracted.  Therefore, the 
community would get good value for the utilisation of that resource, and it would make sure that the resource 
was not underdeveloped.  Thirdly, we need to audit some of the petroleum metering systems and processes to 
make sure that we are getting the right return for our money.  
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Mr TRENORDEN:  In 2002-03, 30 staff will leave the department.  I refer to page 942 and the item for full-time 
equivalents under the output performance measures for titles and royalties administration, which shows that nine 
employees will go.  The footnote states -  

. . . During 2002-03 the expected resolution of a number of issues relating to Native Title and increased 
activity by the mining industry will see an increase in the levels of activity and processing. 

How can the minister justify a cut to the number of staff and the delays that must result?   

Dr LIMERICK:  The number under that item is a distribution of the 30 staff that we estimate we will lose during 
the course of the year.  I add that we will lose them, if indeed we do, through either voluntary severance or 
natural attrition.  Once again, this reflects the rationalisation and efficiency savings that are occurring within the 
department.  We are restructuring a number of the branches.  For example, in that area we have brought together 
the land access group and the titles group, so we now have a better and more logical aggregation of work 
functions within the department.  I mentioned at the outset that we are rationalising some of the corporate 
services functions.  Staff were previously distributed to individual divisions.  By drawing them back and better 
utilising our corporate services, we intend to deliver the same output with fewer people across the department.  
The specific answer is that the number of full-time employees listed in that table is derived by a distribution of 
the number of staff we expect to lose over the year.  

Mr TRENORDEN:  The direct inference is that those people are coming out of the titles and royalties 
administration program.  Are you saying that those nine individuals will come from corporate services?  

[7.50 pm] 

Mr BROWN:  Dr Limerick is saying that when organisations are brought together in the private sector, savings 
can be found.  Things can be done much more effectively and efficiently.  That is why some of the mining 
companies that used to have very large offices with lots of people working in them are now doing exactly the 
same work with very few people in them.  In fact, they are doing the work more effectively and efficiently 
through the use of information technology, a whole range of other mechanisms that they are putting in place and 
better management.  The public sector is no different.  The public sector does not sit still.  It is equally required 
to look at efficiency gains.  The judgment through the director general is that efficiency gains will be made.  The 
days when X number of people were required to do Y amount of work, and it never changed, are gone.  We are 
looking for efficiencies and will continue to look for efficiencies.  A reduction in staff does not mean ipso facto a 
reduction in services. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The minister’s little speech is fine, as long as the change does not reduce the output.  Is the 
minister saying clearly that the reduction of nine members will not reduce the output but will increase 
efficiencies? 

Mr BROWN:  The intention is to continue to improve the output in a much more effective and efficient manner. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  That is straight out of John Cleese. 

Mr BROWN:  It is not out of John Cleese at all; it is what the private sector is on about.  People talk about 
government becoming like the private sector.  They talk to us constantly about the need for efficiencies to be 
obtained. 

The CHAIRMAN:  We have about 10 minutes.  The point has been made.  Three or four other people want to 
ask questions. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I draw the minister’s attention to page 965 and specifically to petroleum royalties.  The 
Commonwealth and the State are expecting a fairly large royalty income from the petroleum sector this year; in 
fact, the Commonwealth is expecting $323.6 million and the State is expecting $45.9 million, albeit that a lot of 
the commonwealth income will ultimately go to the State.  Page 40 of the Budget Statements states very clearly 
that the oil price on which the minister is budgeting is $23 a barrel.  I assume that the figures listed for petroleum 
royalties are based on that figure of $23 a barrel.  I note further that Access Economics for that same period, as 
quoted in the Economics Monitor of May 2002, is estimating a range between $21.90 and $22.50 a barrel.  Who 
is wrong about the anticipated price of a barrel of oil; is it Access Economics or you? 

Mr BROWN:  Let me deal with it by way of analogy.  I once asked a very senior banker what would happen to 
the Australian dollar.  He said to me that it could go up, it might go down or, then again, it could stay the same.  
That was someone who was paid a lot of money for professional advice.  Whoever can rightly predict in absolute 
terms the oil price is very good - certainly better than I am.   

I recently attended a major conference in Houston, Texas, at which world experts got together and looked at the 
question of oil availability and oil prices over the next decade or two.  They looked at the geopolitical situation 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 28 May 2002] 

 p116b-124a 
Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Clive Brown; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr Fran Logan; Mr Matt Birney; Mr John Bowler; 

Chairman 

 [8] 

of oil and oil politics and what it meant to the world as a whole.  They particularly looked at issues like Saudi 
Arabia.  The view coming out of that expert group was that Saudi Arabia, which has a major influence on oil 
prices, would not be able to keep its oil price down much below $25 a barrel in the medium term, simply because 
of its own domestic economy.  The experts pointed to the massive population increases in Saudi Arabia.  From 
memory - I may be incorrect - the population over the past 30 years has increased from something like six 
million to nine million to 13 million to 20 million, and they predicted what it would be in a decade and the 
money that Saudi Arabia would need for its domestic economy.  One must look at all those forces to see where it 
will be.  Access Economics may well have a different view to the one that is being indicated.  Who would have 
predicted, 12 months ago, that the price of gold today would be $US320 an ounce?  

Mr BIRNEY:  I did! 

Mr BROWN:  We should engage you in the Treasury!  

Some pundits are now saying that the price of gold will move to $US350 an ounce.  There is always a difference 
in methodology.  One is used by Treasury, while another is used by Access Economics.   

Mr TRENORDEN:  Do you have any reason to doubt the figures of Access Economics?  

Mr BROWN:  The Leader of the Opposition is better at this than I am, but there are always different econometric 
models, with different assumptions at different points and with different outcomes.  If I were a specialist in this 
area I could take the Access Economic model and the Treasury model apart and debate with the Opposition 
which is better or more sustainable or whatever.  However, I am just a simple lay Presbyterian, or Anglican.  
Who is right in predicting all that, I do not know.  There are some highly competent officers in the Treasury.  
Governments have relied on those officers, some of whom occupied their positions when the former Government 
was in office, and the Government uses its best judgment in taking their advice.  

Mr BARNETT:  I refer to the major achievements for 2001-02 listed on page 949.  The first point concerns 
multi-user infrastructure on the Burrup Peninsula.  Given the interest in a number of projects, what is now 
currently proposed?  On what part of the Burrup Peninsula will it be located?  How is it to be funded?  I notice a 
number of projects are referred to in this budget paper, but the Indian Chambal project is omitted. 

Mr BROWN:  Does that refer to the Burrup Fertilisers arrangement?   

Mr BARNETT:  Yes.  

Mr BROWN:  Mr Ashcroft will go through the figures.  

Mr ASHCROFT:  I will provide a precis of the all-up figures for the $136 million package.  A seawater supply 
and brine return, which includes a small desalination plant for the Syntroleum project, amounts to $94 million; 
pipeline, service corridor and access works amounts to $11 million; road upgrade and sealing comes to 
$6.4 million; Dampier port expansion dredging, $6.5 million; and a new jetty and berth $16 million.  A 
community service obligation has been costed at $520 000 a year for five years to cover the non-commercial 
component of the new Dampier port, jetty and berth.  That is the way in which the $136 million package is split 
up.  The seawater supply and brine return will have an intake off King Bay, near the Mermaid Marine facility, 
running along to the Hearson Cove precinct.  The pipelines will run through the middle of that precinct, and then 
upwards to the old lay-down area for Woodside.  That will cover Plenty River, which is now known as Dampier 
Nitrogen, Syntroleum, Burrup Fertilisers, Japan DME and Methanex.  

[8.00 pm] 

Mr BARNETT:  All in the Hearson Cove area? 

Mr ASHCROFT:  All in the Hearson Cove precinct.  GTL Resources will locate its plant near the Woodside 
facility at a place on the Burrup land use plan called Withnell East.  There is no provision for connection to that, 
although they will take advantage of the first part of that pipeline and the pumpage for the intake and disposal.  
They will get some benefit from that.  The roads will be in the Hearson Cove area and also some roadworks at 
the GTL Resources site at Withnell East.  The corridor works are from the Dampier Port Authority to the 
Pearson Cove precinct.  Another will run from the Hearson Cove precinct and the other will be along the top 
road, called Village Road.  That is how that package is split. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


