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BALMORAL SOUTH MINING PROJECT APPROVALS —  
REFERRAL TO CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION AND  

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the member 
for Rockingham in the following terms — 

That this house calls upon the Premier, Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Mines and 
Minister for Environment to release all documents surrounding the approval of Mr Clive Palmer’s 
Balmoral South mining project and that the house refers the approval and associated matters to the 
Crime and Corruption Commission and Public Accounts Committee for further investigation.  

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER: There are; therefore the matter can proceed. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [3.04 pm]: I move the motion just read.  

This motion goes to the heart of propriety in government in Western Australia today. The opposition has raised a 
very serious issue concerning the approvals processes and the benefits provided to major players in Australia, 
and major donors to the Liberal Party and to the National Party in this state and nationally. I will put a little 
context around this before I get to the heart of the matter. First of all, Mr Clive Palmer runs a company by the 
name of Mineralogy, a major mining company and major owner of land involved in mining here in Western 
Australia. In the 2008–09 financial year, Mr Clive Palmer and his companies provided more than $800 000 in 
donations to the Liberal and National Parties Australia-wide, and they provided $110 000 as part of that to the 
Western Australian National Party. That was $110 000 in 2008–09 to the Western Australian National Party. In 
March of this year at the National Party conference in Albany, Mr Palmer announced that he was providing a 
further $150 000 or thereabouts to the Western Australian National Party, and on top of that he offered to the 
Western Australian National Party the use of his private jet, which is a very large jet—I have seen it at the 
airport—and his staff to campaign for it, and said that he would pay for TV advertisements for the Western 
Australian National Party throughout the year in the lead-up to the federal election. We can only assume that Mr 
Palmer in recent days has provided a great deal more financial support to the Liberal and National Parties around 
the country, but especially in Western Australia. 

Post the March announcement at the National Party conference in Albany, the Leader of the National Party was 
interviewed about Mr Palmer’s donations. He denied that the party had become indebted to the 
Queensland billionaire, and he said this — 

“We’re not captive at all,” he said. “We’re independent of the other political parties. You don’t buy 
influence with the West Australian Nationals.”  

According to the Leader of the National Party, one does not buy influence with the Western Australian 
Nationals. Post that statement, I thought I would test that, so I put in a Freedom of Information Act request to the 
Leader of the National Party’s office, requesting all documents relating to Mr Clive Palmer. What came back? 
After a fair bit of argy-bargy, I might say, what came back was a big set of documents showing extensive contact 
between the Leader of the National Party’s office and Mr Clive Palmer’s companies based in Queensland. There 
was extensive contact between them. What one can deduce from this big slab of documents is that there is 
something smelly and something rotten about the approval for a mine known as Balmoral South, 80 kilometres 
south of Karratha —  

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The minister will get his turn! There is something very smelly and something very rotten 
about the behaviour of this government in that approval of the Balmoral South iron ore mine, 80 kilometres 
south of Karratha. I will go even further. There is something potentially corrupt about what has gone on here. I 
will reveal exactly what is in all the documents so that people can understand and see in a nutshell what was 
contained in the documents. First of all, they show an intimate relationship between the National Party, the 
Leader of the National Party and Mr Clive Palmer, so much so that they are on very cosy terms as shown in the 
documents being sent by Mr Palmer, or his company, and the Leader of the National Party. The documents show 
that Mineralogy was lobbying to get preferential treatment for its mining project and was actually lobbying the 
Western Australian government to break the law and to not enforce the laws on approvals for Mineralogy’s 
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project. Mr Clive Palmer was actually lobbying for the Environmental Protection Act to not be adhered to in the 
approvals process for his mine. The documents show that. They show that the Leader of the National Party 
attended the mine site—or at least moved heaven and earth in his diary to ensure that he could jump when Mr 
Palmer requested that he jump. The documents show that. They show that Mr Palmer or his companies received 
what I would consider to be very preferential treatment in the handling of his mining matter by various 
ministers’ offices in this state. What is more, at the end of all this, the documents show that Mr Palmer got what 
he wanted at the end of the day. That is a fact.  

So that members know what Mr Palmer was seeking, the EPA assessed his mine site at Balmoral South, 
80 kilometres south of Karratha, which is a big iron ore mine. Mr Palmer put in his environmental approval 
application, and the EPA assessed it. The report that was handed down by the EPA as part of that assessment in 
2009 stated — 

… the proposed mine is located close to a major river. In addition there are some potentially acid 
forming materials … and asbestiform minerals associated with the orebody and these will require 
careful management. Sustainable closure and rehabilitation of the mine will therefore present 
considerable challenges.  

The EPA then said that what it would require from the proponent, Mineralogy, to ensure that there would be no 
further cost to the state from this mine in the future, was a $45.5 million bond. The EPA would require this bond 
so that when the mine was closed, all the acid-forming materials, all the rehabilitation work and all the potential 
environmental damage could be repaired beyond doubt, so that the public—the taxpayers—would not be 
required to fix the problem at the end of the day.  

Immediately after the EPA report came down, Mr Palmer’s company, Mineralogy, went into overdrive in 
opposing that bond condition. The company sent a range of emails to ministers’ offices. It also sent a letter to the 
office of the Minister for Environment. In those emails and in that letter, Mr Palmer’s company suggested that 
the law as contained within the Environmental Protection Act should be in effect avoided and, therefore, broken. 
That is what was suggested in all of that correspondence from Mr Palmer’s company. 

Prior to all that, on 18 September 2009, Mr Palmer’s company had sent an email to the office of the Minister for 
Environment. That email stated, in part — 

Good, bad or otherwise it is time for the EPA to put their recommendation to the Minister  

What that email was saying, in effect, was, “Okay. Hurry up. Get on with it.” But when the answer came back, 
Mr Palmer did not like it. So, what did he do? He got his company to send an email to the office of Minister 
Faragher. That email was dated 6 October, and it stated, in part —  

I would ask for an urgent meeting with all key people in an attempt to resolve this issue without the 
need for prolonged appeals process or public debate. Mineralogy is aware of its right to appeal, but this 
does not help attract investors between now and when the appeals are determined. Mineralogy is 
seeking immediate intervention by the State.  

There is a thing known as the law. The law states what a company should do in relation to environmental 
processes. The law states that there is an appeals process. That appeals process is abided by and followed by 
every proponent, government or non-government, that puts up a project under the auspices of the Environmental 
Protection Act. However, Mr Palmer’s company felt free to suggest to the Minister for Environment that that 
process should be avoided for his project. That email that was sent to the office of the Minister for Environment 
was also sent to the office of the Leader of the National Party. That is very interesting.  

On the same day, Mineralogy also sent a letter to the office of the Minister for Environment, to the office of the 
Leader of the National Party and to the head of the EPA. The letter outlined Mr Palmer’s difficulties with the 
environmental bond and the fact that it would cost him not $45.5 million but $150 million. Bear in mind that this 
is a bloke who, as I understand it, is worth $5 billion. Mr Palmer was very unhappy about this bond. He stated in 
his letter — 

I look forward to an immediate resolution to this matter. 

What he was saying, in effect, was, “I expect to get what I want, and I do not want a bond. I want you, Minister 
for Environment, and I want you, Leader of the National Party, to give me what I want, which is no bond. That is 
what I expect.” We then have a trail of further emails. One of those emails was from Mineralogy to Doug 
Cunningham, the chief of staff to the Leader of the National Party — 

Hi Doug 
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Mineralogy needs your help to negotiate an outcome on this if at all possible. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Remember our cheque! 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order! That will do, members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will quote various parts of the email. It is a long email, and I might add—this is the 
crucial point—that large parts of it were exempted — 

As outlined below I do not think it is in the best interests of the State or Mineralogy to resolve a 
somewhat complex issue with major implication on the viability of the project through an appeals office 
… 

The only reason I make this request is that I strongly believe that an appeals process is not the place for 
this issue to be resolved. … 

My gut feeling is that I am hitting my head against a brick wall—but you never know. 

Yes—you never know! The email concludes — 

Keep well and thank you in anticipation of your direction. 

That email went to Doug Cunningham in the office of the Leader of the National Party. What did 
Mr Cunningham then do? He forwarded that email to the then chief of staff to the Premier, Deidre Willmott. He 
also forwarded it to the chief of staff to the Minister for Environment, Dawn Fitzgerald. Doug Cunningham said 
in that email— 

Hi Deidre/Dawn 

Brendon is happy to offer an opinion on this! 

Regards  
Doug  

What was Brendon happy to offer an opinion on? He was happy to offer an opinion on Mineralogy’s view that it 
should not have to comply with the law.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Midland! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Brendon was happy to offer an opinion that there should not be a $45.5 million to 
$150 million bond applied to this project. Apparently Brendon, the Leader of the National Party, was happy to 
offer an opinion to both the Premier and the Minister for Environment in relation to the imposition of that bond 
and in relation to Mr Palmer and his company, Mineralogy, having to comply with the various sections contained 
within part 7 of the Environmental Protection Act, which deals with appeals. Every other mining company in 
Western Australia, every other construction company in Western Australia and every other party in Western 
Australia that intends to undertake activity that might damage the environment has to comply with the law. 
However, Mineralogy was of the view that it should not have to comply with the law. It felt emboldened to raise 
that issue with the Leader of the National Party. The chief of staff to the Leader of the National Party then felt 
emboldened to raise that issue with the office of the Premier and with the office of the Minister for Environment. 
The chief of staff to the Leader of the National Party said, “Brendon is happy to offer an opinion on this”. We do 
not know what opinion Brendon offered. But the questions that must then be asked are: Did the Leader of the 
National Party go to the Minister for Environment and say, “I have a view on this, and this is what should 
happen”? Did the Leader of the National Party go to the Premier and say, “I have a view on this, and this is what 
should happen”? Did the Premier go to the Minister for Environment and say, “I have a view on this, and this is 
what should happen”? Did the Leader of the National Party then consult—or consort—with the Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum to achieve the outcome that Mr Palmer was seeking? We do not know any of those things. 
But what we do know is that on 7 December 2009, in the final result handed down by the Minister for 
Environment, the appeal that was launched at the request of Mineralogy was agreed to. We do know that. At the 
end of the day, Mineralogy got what it wanted. It got the $45.5 million environmental bond removed from the 
final conditions that had been placed on its project. The Minister for Environment then said that she was going to 
write to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum to ask whether he would—I quote—“consider” putting a bond on 
the project as part of the mines approvals process under the Department of Mines and Petroleum.  

Mineralogy ended up getting exactly what it wanted. Members should bear in mind that both these events 
happened between the $800 000 donation and the $150 000 donation and the offer earlier this year to use the jet. 
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I know what the Premier will say in response. He will say that the Department of Mines and Petroleum can still 
apply the bond and that that could happen in the future. There is no bond. The Department of Mines and 
Petroleum has not applied a bond. I read in today’s paper that the Minister for Mines and Petroleum said he 
would apply a bond. I find that highly unlikely, although the fact that the opposition has raised this issue as a 
matter of public interest may mean that he might consider it a little bit more forcefully than he would have done 
otherwise. No bond has been applied thus far. Mr Palmer’s company, Mineralogy, has received a windfall of 
between $45.5 million and $150 million. It has received that level of benefit from his activities. According to 
Mr Palmer’s correspondence, he has saved millions of dollars because no bond has been applied. He said that a 
$45 million bond would end up costing him $150 million. That was his analysis. I am slightly sceptical about 
that, but he is the billionaire so I suppose he knows better than me about these matters! He said that there is no 
way that he could finance that and asked who indeed could afford such an amount. I looked him up in BRW and 
he is worth $5 billion. I own a house in Rockingham and he is worth $5 billion so I guess he knows a little bit 
more about money than me! That is his level of analysis.  

The opposition’s motion seeks the release of the remaining documents. We have been given access to only a 
tantalising few. We have a couple of emails and the knowledge that the Leader of the National Party’s office 
went into overdrive to help Mineralogy. The Leader of the National Party was happy, according to his chief of 
staff, to lobby the offices of the Minister for Environment and the Premier. We know that Mr Palmer ended up 
receiving the benefit that he sought. What we do not know is what was contained in the other 25 documents that, 
according to the letter sent to me by the Leader of the National Party, have not been released. One of the excuses 
given is commercial-in-confidence. I am excluding the reason that they have been excluded because they contain 
personal information. The 25 documents that have partly been released or that remain unreleased are relevant to 
the matter about which we have no knowledge. For example, the Leader of the National Party has declined to 
release a letter dated 9 November, 2009 from Mineralogy to the Leader of the National Party. He has also 
declined to release emails from his chief of staff to other chiefs of staff and to the Premier’s office. If members 
look at all the documents that I have, they will see the word “exempted” all the way through. What is contained 
in those documents? If those documents contain any hint that the Leader of the National Party lobbied the 
Minister for Environment or the Premier’s office, or that he said to Mr Palmer, “I appreciate the donation, I’ll 
see what I can do”—he is gone. We need to get to the bottom of this matter. Is it any wonder that the Leader of 
the National Party has declined to release those documents given that he has a close intimate relationship with 
this father-like figure from Queensland and that Mr Palmer gives his party hundreds of thousands of dollars? Is it 
any wonder that he has not released all of the documents involved?  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order, members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The motion seeks the release of the 20-plus documents that the Leader of the National 
Party has declined to release for various reasons and asks that a copy be given to the opposition so that it knows 
exactly what the Leader of the National Party and his office have done for Mineralogy and Mr Palmer. The 
motion also seeks to refer this matter for further investigation.  

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We might do that. We are giving the government an opportunity to show whether it stands 
for propriety and high standards. This is the government’s chance to prove whether it has any standards or 
propriety in government. If the government supports this motion, the opposition and the public can look at the 
documents, and that will mean that the matter can be properly and fully investigated. If the Leader of the 
National Party, other ministers involved and the offices of the Premier, the Minister for Environment and the 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum come out of this with a clean bill of health, good luck to them. If the 
government does not agree to allow this matter to be properly investigated, we can only conclude that there is 
something potentially corrupt, smelly and rotten about the government and the way it deals with major donors to 
the National and Liberal Parties.  

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Regional Development) [3.25 pm]: I categorically 
reject the accusations made by the shadow Minister for Regional Development and State Development. To say 
that he is drawing a long bow is an understatement. As the minister responsible for regional development, I have 
complied with all the Freedom of Information Act requirements with which I need to comply. The government 
sought advice from the State Solicitor’s office on the scope of the FOI request and it has complied with that 
advice. As the member for Rockingham well knows, the reason that certain information has not been included—
this has existed for a long time—is that some of it contains commercial and business information. As the shadow 
Minister for State Development said, and as I have made clear, no-one can buy influence with the Nationals. 
Further to that, if I thought that someone was attempting to do that, they would very quickly not become a donor 
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to the Nationals. That is not the way that we do business. We saw that sort of thing get out of hand during the 
previous government.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: This is without doubt the most important motion that I have heard sitting in this 
chair. I made sure that the member for Rockingham was heard in as close to total silence. I expect the same 
courtesy from members on my left and, member for Murray–Wellington, from members on my right. I do not 
want to start calling members, but I will do so if necessary.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: People cannot buy influence with the National Party. Donations do not affect the way I 
discharge my duties as a minister, a role that I take seriously. I have a senior role in the government. I 
categorically reject the accusations, which are tenuous and involve a lot of rhetoric and not much fact. There are 
many opportunities in this place to raise issues such as this. If the opposition had wanted to make accusations 
such as the ones it has made, I would have thought that it would back up those accusations with more than it has 
rolled out today. It has nothing to back them up. I resent the fact that the opposition seeks to smear my position 
as a minister in the government with little more than tenuous linkages. I categorically deny the accusations that 
have been made against me. Quite clearly it was appropriate for Mineralogy to forward its concerns to my office. 
Quite clearly it was appropriate for my office to forward those concerns to the appropriate minister. The 
appropriate minister was the Minister for Environment. That is all that happened in this circumstance.  

Point of Order 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is entirely appropriate for the minister to be able to respond to the matter of public 
interest. 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I ask that you, Mr Acting Speaker, deliver judgement over the interjections that are 
happening to allow the minister to respond. It is absolutely appropriate that he be able to do that and I ask for 
your lead in this matter. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am not sure whether members on my left heard me before. I thought I made myself 
perfectly clear. Member for West Swan and member for Midland, as I said, I do not want to start calling 
members, but I want to hear the minister in silence. That includes you too, Leader of the Opposition. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I feel absolutely comfortable with my role in this circumstance, because I did not have a 
role.  

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The Leader of the Opposition is suggesting that; he has nothing to back that up, apart from 
his insinuation. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Quite simply, I had no role. The letter was forwarded by my office to the appropriate 
minister, and the appropriate minister has dealt with it. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I call the member for West Swan for the second time today and the member for 
Warnbro for the first time today. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The opposition alleges that because Clive Palmer is a donor to the National Party, I sought 
to curry influence with the Minister for Environment. I absolutely reject that. We did what was appropriate, and 
that was to forward the information to the appropriate minister responsible and it was up to that minister to act 
on that plan. 

Mr P. Papalia: You expressed an opinion. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: An opinion was not sought from me. The minister took the opportunity to discharge her 
duties. The opposition is simply looking to draw an inference from a long line of information on an issue over 
which I do not have any influence. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: I call the member for Warnbro for the second time today, the member for West 
Swan for the third time today, and the member for Kwinana for the first time today. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The only role in my office was to forward the correspondence from Mineralogy to the 
Minister for Environment, which was, I believe and I contend in this Parliament, completely appropriate. If the 
opposition wishes to make the accusation that corporate donors immediately curry favour with governments and, 
therefore, any action is corrupt, which is exactly what has happened today — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: With you! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The opposition has linked the fact that Clive Palmer donates to the National Party to any 
decision regarding Clive Palmer being corrupt. That is what the opposition has said today.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: That is exactly what the opposition has said today. 

The state agreement act that we are referring to here is the Mineralogy state agreement act that was put in place 
by the previous government. The previous government—the Labor Party—received donations from Mineralogy 
in 2005, in 2007–08 and in 2008–09. In 2005, right after the Mineralogy state agreement act was put in place, a 
donation of $20 000 was made to the Australian Labor Party. Would the opposition suggest that Clive Palmer 
was trying to curry favour with the previous government for its decision in developing the state agreement act 
simply on the basis of the donation; or would the opposition suggest exactly as I am suggesting, that good 
ministers are not influenced by that sort of outcome? The ALP received donations from Mineralogy and it put in 
place a state agreement act that facilitated the development of that mine. Exactly what the opposition has 
accused me of with no evidence is exactly what the opposition did itself. It received donations year after year 
after year from Mineralogy. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston! 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I assume you did not see me on my feet. Member for Collie–
Preston, I call you for the second time today. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: How does the shadow Minister for Regional Development justify the Labor Party’s position 
on receiving donations from Mineralogy when it put in place the state agreement act? How does the Labor Party 
justify that? 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: How does the Labor Party justify that? Was it influenced by it? Was it rolled over? Were the 
clauses in that state agreement act changed to benefit Mineralogy off the back of the Labor Party’s donation? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. Papalia: You’ve got something to hide! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The opposition has come in here seeking to provide smear and innuendo when that is 
exactly what has taken place. 

Mr P. Papalia: You look guilty! You look dodgy! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I again put on the record that I sought to have no influence over the Minister for 
Environment on this issue. It is entirely appropriate that the issue should come into my office. Issues come into 
my office by the thousands. As Minister for Regional Development, every major project comes through my 
office. If the allegations made in this Parliament today were true, the previous government and now opposition 
would have been unable to deal with Chevron, Woodside, Hancock Prospecting and a range of major companies 
that have state agreements; but of course it did deal with them. The reason the previous government did that is, I 
assume, that its ministers separated what was happening at the party level from what they had to do to discharge 
their duties; otherwise opposition members could be accused of the very thing they have accused me of today, 
which I flatly deny. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: There is no evidence that I sought to influence the environment minister. 

Mr P. Papalia: You can’t prove it because you won’t release the documents. 
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Mr B.J. GRYLLS: It was stated by my chief of staff—not by me—that I would be happy to offer an opinion on 
the project. That opinion was never sought. The Minister for Environment went forward and discharged her 
duties, as she should have done, and I got on with my job as Minister for Regional Development looking to drive 
the development of the state through big projects and small projects alike. I am very proud that this government 
has been able to facilitate major projects in the state. 

Mr P. Papalia: Twenty-five documents! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I say again that in absolutely no way am I influenced by political donations.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I say again that if I were seeking to have influence over a decision on Mineralogy in the 
discharge of government duties, I do not think the high level of publicity surrounding Clive Palmer’s 
involvement with the National Party would be very conducive to my doing that. I am acutely aware that the 
perception would be as has been put forward; and so I make sure—probably over and above—that nothing 
occurs that would see me found in that position. That is because I value my position; it is an important position 
for the state; and I will not do anything that would see me in a compromised situation. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I will not do anything. What are the facts here? I have complied with the Freedom of 
Information Act, and the information has been made available. I have made a clear statement about the fact that I 
had virtually no involvement in this matter, apart from my office forwarding information to the Minister for 
Environment, who is the responsible minister, and me getting back on with my job. The opposition has sought to 
use this MPI today to smear my name and has tried to come up with some imaginary position that would see my 
position diminished. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Opposition members could be accused of the very thing of which they have accused me. Of 
course, I contend that our ministers are able to separate their duties as ministers from that of the party 
organisation that sits behind us, exactly as I do going forward. I am therefore very comfortable with my position. 
I have made that point publicly today and I will make it again. We have complied with all areas of the FOI act 
that we are required to comply with. Again, when opposition members were in government they did not see any 
need to change the FOI act. The rules are there that we followed. This decision is one for the Minister for 
Environment. She has, I assume, made that decision and that is where this matter rests. Members opposite should 
make sure that if they seek to denigrate members of this Parliament, they actually have something to go on apart 
from a range of innuendo and fantasy. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: That is why we will not be supporting this motion. It has no standing in this Parliament. The 
previous government became known for the very thing that members opposite accuse me of.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.39 pm]: That is the National Party’s approach, is 
it—cover-up, deny and counterattack? That is exactly what the National Party has done—cover up. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: There’s no cover-up.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Look at all the documents that were not available to us.  

Mr B.J. Grylls: Why don’t you table them? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: They include a letter from the Minister for Regional Development to Mineralogy Pty Ltd that 
was refused to us for reasons of commercial confidentiality—the oldest excuse in the book when there is dodgy 
business and dodgy dealings in the government. It is the oldest excuse in the book. 

Let us just examine the case. There are not just donations from Mr Clive Palmer to the National Party; there are 
extraordinary donations from Mr Palmer to the National Party! There is a very high level of donation from Mr 
Palmer to the National Party.  

The next point of the argument is that Mineralogy did not ask for the negotiation of a state agreement. I will 
quote what it asked for — 

I would ask for an urgent meeting with all key people in an attempt to resolve this issue without the 
need for prolonged appeals processes or public debate. Mineralogy is aware of its right to appeal, but 
this does not help attract investors between now and when the appeals are determined. Mineralogy is 
seeking immediate intervention by the State. 
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That was an extraordinary demand by Mineralogy—on the back of extraordinary donations—that the state take 
unprecedented action by going around the appeals processes and the legal requirements and to have a meeting to 
do something to fix it up; in the end, a way was found for Mineralogy to get what it wanted, and so there was no 
$45 million environmental bond.  

I think the minister has to answer this, and he cannot answer it by simply counterattacking or trying to draw a 
false analogy with the negotiation of a state agreement. After all, we all voted on the state agreement, about 
which we did not find anything controversial. But I find something quite controversial about Mr Palmer being let 
off a $45 million environmental bond that was recommended by the Environmental Protection Authority. I find 
that a controversial and sensitive issue, and I would be interested in investigating the background in any 
government decision such as this, let alone a background where there was some suggestion of donations and 
patronage for a particular political party. I will ask the minister again whether he talked to the Minister for 
Environment about this issue.  

Mr B.J. Grylls: There were no formal discussions. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: No formal discussions! Did the minister talk to the environment minister about this issue?  

Mr B.J. Grylls: There were no formal discussions.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That means yes! Yes, he did speak to the minister! He is saying that it was not a scheduled 
meeting in his diary and it was not on the cabinet agenda, but he did talk to her. That is an issue, is it not? 

Mr M. McGowan: You should resign! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Can the minister understand why we think he should table all of these documents? Can he 
now understand why we think he should let us have everything that was asked for in that freedom of information 
application?  

We can request this information in another way by asking questions in Parliament. If the minister refuses to 
provide that information on the basis of commercial confidentiality, we will see what the Auditor General says 
about the reasonableness of that particular denial. Let us not forget that during the short life of this government 
there have already been occasions of the Auditor General finding that the citing of commercial confidentiality by 
ministers as reasons not to give information to the Parliament to be inappropriate. This government has already 
been caught out and exposed by the Auditor General as withholding information on the basis of a false or 
inappropriate claim of commercial confidentiality. 

I have one other particular concern about this. Mr Palmer has been let off the environmental bond, but the 
decision indicates that the Minister for Mines and Petroleum has the capacity to apply a bond in the future. I will 
tell members what concerns me: I am concerned about the way Mr Palmer operates. Mr Palmer does not actually 
mine anything; he gets all the approvals and concessions, and then he onsells the project to, perhaps, a Chinese 
investor. When that Chinese investor turns up to begin mining operations, the investor might be very surprised to 
find out that the mines minister then imposes, on the Chinese investor, the environmental bond that should have 
been imposed in the first place on Mr Palmer. Mr Palmer gets a nice, easy package—giftwrapped by the Minister 
for Regional Development—to sell on to the Chinese investor, or some other investors. Those investors come 
into the project thinking that they have all the approvals and they suddenly find an environmental bond slapped 
on them that was not slapped on Mr Palmer. Mr Palmer has been able to get a better price for the packaged 
project that he has onsold because he has not had to pay the environmental bond and, later on, the poor old 
incoming investor finds out that he has to pay that bond. The minister’s defence has been weak.  

Mr M. McGowan: It’s been shaky. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It has been shaky. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: There’s nothing to defend. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If the minister has nothing to defend, he should release the documents. If he does not want to 
release the documents for the world to see, he should release them to the parliamentary Public Accounts 
Committee, which can consider them on a confidential basis. What would the minister’s objection be to that? I 
would be very interested to hear the government’s response to that suggestion, because it could surely have no 
objection to the Public Accounts Committee seeing these documents on a confidential basis.  
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MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [3.45 pm]: I will make a few comments 
on this issue and, indeed, offer some factual information about what actually happened, and suggest what is 
about to happen.  

Yes, Mr Palmer has donated to the National Party, the Liberal Party, and the Labor Party. Most billionaires are 
multiple donors to multiple parties—it is good business. The Minister for Regional Development is also the 
Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, and the Mineralogy project and its agreement act comes 
under the state development portfolio; therefore, it is hardly surprising that when Mr Palmer was dissatisfied 
with the EPA recommendations he contacted a member of Parliament.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Which minister is the act allocated to; is it allocated to you or to the minister assisting? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition knows that.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Which minister is it allocated to? It is allocated to you, isn’t it? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Of course it is—all agreement acts are.  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Thank you, member for Kwinana! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In this case there was nothing unusual at all about Mr Palmer approaching the 
government. He chose to approach the Minister for Regional Development, who is also the Minister Assisting 
the Minister for State Development. The Minister for Regional Development passed on Mr Palmer’s comments 
and views to the Minister for Environment, which was entirely proper.  

Mr Palmer was concerned that the EPA’s recommendation had imposed a very substantial environmental bond 
of $45.5 million, so why would he not raise it with a minister? It was quite proper; if I had been in his position, I 
would have. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will outline the actual process because it is important.  

The EPA undertook an environmental assessment of the Balmoral South project and released its report in 
October 2009. The EPA recommended that an environmental bond be included for the proposal, under the 
provisions of the Environmental Protection Act 1986. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Because of the particular environmental risks.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, of course.  

The bond of $45.5 million was recommended by the EPA as security for performance against closure and 
ultimate decommissioning of the mining operation. At the time, it was believed by the EPA that the Mining Act 
1978 did not apply to the Balmoral South iron ore project because it was under an agreement act, and an 
environmental bond could not be implemented; therefore, the EPA recommended that an environmental bond be 
implemented under the Environmental Protection Act, and that is what happened.  

Subsequent to the release of the EPA report in October 2009, advice was sought from the State Solicitor’s 
Office. That advice indicated that bonds could and would be applied to the project under the provisions of the 
Mining Act 1978. In other words, the State Solicitor’s Office came back and said the EPA had recommended a 
bond under the Environmental Protection Act because it believed a bond could not be imposed under the Mining 
Act as this was a state agreement act project. Advice from the State Solicitor’s Office was subsequently sought. 
It said, “No, that is wrong. A bond can be applied under the Mining Act even though it is an agreement act 
project.” Mineralogy objected to the EPA report when it came out. It objected that it was imposing a bond under 
the Environmental Protection Act. It lodged an appeal, and that appeal was upheld.  

Mr M. McGowan: The Premier said it was not going to lodge an appeal but somehow one ended up in there.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: An appeal was lodged, and it was upheld.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Come on, this is a serious issue! I have been speaking for about two minutes in response to 
the opposition’s 25 minutes.  

That was the situation—the EPA recommended a bond because it thought the Mining Act could not apply in this 
case because of the agreement act provisions. An appeal was lodged and was upheld because it could be done 
under the Mining Act on the basis of legal advice that had been sought.  
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What is the current situation? The trigger for calculating the appropriate environmental bond for the site is the 
preparation and presentation of a project proposal as is required under the Iron Ore Processing (Mineralogy Pty. 
Ltd.) Agreement Act 2002. A bond to be determined under the Mining Act starts off with a project proposal 
being submitted by the company. I stress that that project proposal has not as yet been submitted. It has not been 
received by government. It will be; it has not as yet. When the project proposal by Mineralogy is received it will 
be submitted to the Department of State Development as the lead agency under the agreement act. The 
Department of State Development will then work with the Department of Mines and Petroleum in accordance 
with the standard process under the mining and petroleum legislation as it applies to state agreement acts. This is 
a long-term project. The bond will be set in stages over the course of the project. A staged approach avoids the 
entire amount of bond being required up-front. It will be required as various stages of the project go into 
construction. A bond will apply and a bond will be implemented for this project under the Mining Act. That is 
the normal and proper course — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Of what size?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That will be determined once the project proposal is submitted. When the project proposal 
is submitted to the Department of State Development it will forward that onto the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum. Then, according to the Mining Act, it will determine the appropriate bond. That will be introduced as 
a staged bond as the project goes through its various stages of development because it is a staged project. I 
cannot say what —  

Mr M. McGowan interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Hang on! I cannot say what the bond is because it is yet to be determined under the 
Mining Act. When the project proposal is submitted by the company to the Department of State Development, 
that department will liaise with the Department of Mines and Petroleum. The bond will then be determined and it 
will be applied. Any suggestion that Mr Palmer has got away with having an environmental bond is false. A 
mining bond, yet to be determined, will be applied to the Mineralogy project. The opposition’s whole argument 
was that somehow Mr Palmer had used influence through the National Party to get off a $45 million bond. It is 
wrong, wrong, wrong! He will pay a bond according to his project proposal as assessed by the Department of 
State Development and Mineralogy. The suggestion that somehow the minister has behaved inappropriately is 
wrong. Mr Palmer has not got off the bond. It will not apply under the Environmental Protection Act; it will 
apply, as almost all resource projects do, under the Mining Act.  

As far as the information from Mr Palmer that was passed onto the Minister for Environment, there is nothing 
wrong with that at all. Is the opposition suggesting that ministers do not talk to each other? That is required for 
good government. The Minister for Environment on two occasions wrote to a Mr Webb of Mineralogy Pty Ltd. 
If members opposite want, they can read those letters. I will table two letters.  

[See papers 2451 and 2452.] 

Mr M. McGowan: What about all the others? There are 20-plus.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If members opposite want, I will table those letters. They are letters from the Minister for 
Environment, who behaved absolutely correctly in this matter. The only reason the bond was dropped was 
because it was believed it had to be done under the EP act. It did not—it applied to any other mining project 
under the Mining Act. When the project proposal is put in, it will be assessed and a bond will apply. I do not 
know what the amount of the bond will be. I will not second-guess that, but it will be a significant bond, as it 
should be.  

I do not know what the opposition is on about really! Its whole argument would suggest that somehow 
Mr Palmer, because he made a political donation to the National Party, had got off — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Listen, my friend! The whole argument was that Mr Palmer, because he had made a 
donation to the National Party, had somehow got off or been let off a $45 million bond. No; that is wrong! The 
EPA and the Appeals Convenor ruled that that bond was now not necessary under the Environmental Protection 
Act because, like any other mining proposal, it would be assessed quite properly under the Mining Act. When it 
puts in its proposal, it will be assessed and the bond will be applied. That is what is happening.  

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.55 pm]: The Premier would have us 
believe that all is well that ends well, the bond will be applied and therefore we do not need to worry; in other 
words there is no problem at all and we do not need to worry about it. But there are important issues at stake; 
that is, the integrity of the environmental protection process and, most importantly, the integrity of the office of 
the Minister for Regional Development. Documents revealed under the freedom of information process paint a 
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picture of an EP act being applied and a proponent—not just any old proponent but the most significant 
proponent in relation to donations to the National Party—seeking to circumvent that process. We also have a 
series of emails with an increasingly shrill set of calls to both the Minister for Environment’s office and the 
Minister for Regional Development’s office to intervene in the process. We have an admission from the 
proponent in this particular case that it does not ever want to go through the EPA process but it wants to have the 
Minister for Regional Development intervene in the process and seek to get it out of the costs associated with 
that.  

The Premier would have us believe there is no problem with ministers speaking about that. The Minister for 
Regional Development sought, most of the time he was on his feet, to cover up the fact that he spoke to the 
Minister for Environment about this issue. He spoke to the Minister for Environment about this issue and we 
want to know why. We want to know what discussion took place. We want to know if there has been any 
impropriety. Did the Minister for Regional Development seek to circumvent the EPA process on behalf of this 
proponent? This proponent was not just another developer and was not just dealt with in an inappropriate way; 
this proponent was a significant donor to the National Party. We hear the Minister for Regional Development 
now saying “I tried, but the Minister for Environment refused those advances.”  

The member for Rockingham has provided a prima facie case. We have demonstrated today that the Minister for 
Regional Development has a case to answer. The government has withheld upwards of 25 documents that would 
provide further answers. If the Minister for Regional Development has nothing to hide and if the Minister for 
Regional Development does not believe the conversations that took place with the Minister for Environment 
implicate him in perverting the EP process, then he and the government will provide those documents to 
Parliament.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (23) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr A.J. Waddell 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (27) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell  

            

Pairs 

 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr J.E. McGrath 
 Ms R. Saffioti Mr I.M. Britza 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Dr E. Constable 

Question thus negatived. 
 


