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RURAL WESTERN AUSTRALIA, FUNDING OF INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES 
Motion 

Resumed from 23 June on the following motion moved by Hon Bruce Donaldson - 

That this House notes with great concern - 
(1) the reduction of funding for infrastructure and services in rural and regional Western Australia 

by the Gallop Government; 
(2) programs being developed which involve cost shifting from government to local government; 

and 

(3) lack of commitment to develop a decentralisation policy for rural Western Australia, providing 
an opportunity for economic diversification in communities. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [2.01 pm]:  This morning I read from Hansard the few remarks I had 
made on this motion a couple of months ago.  I had identified two major infrastructure projects for the south 
west area over which precious little, if any, action has been taken in the past three or four years.  The first project 
is the Peel deviation and the second is the Bunbury bypass road.  My comments could apply equally to the next 
motion on the books.  It is to be moved by Hon Murray Criddle and regards road funding.  I am sure other 
members will have plenty of things to say about the Indian Ocean Road, the Great Northern Highway and other 
matters.   

I will add a couple of other points about the first two infrastructure projects that I just mentioned.  Yesterday 
Hon Murray Criddle asked some questions about the budgetary provision the State Government had made to 
finance the Peel deviation, the time frame for the project and when tenders could be expected to be called for this 
project.  The parliamentary secretary rose and proudly announced that state funds of $11.85 million had been 
allocated to the project.   

Hon Ken Travers:  How much had been put in when you ran around saying it was funded?  Absolutely nothing.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Who said that?   

Hon Ken Travers:  Hon Barry House did.  It was on the front pages of the newspapers. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No.  We had given a commitment to it, which has been sadly lacking since the present 
Government has been in office.   

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon Ken Travers:  A commitment?  How much money had the former Government allocated to it in the budget?  
The minister of the time just admitted that the then Government did not have any money for it. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I am listening to you ramble on about nothing.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The parliamentary secretary tried to convince members that the provision of $11 million 
in next year’s budget is a gigantic breakthrough and is the start of something huge.  I suppose it is the start.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The federal Government has come to the party.  This Government has even tried to 
downplay the federal Government’s contribution.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It was a bit short, but we are confident it will get there.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The federal Government has given a commitment of $150 million and has attached a 
time frame to it so that the project could begin by 2006.  I was disappointed to see in the parliamentary 
secretary’s answer yesterday that, regrettably, the Labor Party does not consider that project to be a high priority 
and has decided that 2007 is an acceptable starting date.  That is barely acceptable.  Many parts of the - 

Hon Ken Travers:  You are a miserable man sometimes, Mr House!  No-one could ever make you happy, could 
they?   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  We are very keen to see that project up and running sooner rather than later.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The other infrastructure project on which there has been no progress, regrettably, is the 
Bunbury port access corridor.  We have made a commitment to provide total funding of approximately 
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$17 million for that project.  That is well and truly overdue.  The pressure on heavy transport moving into the 
Bunbury port is already pretty extreme and it is bound to get worse.   

A project that will cause a lot of increased pressure on the road is the chip-mill processing that will develop in 
the south west, which has already started.  One chip-mill has been opened at the port of Bunbury already, and 
WAPRES has proposed developing a second chip-mill at the port of Bunbury.  Members may recall the history 
of that proposal.  It must be gnawing its fingernails with frustration.  It had a proposal to develop a chip-mill just 
south of Donnybrook, which was finally rejected by the Government.  It was embraced wholeheartedly by the 
local shire.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It was rejected by local government.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, it was not.  The Shire of Donnybrook-Balingup did not reject it.   

Hon Kim Chance:  WAPRES might argue with you about that.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  There was divided opinion among the community about the project but the local 
authority was very supportive of the development of a chip-mill at Donnybrook.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Not in the end.  The Shire of Donnybrook-Balingup made a decision not to support the 
project based on its view that it could face some legal liability.  As a result, despite the council’s early support, it 
eventually decided against supporting it.  It did so under some duress.  I am not blaming it.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I will take the minister’s advice on that.  It is a great shame.  It would be better long-
term planning for that chip-mill to be located in the hinterland rather than at the Bunbury port.  The proposal for 
the WAPRES chip-mill is currently at the stage of a development application before the City of Bunbury.  My 
understanding is that this proposal also is attracting a fair bit of criticism and concern.  WAPRES is again in a 
difficult situation.  I had a conversation with some people on Friday night and it appears that if the second 
development application is not approved and the company meets further hurdles that it cannot overcome, the 
project might return to Donnybrook; not to the original site but to another site that has been earmarked.  I can 
understand the company’s frustration.  It must be absolutely exasperated by the situation.   
Hon Kim Chance:  I agree.   
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  However, by default we might end up with the best result for long-term planning.  If that 
happens, it will be a good long-term result.  However, if it does not happen, we must cope with logs being 
transported into the Bunbury port via road.  The transport of the chips by either road or rail will need to be 
managed if the chip-mill is developed at Donnybrook.  That will mean that the Bunbury port access corridor will 
be well and truly needed in very the near future to handle the increased business.  

I do not want to take up all the time available to speak this afternoon as I know that other rural members have 
lots of issues to discuss about funding for rural Western Australia.  The first two parts of Hon Bruce Donaldson’s 
motion state - 

That this House notes with great concern -  
(1) the reduction of funding for infrastructure and services in 

rural and regional Western Australia by the Gallop Government;  
(2) programs being developed which involve cost shifting from 

government to local government; . . .  

Concerning the reduction of infrastructure, it is worth mentioning school maintenance.  I know it is a statewide 
issue and not necessarily confined to any particular region.  Let us look at the history.  The old school renovation 
programs used to operate on a seven-year basis.  They operated very successfully until the Burke Government 
abolished them in the 1980s.  This State has been trying to catch up with the school maintenance program ever 
since.  It was an extremely retrograde step to abolish the school maintenance program during the 1980s.  During 
the eight years of coalition Government the status quo was maintained.  In fact, significant improvements were 
added, such as the asbestos roof removal program.  From the sale of AlintaGas $40 million was allocated to 
upgrade some of the senior high schools that were built during the 1950s and 1960s, which were in dire need of 
improvement.  They included Mt Lawley, Rossmoyne, Hamilton Hill, Newton Moore and Busselton Senior High 
Schools.  Incidentally, some of the money was not spent until last year; it hung around for years.  That was 
planned to make the budget look better than it really was.  The coalition reinstated a regular maintenance 
program.  However, there is still an enormous backlog throughout the State, as we all know.  It was first 
identified and put on the political calendar by the coalition two or three weeks ago when a firm commitment of 
$20 million was made by it to start on the backlog.  More was to come.  Everyone in the State is pleased to see 
the Government come to the party with an announcement last week that it will commit an additional $65 million 
to make up the shortfall.  The Minister for Education and Training, Hon Alan Carpenter, has assured us that that 
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will fix everything from the playgrounds to the drainpipes.  Let us hope he is right.  Let us not forget that the 
additional $65 million is needed now because of the backlog of maintenance that was created during the 1980s.  
It will take this State another 20 years to catch up on the results of that short-sighted decision. 

School replacements are urgently needed for some of the schools built during the 1950s and 1960s and for some 
of the high schools that were built with infrastructure to accommodate 600 students but which now cater for 
more than 1 200 students.  In the south west of the State, Newton Moore and Busselton Senior High Schools are 
in critical need.  Both facilities are under severe strain due to the number of students they need to cope with.  The 
facilities are not geared to modern technology; the schools are run down and outdated in many respects.  Both 
schools are coping with between 20 and 25 demountable classrooms, which is a pretty sad situation.  
Unfortunately, the surrounds and amenity of the schools have deteriorated drastically in recent years because of 
the demands they are forced to operate under.  Regrettably, we have seen a belated response from this 
Government in the local area education process to try to remedy the situation and find a way forward.  We have 
seen the local area education processes coming together in the latter half of this year, which is fine, but it is very 
late in the piece.  Unfortunately, it is due to the fact that nothing has been done for the past three years.  All we 
can expect from the Labor Government between now and the election for the Bunbury and Busselton education 
districts is announcements, but no action.  There is no time to put anything into place before the election.  An 
immediate commitment is required in Bunbury for a Dalyellup high school.  Dalyellup is a suburban area to the 
south of Bunbury that has experienced phenomenal growth.  I believe it is four to five years ahead of the 
projections.  The area can justify the establishment of a high school to be developed along the same lines as the 
Eaton Community College, which was initially developed for years eight to 10, with options for what happens 
after that.  What happens in the Bunbury area further to that?  There are two schools of thought.  One is that the 
traditional high school models in Bunbury serve the community well.  There is a strong degree of ownership 
with each of the community high schools at Bunbury, Newton Moore, Australind and Eaton.  It will be the same 
at Dalyellup when it is built.  The other school of thought is whether middle schools should be developed in 
conjunction with a senior college, which is along the line of developments in Albany, Geraldton, Mandurah and 
other places.  I must admit that I am not firm in my mind about which is the best way to go for education in the 
greater Bunbury region.  It already has a good overall school infrastructure, even though some of it is tired and in 
need of upgrading.  There are four very good government high schools operating in the area at the moment.  In 
addition, the Bunbury Catholic College, the Bunbury Cathedral Grammar School and the Grace Christian School 
operate in the immediate vicinity.  They cater well to the needs of local people and provide options and choice.  
Another option is to develop senior colleges.  One school of thought is to develop a senior college in Bunbury, in 
conjunction with the South West Regional College of TAFE and Edith Cowan University, on Robertson Drive.  
There is a lot to be said for a vocational stream in senior high schools in years 11 and 12 being allocated to a 
senior college that works in conjunction with and shares facilities, courses and resources with TAFE, rather than 
a university.  That may apply to Busselton as well.  In my mind it may be a better model rather than developing a 
senior college with an academic stream to be located with a tertiary facility of some sort.  There needs to be 
some sort of certainty for the Bunbury community as soon as possible.  It has been a frustrating exercise for 
Busselton because the Busselton-Dunsborough area needs schools as well as hospitals.  I tabled a petition on 
hospitals this morning.  There has been a lack of action on reaching an agreed course to get something done.  In 
the meantime, that community has endured the overcrowded and outdated facilities at Busselton Senior High 
School, because that is the only government high school in the vicinity.  In the past 10 or 20 years a greater 
element of choice has developed in that region.  The Government has been negligent in building school 
infrastructure in that area over the past 30 years.  Until our Government built two new primary schools in 
Busselton four or five years ago, one of which was a replacement school rather than a new school, no 
government high school or primary school facility had been built in the cape to cape region since 1971, when 
West Busselton Primary School was built.  That is an indictment on government over a long period.  In that time 
we have seen the development of good private school facilities in Busselton - MacKillop Catholic College, 
Cornerstone Christian College and Georgiana Molloy Anglican School.  Catholic primary schools have been 
developed in Busselton, Dunsborough and Margaret River.  Some alternative primary schools, such as 
Nyindamurra Family School, the Montessori school and Yallingup Steiner School, as well as Cornerstone 
Christian College, have also been developed.  They have provided choice in the area and have done a very good 
job.   

The Government must come in and do something now to meet the major infrastructure needs of the Busselton-
Dunsborough region.  If an announcement to develop a senior school in Busselton and a middle school in Vasse 
has not already been made, it is imminent.  I think that is the wrong decision in the interests of the broader 
community surrounding Busselton and Dunsborough.  Dunsborough is a rapidly growing centre in its own right.  
The immediate need is for a middle school to proceed at Dunsborough.  This would immediately take 250 
students from Busselton Senior High School.  I know this area well because I used to travel that very route on 
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the bus just a few years ago.  The Dunsborough community would cope with a middle school now, and would 
certainly cope with one as the growth in that area continues.  An announcement is needed now for that school 
and the Dalyellup school to proceed.  Immediately following that is the need to upgrade the tired facilities at 
Busselton Senior High School.  My preferred option is for a senior college to be developed in Vasse in 
conjunction with the new townsite, which is coming together as a concept.  That concept has been floating 
around for quite a few years.  It is a potentially very exciting concept involving partnerships between all sorts of 
tertiary, secondary and primary education institutions.  I would also like a co-located hospital to be built there in 
time, along the same lines as the one in Bunbury.  I fear that the wrong decision will be made.  It would suit the 
Vasse development to cater for senior students, who can travel a little distance much easier than can middle 
school students.  Middle schools take in year 7 students as well; that is, 11 to 12-year-olds.  They will be asked 
to travel.  I wonder whether any costings have been done on hauling middle school kids those sorts of distances 
rather than senior students from years 11 and 12.   

There is great scope in Busselton to have a really good solid look at locating the senior vocational stream of 
years 11 and 12 with TAFE so that there is more interaction.  The education minister has said that students will 
have to stay at school until the age of 17.  A lot of the people of that age will not be in the academic stream.  As 
a former schoolteacher I can say that it is much easier to organise and cope with academic students in a 
classroom situation than it is to cope with vocational students in that setting.  In a different situation it is a 
different matter.  We must be pretty smart about our educational infrastructure so that we develop facilities that 
can deliver the resources that are appropriate to those kids.  There is a lot of scope.  I fear that the wrong decision 
will be made.  I hope not.  Once again, it will not be too late to change it when we are elected to government.  As 
I said before, there is only time between now and the election for an announcement to be made; there is no time 
for any soil to be turned or bricks to be laid.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  The next Government will pay for it.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  If there are mistakes, we will pay for it.  That is one issue.   
Another issue relates to the second part of Hon Bruce Donaldson’s motion, which states -  

programs being developed which involve cost shifting from government to local government;  
We unfortunately see too much of this.  I know that it does not apply just between the State Government and 
local governments.  It applies from the top down; from the federal Government to the State Governments as 
well.  I will give a couple of examples.  The local media in recent times has run articles about the Premier and 
the Minister for the South West going to Bunbury and being very critical of the Bunbury City Council for its 
lack of action.  Members can call me cynical if they like, but I would hate to imply that there is a political motive 
for that, simply because the mayor happens to be the Liberal candidate and is totally outshining the local Labor 
member in the local community, and the Premier and minister are getting pretty desperate to find something to 
support him with.  They have been complaining that the Bunbury City Council has been inactive in delivering a 
couple of projects, in particular the regional museum and an e-library, which were commitments of the previous 
election campaign.  The State Government has committed $1 million to the regional museum, the cost of which 
is around $10 million.  After this announcement was made in the election campaign, it probably took 12 months 
for anything to happen in terms of a proper formulated commitment being made to it.  The City of Bunbury has 
had to do all the legwork that is required for the museum.  It has had to do all the liaison work with surrounding 
local authorities, shires and other institutions.  As well as that, it is required to provide the balance of the capital - 
$9 million - and to meet the ongoing costs, which are estimated to be between half and three-quarters of a 
million dollars per annum.  That is a pretty heavy impost on a local authority.  Sure, the Bunbury City Council is 
a big local authority, but that is a massive whack to ask a local community to fund.  The Premier and the 
Minister for the South West have the temerity to slam the Bunbury City Council about that.  That is a bit harsh.  
A project like that will take time to put together.  When the local authority is asked to do all the legwork and 
meet the balance of the capital costs, as well as the ongoing costs, I think we can understand why it might be a 
little tardy in taking up the cudgels and taking on a project like that.  I understand that $2 million has been 
allocated towards the e-library, which is to be funded at a total cost of about $5 million.  There is therefore a 
$3 million shortfall.  Bunbury City Council has once again had to enter into negotiations, do all the legwork in 
the surrounding areas and establish links with surrounding shires, which has cost about $500 000 and, therefore, 
already swallowed up $500 000 of that $2 million before any possibility of seeing bricks and mortar.  The 
council must then front up with the balance of the capital cost.  I believe that those are unreasonable asks by the 
State Government.  I certainly do not knock the ideas because they are terrific, but I sense that the Premier and 
minister’s criticism of the delivery has more to do with taking a cheap swipe at the Liberal candidate than any 
genuine criticism of Bunbury City Council.   
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This is a good motion moved by Hon Bruce Donaldson.  We frequently say in this House that we get very 
frustrated with the city-centric approach of government throughout Australia.  Only the other day I was talking 
to Hon Murray Criddle about the sorts of frustrations we have even within our own organisations about the 
logistics of being a country member.  People might tell us that something was on and ask us where we were.  
They might say that they sent us an e-mail, but an e-mail is not much good to us if we are in a car for four hours 
travelling from A to B.  People communicate by e-mail rather telephone somebody and speak to him. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is the modern curse of being a member of Parliament.  They should be banned.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I agree.  It is very frustrating living in country areas where these gaps occur in 
communications and funding. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [2.34 pm]:  The reduction in state government infrastructure is 
having a deep impact on business and industry development in the Mining and Pastoral Region, and certainly 
also on the maintenance of social capital structure.  For that reason I compliment Hon Bruce Donaldson for 
bringing forward this motion.  It is an issue that definitely needs to be addressed in this Parliament.  From my 
point of view and as far as the region I am fortunate to represent is concerned, mining generates in excess of 
$1 billion annually in royalty payments in Western Australia, and some $56 billion annually in exports from 
Australia.  Most of the royalties are generated within oil, gas, diamond and mining industries in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  It is reprehensible, therefore, that we have a situation in which so little of the revenue is 
returned to the places from which it is generated by way of infrastructure development, both in capital 
development and community services.  It is precisely this attitude that has fostered the fly in, fly out mentality 
that is unfortunately so predominant throughout the mining industry today.   

The figures that I have mentioned demonstrate beyond all doubt just how important mining is to our nation and 
to the wellbeing of every member of society.  Mining is particularly important for the north of our State because 
the mining companies can better afford the necessary infrastructure than can other industries.  Mining tends to 
open up opportunities for people and other businesses and the opportunities to develop infrastructure for general 
use.  It would seem logical, therefore, to encourage mining.  However, incomprehensibly, this is not the case.  
Government red tape, bureaucratic obfuscation and endless legislation are the main impediments to many of our 
industries moving forward. 

Since its election in 2001 this Government has continually siphoned from regional infrastructure development 
the funds that are necessary to expand the many opportunities for growth in all the regional and rural areas in this 
State.  Projects are delayed or dropped from the agenda.  There is no better example of that than the failure to 
sign the memorandum of understanding for the cotton industry, which I intend to speak on later today.  The 
Government spends little of the money collected from the region on the region for the provision of better 
infrastructure and community and social services.  Government investment in these areas would encourage 
families to stay in the region and would also allow for business development and employment growth 
opportunities.  This perhaps would go some way towards slowing the exodus of people from regions such as the 
Pilbara due to lack of opportunities and services that their city counterparts take for granted, such as access roads 
to and from their jobs, health services, education and security from crime invasion.   

It must be realised that when opportunities leave the bush they go to Perth.  It is in the main the responsibility of 
the State Government to tackle the problems of decentralisation.  One example of an issue that comes to my 
attention on a regular basis is that of access to land in rural and remote communities for the development of 
industry, housing and social infrastructure, such as hospitals and nursing posts.  All the shires in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region have experienced inordinate delays in the release of land.  There are certainly instances of the 
boom coming and going before land has been released to allow housing to be developed for a work force.  This 
therefore reinforces once again the fly in, fly out mentality that has been adopted by the mining industry.  No 
better example of this was the Shire of Mt Magnet when it applied through the former Department of Land 
Administration for a light industrial block.  The shire had done the work with the local Aboriginal community.  
DOLA told the shire that it would take the project over.  As a result it took four years to reach the same situation 
that the Shire of Mt Magnet had been in.  By that time the gas pipeline had gone through the area and it was 
virtually a waste of time to go ahead with the industrial block.   

These things are critical.  The windows of opportunity are often very small in regional Western Australia.  It is a 
great pity that opportunities are not able to be acted upon with the speed and determination that is necessary to 
get them in place.  Western Australia, more than any other State or Territory in Australia, recognises the 
impediments of the tyranny of distance.  It is something that all rural people understand very well as it impacts 
on all aspects and all levels of daily life in these areas.  People in rural areas rely on such things as road networks 
for the delivery of fuel and mail, for getting children to and from school, and for the delivery of their product to 
ports, rail terminals or the marketplace.  It is therefore vitally important that road networks be maintained 
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throughout regional Western Australia.  State government cuts in funding to local government regional road 
groups show a lack of commitment to regional Western Australia and a lack of interest in the welfare of those 
who reside there.  In my electorate there are many examples of people, businesses and local authorities crying 
out for new infrastructure or for existing infrastructure to be maintained or upgraded, while the Government goes 
out and wastes money on supposedly vote-catching issues.  I can certainly give some examples.  I have spoken 
before at length on the need to move the source of the town water supply for Kununurra.  This issue is having a 
crippling effect on the ability of the town of Kununurra to expand and survive.  Although new housing 
opportunities have arisen, the houses will be located on a site programmed for a school.  Without room to 
expand, housing in these areas is being stretched beyond an acceptable limit.  If the region is unable to make the 
best use of its resources because of its inability to house essential personnel, the primary, secondary and tourist 
industries will stagnate.  We cannot allow this to happen in some areas in the north of the State, particularly in 
the current economic climate. 

I have also spoken at length about the impact the Kununurra bore field is having on the opportunities of people 
like Darren Spackman to run a profitable business.  At the same time, people must overcome the problems 
created by outdated practices currently undertaken by some tourist operators who use the Ord River and Lake 
Kununurra.  Frankly, without people like Darren Spackman who are prepared to extend their vision and provide 
significant foresight for regional towns like Kununurra, and if such people are continually obstructed and 
delayed from developing projects that in all aspects are extremely reasonable, towns like Kununurra will simply 
battle to maintain their existence, and other small towns will exhaust opportunities and virtually fade away.  
When one looks at some of the programs on hold in the east Kimberley in particular, it appears bureaucrats are 
out there purposely stopping the place expanding.  Several instances can be identified.  I refer to not only Lake 
Kununurra, although no other town in Western Australia has such an attractive tourist facility that cannot be 
used.  I refer to the way the accommodation services in Kununurra have been treated.  I can mention people who 
are halfway through building motels on a site designated by the former Department of Land Administration as a 
hotel site; however, every obstruction has been put in the road of these people’s efforts to finish the 
developments.  At the same time that these people were refused a liquor licence, Coles just down the road was 
granted a licence to expand its bottle shop outlet by a further 50 per cent.  It is absolutely atrocious.  Bureaucrats 
in general, and the Water and Rivers Commission especially, seem to have taken their snouts to Kununurra to 
stop any development mooted.   

The Kununurra shire has complained to me on many occasions that it has to go through up to five ministers to 
get a decision.  Frankly, that is just not good enough.  If we continue in this manner, we will be in big trouble in 
regional areas.   

We have heard a lot in the last few years about the impact on regional Western Australia of fly in, fly out 
practices adopted by mining and resources companies.  The Gallop Government promised to fix this situation, 
but it has not done so; in fact, it has not come anywhere close to fixing it. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Hear, hear! 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  This problem spreads not only to the Coolgardie shire, but also to shires such as Halls 
Creek and right throughout the regions.  The issue must be put on the top shelf.  It is certainly hindering growth 
as well as the establishment and maintenance of country towns.  A report on this issue commissioned by the 
Pilbara Regional Council has found, among other things, that over 14 per cent of Pilbara workers operate on a fly 
in, fly out arrangement from major cities.  To be honest, I thought that figure was quite low; I thought it would 
have been a higher percentage.  I take those figures.  The report found that the population of the Pilbara would 
increase by 25 000 if these workers and their families were permanent local residents. 
Hon Kim Chance:  The 14 per cent is a substantial reduction.  Did they have comparative figures? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It has come back a long way. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It has come back, minister, but it would come back further if housing opportunities were 
available in these areas.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I’m not detracting from what you’re saying, but I wanted it recognised that there has been 
substantial progress in that area.  We could do a lot better - I agree.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Yes.  Karratha has the ability to provide more housing.  For many years, Kalgoorlie, 
Karratha and Kununurra were restricted in any further housing developments.  As housing opportunities expand, 
the situation will improve.  It is essential that the expansion occurs. 
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Hon Paddy Embry:  It’s happening at Kununurra, isn’t it?   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I mentioned earlier that another 30-odd houses are being built at Kununurra.  However, 
they have been put on a site designated for a school.  

Hon Kim Chance:  We’ve had a new land release in Kununurra - the first in more than a decade.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Absolutely, and that is a good thing.  There is a definite requirement for further 
improvement.  

Hon Kim Chance:  You’re right. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Educational opportunities for mining workers’ children was cited as a major reason for 
employees seeking a metropolitan base. 

Hon Ken Travers:  In the goldfields, at Kalgoorlie, efforts have been made to make the area attractive, such as 
the golf course.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That is a fair thing.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We are doing that to make it attractive to people who live there.  People attack us for it.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I am certainly not attacking the Government for improving living standards.  However, 
think of the revenue the Government takes from the mining industry.  

Hon Ken Travers:  I thought there were a few things for you to compliment us on.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Hon Ken Travers may think a golf course is the be-all and end-all - 

Hon Ken Travers:  You’re as miserable as Hon Barry House; you can see only the negatives.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  There are many negatives to see under this Government!  The high staff turnover at 
schools, the limited number of subjects offered and the run-down facilities contributed to the perception that 
education in the Pilbara was below standard.  Exorbitant housing costs in the Pilbara discouraged workers from 
settling there.  Hon Ken Travers got himself into a little lather about me being mean spirited.  Had he listened, he 
would have known I was reading from a report commissioned by the Pilbara Regional Council.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You should’ve said that and quoted it.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I did.  The member should look at Hansard.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That’s not a written speech you have there, is it? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Just checking. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It is a report from the Pilbara Regional Council.  Obviously it takes a while for the 
member to understand these matters, as is quite apparent from the way his Government reacts.  As I said, this is 
not only my view, but also it is outlined in a report commissioned by the Pilbara Regional Council.  The member 
will find that not only I have these issues deep at heart.  Most people who live in the area feel this way.  If Hon 
Ken Travers could find his way north of Wanneroo, he may understand - 

Hon Ken Travers:  You know I was up north with you only a couple of weeks ago.  Don’t mislead the House!  
You know I go up north. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  If Qantas had not taken the parliamentary secretary there, I am sure he would have 
gotten lost. 

Several members interjected. 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The Government should provide incentives to increase residential populations in 
regional areas, thereby generating growth and increasing the employment opportunities that should be available 
in these areas.  This would make more towns in the Pilbara more self-sustained rather than some Pilbara 
authorities being on the verge of bankruptcy in the most resource-rich region of this State.  The State 
Government must take on these cases and look at them sensibly so that these places can continue to exist.  This 
Government cannot continue to blame the federal Government for not bailing it out.  We could quite easily 
substitute the name of any resource-rich region within Western Australia and, unfortunately, the same findings 
would be true.  This is a very serious situation.   
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In relation to other infrastructure that has not been put into the region, I have previously said that this 
Government has broken its promises on the sealing of the road from Wiluna to Meekatharra.  National statistics 
recently showed that Wiluna is the most disadvantaged area in Australia.  Quite frankly, the sealing of that road 
from Wiluna to Meekatharra would have had a significant impact on the lives of the people in that region and the 
way in which they carry out their business.  Certainly, its potentially highly positive impact on the tourism 
industry in that area should not be underrated.  It has been suggested that local government authorities contribute 
one-third of the cost to rebuilding new nursing posts in small rural towns.  The provision of health services is a 
definite core to state government responsibility and should be funded by the State Government.  However, this 
Government is shifting the cost of providing essential infrastructure and services onto local government, which 
is no longer able to fund this core business or responsibility.  For some considerable time I have been a critic of 
some of the regional development commissions.  It has been my view that they are merely political arms, and the 
money would be far better spent by local government.   

Other issues certainly exist in the mining and pastoral regions such as the Western Power debacle.  This 
Government has the most unenviable record on the maintenance of infrastructure in this State.  I continuously 
receive complaints from all parts of the huge electorate that I am fortunate enough to represent about Western 
Power’s inability to sustain an efficient and effective supply of electricity.  As I have previously mentioned, 
Wyndham is a classic example of this.   

One could sum up by asking where all this is leading and what are the effects.  Part of the answer is contained in 
an article on page 6 of The West Australian on 5 May of this year headed “Rally brings suicide into the 
spotlight”.  The very sad fact is that the inability of people in regional areas to access adequate health, education 
and other infrastructure will lead to depression, and getting help for depression in most regional areas of Western 
Australia is virtually impossible.  As the article stated, there were 29 call-outs to attempted suicides in Kalgoorlie 
in the first three months of this year.  I am not suggesting at all that this Government’s ignorance is the sole 
factor in this case, but I feel strongly that it is a contributing cause.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  How many call-outs was that?  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  There were 29 call-outs to attempted suicides in the first three months of this year, which 
is an abominable statistic.  I do not specifically blame this Government or any previous Government for that, but 
there is no doubt that it is a breakdown of services that leads to this type of situation.   

In summary, it is clear that the Government has ignored the infrastructure needs of regional and rural Western 
Australia.  I therefore call on the Government to get its act together and to realise that there are infrastructure 
needs outside the metropolitan area that are of a significantly higher priority than those in the suburbs of Perth.  
It is very important that some members of this Government realise that this State’s engine room and economy 
are driven by the area east of the Darling Scarp.  Previously, I have quoted a famous American president who 
said that if all the cities in America were destroyed, the country would still continue, but if the country were 
destroyed, the whole place would be covered in grass.  That is very true today.  Many regional areas in Western 
Australia are being neglected, and that neglect will come back to haunt us as people leave the regional areas.   

Last Friday, I was in Halls Creek talking to a lady in the post office.  She said she had been in Halls Creek for 15 
years.  There are not many people in Halls Creek who have been there for 15 years.  People from government 
departments are posted to some of these towns.  They do their obligatory two or two and a half years of service, 
and, unfortunately, because of the lack of facilities, they generally cannot get out of those towns quick enough.  
On the other hand, a senior constable asked me whether it was possible to look into whether he could be 
reallocated a further posting in Halls Creek because he loved the place, and with good reason - I am pretty fond 
of Halls Creek myself.  However, city people who are posted to these isolated areas in which the conditions are 
pretty tough do not last, and that in itself is an indication of how much money is being spent in these areas.  We 
are developing two types of society; one that lives west of the Darling Scarp and another that lives to the east and 
maintains the economy of this State while living under considerable pressure.   

I compliment the honourable member for moving this motion.  I know that several other people wish to speak on 
it.  The issues that have been put forward by Hon Bruce Donaldson are very important to the State and I 
commend him for raising them, and I hope that the Government will take notice of what is being said in the 
debate on this motion.   

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [2.58 pm]:  In rising to speak on this motion, I acknowledge that Hon 
Dee Margetts would normally contribute to this motion on behalf of the Greens (WA).  However, she has had to 
be - 

Hon Kim Chance:  She has already spoken.   
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Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Okay, thank you very much.  She has been paired this afternoon to attend a funeral, 
and I was prepared to speak on the school funding motion, which was the previous motion that was changed 
without notice -  

Hon Kim Chance:  It has not been changed; it has lapsed.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Sorry, it is on today’s notice paper as the first motion.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!  For the information of members, there was 
no mover to that motion and it subsequently lapsed.   
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Thank you, Madam Deputy President.  I am therefore speaking on this motion 
without any files or notes, but I am very pleased to support the motion moved by Hon Bruce Donaldson.  The 
Greens (WA) will support all three aspects of the motion regarding the reduction of funding for infrastructure 
and services, the cost-shifting from Government to local government and the Government’s lack of commitment 
to the development of a decentralisation policy for rural Western Australia.  The Greens agree these are all valid 
descriptions of some of the patterns that have been seen in regional economies and services.  In my region in the 
south west, problems have occurred across the board because of the reduction of important community services.  
For example, services at the Boyup Brook and Warren District Hospitals have been downgraded and mental 
health services in the south west are in absolute crisis.  Inadequate psychiatric care is given to long-term patients 
with long-term case histories.  Psychologists are dealing with many serious problems because there are no 
trained psychiatrists available to deal with the cases that occur in the south west.  Hon Barry House has already 
mentioned some examples of education.  The overcrowding at Busselton Senior High School, which has 
occurred for years, is appalling.  Before he became the Minister for Education and Training, Hon Alan Carpenter 
visited Busselton and promised to deal with the school crises in Busselton.  However, although there have been 
some marginal improvements, the Busselton Senior High School is extraordinarily overcrowded.  Busselton, 
which is one of the fastest growing regions in Australia, is crying out for investment in new school facilities.  
The Albany Residential College is overcrowded and has inadequate facilities.  The college was recently the 
subject of a petition that was dealt with by the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs.  The 
petition was tabled in the House during the previous parliamentary session.  Community services across the 
board have not been adequately met.   

However, perhaps the debate on this motion is being turned into an adversarial contest about who is right or 
wrong and who is to blame.  Maybe we can all agree on what are the problems.  Regardless of whether members 
are in government or opposition or are Independents or belong to the Greens, we can all see the struggles faced 
by inland towns throughout Western Australia.  Rather than attempt to score points against one another about 
exactly what is the cause of the problems and rather than argue about whose fault it is, we should put our heads 
together, look more deeply at the issues and acknowledge that the problems are caused by the model of 
economic development that this State has chosen to follow for some years.  Very important structural dynamics 
are causing the run-down of regional economies.  I refer to the processes of globalisation and the policies of 
economic rationalism that go with that.  Those policies are driving many of the problems that have been 
described from different perspectives.  We can talk about specifics.  We can talk about a school or a road here or 
a hospital there.  However, we must understand what is causing the lack of funding given to rural infrastructure 
and services and the fact that regional areas are depressed.  Clearly it is a result of global competition and its 
application in Australia through policy processes, including the national competition policy.  During this debate 
a member referred to Western Power’s neglect of the services on the south west interconnected grid.  The 
member is right; there has been an appalling neglect of those services.  Is that neglect not connected to the fact 
that Western Power is a corporatised organisation?  Governments have chosen to develop that important utility 
under a corporatised model that bears the stamp of economic rationalism, which is the main driver that is causing 
many problems in regional Western Australia.   

I just mentioned national competition policy.  Consider what national competition policy has done for regional 
Western Australia.  For example, the Western Australian dairy industry has lost one-third of its farmers in the 
name of competition policy.  It is extraordinary.  Despite the name “economic rationalism”, it is irrational for 
Governments to pursue policies that hurt regional economies because of an abstract - 

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  My colleague is calling it “religious ideas”.  It is because of ideological positions 
that we are failing to understand that there are alternative ways of looking at economic development.  If we start 
to put all these specifics together and understand the model that is driving all these changes, perhaps we could 
understand that other economic models could be implemented and that there are smarter ways of looking at our 
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economy and our resources within the global context.  Instead of taking our resources and leaving few regional 
benefits, we could apply models that would provide far greater benefits to the regions.   

Hon Barry House began by talking about the WAPRES chip-mill.  His comments were made in the context of a 
political argument.  However, it was the honourable member’s political colleagues in Bunbury who opposed the 
construction of the WAPRES chip-mill in the port of Bunbury for all sorts of very sound planning reasons and 
because of the precedent it would have set.  The port of Bunbury does not engage in any downstream processing.  
The proposal by WAPRES to construct a major chip-mill at the port of Bunbury to export its commodity would 
have resulted in very significant planning implications for the City of Bunbury to manage.  The honourable 
member’s political colleagues - the federal member Geoff Prosser and the Liberal members of the Bunbury city 
council - rejected the proposal.  I add that the Bunbury city council unanimously rejected the WAPRES proposal 
because of the important planning and transport impacts that would have been likely to occur had it proceeded.  
My point is not to try to make Hon Barry House look wrong.  Maybe no-one is wrong.  Perhaps there are certain 
dynamics in which everybody gets caught up.  Perhaps we should challenge some of the ground rules that are 
causing all members to face these very difficult decisions.  Clearly the City of Bunbury has no interest in turning 
its back on regional development; on the contrary, the council is very dedicated to increasing the welfare, 
including the economic welfare, of the City of Bunbury.  Why have they taken that path and why, before them, 
did the Donnybrook community, in the face of the approval of the chip-mill - as Hon Barry House correctly said, 
the shire approved the site for the West Australian Plantation Resources chip-mill - did the community turn 
around and resoundingly reject it?  It did so because it was done in such a way that would have caused a massive 
planning headache for the area.  It was basically the wrong site to place a massive industrial development.  
Further, it was not compatible with the Shire of Donnybrook-Balingup’s town planning scheme and, ultimately, 
that is why it failed.  Despite its support, it was well known that the shire received advice from the Department 
for Planning and Infrastructure that if the chip-mill was constructed on the proposed site, it would probably face 
a court challenge.  The minister was quite right.  In the end, the liability issues meant that WAPRES had to back 
off.   

Perhaps we need to take a step back.  Why did that happen?  Let us look at the plantation resource that would 
have been processed by WAPRES.  In yesterday’s The West Australian, the main business story referred to Great 
Southern’s announcement that it had doubled its 2002-03 profit to $93 million in the 2003-04 financial year.  
Other prospectus companies have also gone through an extraordinarily successful financial year.  For example, 
Timbercorp entirely sold its prospectus investment long before the end of the 2004 financial year.  It basically 
could not provide enough investment for those who wanted to invest in its prospectus.  How interesting.  Where 
is that dynamic coming from?  It comes back to what I asked before; that is, what is driving this enormous 
investment in our plantation sector?  I will come back to the downstream processing of that sector in a moment.  
Of course, what is driving that sector within the globalising context that I have been talking about is the national 
taxation policy.  One has to ask: who is benefiting?  I have not done the sums lately because, as members would 
know, the blue gum plantation sector has gone through - as I have just said - a big surge in the past 12 to 18 
months.  Before that, it went through something of a slump because the Australian Tax Office’s investigation of 
tax-enhanced schemes gave the industry a bit of a scare.  At about that time, I did some rough calculations as 
best I was able.  I calculated that something in the order of $200 million of taxpayers’ money, in the form of 
forgone taxation, had been put into establishing wall-to-wall blue gums in the south west region in 2002.  Where 
has that money gone?  Has that been a good investment for investors?  According to The West Australian, it is a 
very ordinary proposition for investors and the only reason it is attractive is the taxation benefits; otherwise it is a 
very ordinary investment.  Who is doing well out of this?  It is the companies themselves that are reaping the 
financial benefits, not the Australian Treasury, nor the other taxpayers of this country.  It is those few companies 
that are managing to accrue massive wealth on the basis of a very finely tuned taxation policy.  Let us look at a 
triple bottom line approach.  Let us look at the environment.  What are the environmental benefits of wall-to-
wall blue gums?   

Hon Kim Chance:  The Denmark River now flows fresh.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Minister, these are complex issues, and it is very easy to pass black and white 
judgments.  Although blue gums have some environmental benefits, the quantity and location of a lot of blue 
gums in the south west have not been strategically determined by environmental benefits.  Rather, they have 
been determined by investment.  Therefore, instead of support for massive tree planting in lower rainfall regions 
where tree cover is desperately needed because of salinity problems, the Government has supported putting trees 
in places where they are not so urgently needed.  One can look at a genuine farm forestry model, which might 
provide benefits for genuine rural producers, and also consider the schemes that this current Government has put 
up.  When I refer to rural producers, I am talking not about accountants, dentists and other people from the city 
who have a tax problem, but about farmers who usually do not have a tax problem and, therefore, for whom tax 
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enhancement is not so useful.  For example, the Infinitree program has a lot of good aspects to it.  However, the 
federal Government has failed to recognise it.  Instead of the federal Government assisting in ensuring that the 
environmental and social benefits go where they are needed, the benefits have gone into the pockets of those 
who are probably very close to federal government advisers.  That is a sad thing for our south west regional 
economy.  We have to consider how the community benefits from the wall-to-wall blue gum industry.  I am not 
saying that it is all bad, because it is not so black and white.  However, the scale at which we have allowed the 
establishment of blue gums has become completely out of hand.  At Mt Barker, the Shire of Plantagenet is 
having massive social problems because it is over-endowed with blue gum tax-enhanced investment.  Places like 
the Porongorup region have important conservation attributes and a very healthy ecotourism economy.  
However, that is being wrecked because of the inappropriate establishment of blue gums in the wrong place for 
the wrong reason, which is being assisted by the federal Government’s taxation policy.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Maybe I have misunderstood; I thought the Greens (WA) favoured a lot of plantation on 
conventional agricultural land.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is a very good question.  Indeed the Greens, like a lot of other people, have 
been long-term supporters of incorporating perennial crops back into agriculture.  Indeed, we support that.  For 
example, mallee is a brilliant crop and we are keen to support it.  The point I am trying to make is that, 
ironically, the plantation sector has been captured in a way that has maximised the benefits for a few companies 
and failed to maximise the environmental, social and economic benefits for the regional economy. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  It was always going to do that. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is the point I am making.  It probably was always going to do that because we 
put in place policy mechanisms that facilitate that.  We have put in place globalised economic rules, which are 
undermining our regional development.  Let us look beyond the specifics and start understanding the dynamics 
of the rules we have put in place through taxation and other public policy mechanisms that have undermined the 
benefits to our region. 

So great has been the federal Government’s investment in tax enhancement in blue gums throughout Australia 
that I remember reading last year we have enough blue gums to supply 13 world-scale pulp mills in Australia!  
How many pulp mills do we have in the south west?  None! 

Hon Paddy Embry:  How many? 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Thirteen - unlucky!  We have created a plantation model that is based on the lowest 
value of the tree product when looking at integrating tree cropping into agriculture.  We are producing what 
should be in any sort of classic forestry model a residue.  Woodchips are residue.  We should be providing far 
more assistance for value adding.  I am not talking about this minister, who is in this Chamber.  He has provided 
the Infinitree program with a good long-term model for sawlog production.  In fact, that is struggling because of 
a lack of recognition by the federal Government.  The federal Government has allowed a massive burgeoning of 
an extremely low-value export commodity.  When it comes to bringing us back full circle to where we place the 
chip mills, all the transport impacts from providing the infrastructure for the new industry are again expected to 
be funded by taxpayers.  I drive very regularly along the South Western Highway between my home in Balingup 
and Bunbury.  To the credit of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, two new additional overtaking lanes 
have been built on very dangerous sections of that highway.  That requirement has been driven by the very rapid 
escalation in the number of road trains using that section of the highway for the blue gum industry.  Who is 
picking up the tab for road safety for this industry?  It is an industry that few people benefit from.  You and I - 
the taxpayers - are paying for it.  We are picking up the cost.  What are we picking up the cost for?  It is so the 
product can be taken to the port of Bunbury to be taken by ship to be turned into pulp elsewhere.  We then 
reimport the finished product.  We have the idiocy to describe ourselves as “the clever country”.  For goodness 
sake!  We are forgoing over $1 billion a year in our terms of trade in forest products for that very reason.  We are 
exporting raw woodchips and reimporting paper and pulp commodities.  We have seen some good efforts by 
government.  I acknowledge Hon Kim Chance.  I think he has done a very good job in establishing the Infinitree 
program.  I think it is a great pity to see the federal coalition Government undermine those good efforts in the 
rural economy of the south west. 

I will finish by reiterating that we need to look a little deeper at these matters and start considering that, perhaps, 
not so much that this or that Government or minister is wrong, but that we have swallowed, hook, line and sinker 
one economic model.  That economic model is the economic model called globalisation.  All the benefits are 
largely exported along with our resources.  Very few benefits remain in our small regional towns where the 
resources originate.  That is what we need to look at.  We need to look at that for all the reasons I have just gone 
into.  We also need to look at it for a new reason.  How long can we continue to ship commodities around the 
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planet when the very energy source we use - many would argue in 2004 - is reaching its peak?  I am talking 
about oil.  Everyone will have noticed the article in last week’s The West Australian about the conference held in 
Perth at which it was suggested the price of petrol would speculatively reach $10 a litre in a few years.  I will not 
get bogged down with what the price of petrol might be in a few years.  I do not think that is the point.  The point 
is that we all understand that Australia will be totally dependent on oil imports.  All the global economies will be 
caught in a dramatic crisis about how to adjust to a reduced availability of our main energy source.  Just about 
every industry is embedded with oil in terms of how we produce our agricultural, mining and plantation 
economies.  Name any economy.  They run by using massive amounts of a non-renewable resource that is 
peaking at the moment and about to go into decline.  What impact will that have?  It will have quite an impact on 
the model that we have so blindly followed for the past 25 years.  Globalisation has ridden on the back of cheap 
oil.  That dynamic will change very profoundly but not for political reasons or because the socialist revolution 
has at last happened.  It will be because of the basic physical reality that we will run out of oil.  That will 
fundamentally alter everything we do.  We need to look at that very clearly.  We can hope that we may see a re-
localisation of a number of processes which, at the moment, because of our ability to exploit cheap energy, are 
not localised.  People say that every cloud has a silver lining.  Perhaps that will be the one silver lining of the 
incredibly difficult challenge that this State as well as everyone else will face because of declining oil 
production.  It will mean that each small rural town may find, to an extent, that some of the services and 
production will re-localise because, quite simply, people cannot just jump in a car or on a bus and travel 100 
kilometres to school, for example.  In all sorts of ways it will alter the pattern of what we do.  I hope that we are 
smart about this and understand it will be one of the most fundamental dynamics of economic development over 
the next 25 years.  I am not talking about the past 25 years.  Let us not assume that the future will be a reiteration 
of the past because we know that is not life.  We must get used to the fact that things will change very 
dramatically.  If we acknowledge and understand the main dynamics of that change, it means that we may be 
able to assist the change in a way that maximises the benefits for the regional areas of Western Australia.   

I will finish by saying that these matters are taken very seriously by the Greens (WA).  We need to be longer 
term in our thinking so that we can get ahead of and not be behind the game.  Let us get on the new wave that is 
forming instead of assuming that the future will be like the past.  Next week in Perth the Greens (WA) will 
release its economic discussion paper titled “From Global to Local - the New Wave Forming”, which discusses 
some of the matters I have briefly touched upon this afternoon and which I encourage all members to become 
aware of.  This is not just the province of the Greens, although because of our priorities we are really onto it.  It 
is something in which I know the current State Government is interested and in which I am sure the Opposition 
is becoming more interested too.  Let us make sure that we get behind the new wave that is forming and do so in 
such a way as to maximise the benefits for regional Western Australia.   

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [3.31 pm]:  I apologise for standing at this stage and 
taking the floor ahead of other members who may have wished to comment.  However, given that this motion 
expires two hours and 18 minutes from when it began at two o’clock this afternoon, if the Government were to 
have a say at all, this is the only opportunity to do so.  Bearing that in mind and noting that Hon Frank Hough 
was seeking the call, I will try to keep my comments short.  We have heard a wide range of comments from 
honourable members in the debate on this motion today and on the previous occasions on which it has been 
debated.  On behalf of the Government I thank honourable members for their generous advice to the Government 
on how it might improve its performance.   

I also thank Hon Christine Sharp.  Although she indicated that she intended to vote with the Opposition on this 
motion, the greater part of her speech was very supportive and indeed helpful in terms of the progression of the 
debate.  By the time she got to the end of her speech I think she had changed her mind and will actually vote 
with us.  I particularly want to comment on one point from Hon Christine Sharp’s speech, which relates to her 
comment on oil prices.  We need to note very carefully what Hon Chrissy Sharp said and we must also draw 
information from other sources so that we can come to a point of view on this issue, both jointly and severally, 
because it challenges us all.  Hon Christine Sharp said that high oil prices, particularly of the level indicated by 
the Iranian oil executive in Perth just the other day - Cabinet incidentally had an opportunity to be briefed by 
him, which was useful - will fundamentally change the way our economy works.  I am sure all members will 
have read the document I am holding, which is my maiden speech that I made some time last century.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Literally.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Literally last century.  I referred to this issue in my maiden speech because it was one that 
I had followed very closely since the first oil crunch of 1973.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It was an admirable speech, if I recall.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon Derrick Tomlinson very much. 
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You have never equalled it since.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It has never been equalled since.  I am sure that is probably true as well.  I said in part in 
that speech in reference to oil prices that I was at that time, and still remain, a strong supporter of the 
Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries’ actions of 1973, which caused the first oil crunch.  I was 
supportive of those actions not because I had anticipated, through some flash of futures trading brilliance, that 
Australia was to become a net energy exporter - that subsequently occurred and we benefited from the OPEC 
actions of 1973 - but because we were so clearly undervaluing a finite asset.  The oil prices of 1971 had caused a 
massive deviation from standard economic practice.  We had seen practices grow in this country and particularly 
in North America and northern Europe that were unsustainable on the basis of the scarcity of that product.  That 
is not good in either a horizontal or vertical sense for humanity in the future.  Oil is undoubtedly a scarce asset.  
Much of the debate around the 1973 argument was that we were running out of oil.  We never will run out of oil 
- that is an impossible equation - but oil will steadily get more and more expensive, to the extent that there will 
be a gradual adoption of alternatives.  I always thought that the change was not in any sense a futures shock 
scenario but rather a more gradual scenario.  The gentleman from the Iranian oil company put a somewhat more 
harsh interpretation on market realities than mine.  However, I believe that we all need to contemplate the 
changes that higher oil prices will bring, to the extent that our economy is built on low oil prices that are not 
sustainable.  There are upsides to this as well as downsides.  It is not something I have ever been pessimistic 
about.  This will drive change, much of which will be positive.  Indeed, from the point of view of Australia and 
its primary industries there are probably more upsides than downsides.  That is something for futurists to ponder 
as they consider the various changes that might occur.   
As I mentioned, there have been a large number of contributors to the debate. 

Point of Order 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I have been listening with great attention to the minister but I fail to see, with all due 
respect, the connection between what he is saying and the motion.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  The minister is responding to comments made by Hon 
Christine Sharp that remotely connected to other matters she raised that were directly relevant to the motion.  I 
will allow the minister to respond to those issues.   

Debate Resumed 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Thank you, Madam Deputy President; your comments are noted.  I also thank Hon Paddy 
Embry.  I had just finished that bit and was going to move on to the question of the reduction in funding for 
infrastructure.  In moving the motion, Hon Bruce Donaldson began with the issue of health services.  That is an 
appropriate place to start.  A number of members made broad allegations about a reduction in spending on 
infrastructure.  I waited with great interest to hear examples of such reductions, because I had all my facts 
assembled to clearly demonstrate that those allegations were not only wrong but also based on specious 
arguments.  In fact, they are contrary to the truth.  However, not one speaker gave me a concrete example of an 
alleged reduction in infrastructure funding.  Road funding is an issue on which firm figures have been given.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  Even the minister admits that.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am happy to deal with those in their true perspective.  However, road funding did not 
feature much in the argument.  I note that the next motion on the notice paper deals with road funding.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  What about hospitals?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will deal with that now.  That is where Hon Bruce Donaldson started.  I had occasion to 
look at this issue because it was raised directly with me, as Minister for the Midwest, by the northern zone 
council of the Western Australian Local Government Association.  The council was concerned about rumours 
that it had heard about the global budget in the mid west region and also about specific health services.  It is true 
that we do need to deliver an effective health service.  I have been with the issue of rural health services ever 
since I have been in this place.  If we are to design a brand new system for delivering health services firstly to 
rural people and secondly to remote and regional people - I must make that distinction because there are two 
quite different models and I call rural people those within the south west land division and remote people those 
outside the south west land division - we must ask ourselves the question, would we start with the system we 
have now?  Indeed, given the choice of having a clean sheet of paper, would the health system that we designed 
to provide those services to rural and remote people even remotely resemble what we have now?  Sadly the 
answer in respect of the south west land division is probably not.  Remote medical services may resemble those 
we have now, but for rural areas they would be nothing like those we have now.  Successive Governments have 
faced this issue of rising demand in certain areas.  Hon Barry House has pointed out most particularly those 
rapidly growing areas of the south west, but in other areas even with stable populations, like the eastern 
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wheatbelt, which is my own area, there are still rising expectations about what the health system can deliver.  
There is no argument about the validity of the demand, but the delivery of those needed and justified health 
outcomes is limited by the capacity that we have to service the infrastructure that is already there and frequently 
in the wrong place.   

The classical eight-bed hospital model, without naming a particular town, runs at the standard cost of about 
$2.1 million a year, servicing a population of about 1 000 people with a bed occupation average of less than one.  
Is that a good outcome for country people?  Nobody would argue remotely that it is making proper provision in a 
cost efficient way for that sector of our rural community’s health.  I know this because I have been guilty of 
doing it myself, so I am not pointing the finger at anybody without pointing the finger back at myself; but try to 
reform that, try to change it, and government will find militant resistance.  When a Government is trying to 
improve health outcomes for country people, it will find resistance to the very changes that need to be made for 
that improvement.  It is fine to take a shot at the Government of the day for setting out to try to ensure that the 
health dollars are effectively spent, which will mean, we hope, better health outcomes for country people.  
However, try to do that, and all we will get is criticism that we are trying to downgrade health services.  That is 
precisely the situation that was presented to me in respect of the northern zone of the Western Australian local 
government authorities.  It is probably the same position that could be put by any other authority.  I am not 
singling out the northern zone, but that was the authority that wrote to me.   

I thought I would have a look at the question.  I looked at it very carefully.  I went over it with the Minister for 
Health’s people and those from the Department of Health.  I found that looking at it analytically without taking 
any position one way or another, notwithstanding the allegations of reduced health funding specifically in that 
local government authority zone area, the allegations were based on the broad generalisation and an assumption 
in some cases that the rumours of hospital closure were fact and not rumours.  I found that the hard, cold facts 
are that health funding in that area has gone up by 28 per cent, yet assertions were made in the letter of massive 
cuts and closures of service.  The fact that funding has gone up by 28 per cent in one budget is quite remarkable.   

Hon Barry House:  What did you find out about the services? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I found no service closures.  I found changes to service.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Did you find a 28 per cent improvement? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, one never does.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Exactly right; that is where the problem arises. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have not actually worked the ratio out, and I should not be saying this on the record, but 
it always seems to me that if there is a real three per cent increase over the consumer price index, there is about a 
one per cent improvement.  The services that are being delivered to the health consumers of the mid west have 
undoubtedly improved overall.  However, one can point to specific areas where they have either been reduced or 
removed.  That is true. 

Hon Barry House:  I will be serving meals on wheels in a few days, so I will see how it goes. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Good.  If I may again make a general comment about the nature of this motion, and this is 
something that Hon Chrissy Sharp touched on, it is a shame that the motion is worded in this way.  It is a shame 
that we deal with things in such an adversarial manner.  I think we would all recognise that we can do better.  
Everyone recognises that health outcomes, frequently education outcomes and even information technology and 
communications outcomes for rural people could be better than they are.  I do not think that anyone would argue 
about that.  We should be concentrating on how much better we can make them, where do we need most 
desperately to make them better, what will it take to make them better and what is the time line for doing it.  If 
we were talking about that, it would be a far more constructive process than dealing with the motion in the way it 
is currently worded.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You seem to be undergoing some sort of conversion.  I remember your sitting over here 
when you never said that once to my knowledge. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I went to a place in Amman, Jordan earlier this year where I learnt the true meaning of the 
words “conversion on the road to Damascus” because as many people would know, Amman is actually on the 
Silk Road, which passes through Damascus.  A Christian or anybody who was unpopular at the time was tied to 
a ring in the ground of the main arena of the colosseum, just prior to the lions coming out and eating them.  
However, if they recanted their Christianity or whatever else it was that made them unpopular, they would be 
untied and would get away from the lions.  I have been to the spot where the phrase, “conversion on the road to 
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Damascus” was coined.  The Leader of the Opposition would allege that my conversion has occurred when 
crossing to this side of the House.   

To leave the subject of health for a moment, Hon Bruce Donaldson made the point that Indian Ocean Drive is of 
great regional significance to the central west coast region.  I cannot but agree with him.  Just prior to coming to 
government I had the opportunity of having a look at the benefits that Indian Ocean Drive could bring.  The 
sooner we can do it the better.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure shares that view.  However, we have 
a $3.9 billion capital works process. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You do not spend it all.  That is the problem. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Leader of the Opposition has made this point before, and it is true that all 
Governments tend to underspend their budgets.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You are vastly underspending the budget. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  There is nothing new about underspending by this Government, and all Governments do 
it.  The State has a $3.9 billion capital works budget.  I remind members that the State of Victoria, which has an 
economy three times the size of ours, has a capital works budget of less than $3 billion.  Our capital works 
program is enormous, and we have a competitive process within that capital works program.  Sadly, Indian 
Ocean Drive has not been able to get sufficiently high on the list in the competitive process to be on the drawing 
board just yet.  It is something we need to do that would greatly benefit local communities.  I look forward to the 
day that we can make a firm commitment to starting and finishing Indian Ocean Drive.  It needs to be done.   
The alternative to sticking to that competitive process is simply to blow the capital works budget, which the 
Gallop Government does not intend to do.  Other members referred to the commonwealth-state financial 
relationship.  The other aspect to be considered is the Commonwealth Government’s role in funding roads in 
Western Australia.  I know it has been a sore point in this Chamber regardless of who sits on these benches.  
None of us who were here at the time would forget Hon Eric Charlton’s valiant attempts to bring the 
Commonwealth to the table to meet its responsibilities for Western Australian roads.  About half the fuel price 
we pay at the bowser goes directly to commonwealth coffers, and very little of that money comes back to 
Western Australia.  Western Australia certainly has a state tax that by and large is spent on roads in this State.  If 
the same proportion of commonwealth taxes were expended on roads by the federal Government, we would have 
little argument about the quality of our roads.  It is certainly an issue that has not improved.  Indeed, it has got 
substantially worse.  Members who have analysed the outcomes from the AusLink program, the latest 
commonwealth program, would know that the world almost ends at Ceduna within that program.  Virtually 
nothing from that vast amount of money taken from Western Australia by the Commonwealth is returned.  That 
issue needs to be resolved. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You haven’t forgotten the couple of hundred million dollars from the Grants Commission 
following the assessment.  Don’t forget that in passing. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Although the Government is grateful that the Grants Commission has finally seen the 
light -  
Hon Norman Moore:  I think it’s about time it did, frankly.  However, you should acknowledge that the 
Government has more money than it has had in the minister’s life.  It is running out his ears.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  In looking at the bigger picture issues, members must acknowledge that something like 
$2 billion a year more goes to Canberra from this State than is returned to Western Australia from Canberra. 
Hon Norman Moore:  You never recognised that when you sat over here.  You whinged and whined about these 
things, but you never supported what we sought to do when we argued that case.  It is interesting how you’ve 
changed your views since you changed sides.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  This is not a component of my conversion on the road to Damascus.  I had never heard 
that the sum was anything like that until quite recently.  

Hon Norman Moore:  Max told you that every second day. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  But we could not understand Max!  

Hon Norman Moore:  You should’ve read it.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will not tell my Max story as he is a great friend of mine.   

Hon Norman Moore:  He will be pleased to know that you couldn’t understand him.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  He understands that as well! 
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Hon Norman Moore:  It would have done you good to listen to what he had to say. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I listened.  Max and I spoke on this matter on a number of occasions.  The issue needs to 
be resolved.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I’m pleased you now feel that way. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am not sure I had an alternative view.   

Some of my notes are getting a little old and I cannot remember what they are about.  There is an issue about 
cost shifting.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It relates to shifting from State Government to local government.  It started off with the 
general program and the removal of the half-subsidy.  I refer to gross rental value and coming out with a full 
valuation.  The Government should apply the interest rises and not pay for full valuations.  Now the question is 
whether government enterprises must pay for the information.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  As far as I understand, the collection of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority levy 
by local government is something for which local government is paid.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Administration.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  I looked at the amount paid for administration from the point of view of our 
proposed regional animal and weed pest control levy.  I considered the possibility of going to local governments 
to seek their assistance in collecting that levy, were it approved by Parliament.  A FESA delegation visited me 
about the specific proposition as they picked up that reference in the first discussion paper.  They told me the 
proportion of the total FESA levy that was absorbed by the cost of collection.  They recommended against me 
proceeding with that proposal of a levy on the basis that it cost so much to collect.  I was a little stunned by the 
quantum: 20 or 25 per cent of the total cost of the levy was absorbed by collection costs.  I sought advice from 
the State Taxation Office, which gave me a figure of about two per cent for collection.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  You would find that is more accurate.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  I wonder whether the FESA levy is not being lent on a little.  

Hon Bill Stretch:  They sweep the decimal point. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It could be, but that is what I recall being told.   

Hon Dee Margetts raised some issues about the changing attitudes within the administrative processes of the 
State since the McCarrey report.  She also made the point that cost shifting had become more obvious in country 
areas as cost-recovery objectives have been implemented and made more visible.  She made the point that the 
core aim of economic rationalism is to fully recover costs from the consumer or identify the non-cost-recovered 
fraction as a subsidy - that is, to end the obscuring factor of cross-subsidisation.  I do not regard myself as an 
economic rationalist.  I find it very hard to argue with the proposition that obscure cross-subsidies are a healthy 
thing for an economy.  I have no problem with cross-subsidies, and, indeed, nor does my Government.  The 
reintroduction of a uniform tariff is one example of a clear cross-subsidy.  In all honesty, the amount of cross-
subsidy needs to be transparent and visible.  People need to know those costs, and they ought to be outlined in a 
State’s budget papers.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  I don’t think anybody would disagree.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not think Hon Dee Margetts would agree.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  I think you’ve picked out only some of the things I said in the context of the McCarry report 
- that is, unless you have something else to say about that matter.  I was saying that the shift within government 
departments pushed by the McCarry report was for departments to move towards those activities that brought in 
a dollar and away from other activities.  My critique of the McCarrey report related to how he pushed 
departments to go into areas that were dollar-orientated and away from those that did not bring in a dollar.  That 
was the gist of my comment.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  My notes outline what struck me about what the member said.  Hon Dee Margetts’ 
description of what economic rationalism means in a public administration sense was very clear, and that is why 
I noted it almost word for word, I thought - perhaps I did not.  I have no issue with the economic logic of what 
Hon Dee Margetts has said, and I have certainly not said that she agrees with it.  I said that she has described the 
core of economic rationalism to be such, and that is pretty accurate.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Her description of the McCarrey report was not quite as accurate as I recall it to be.   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  Notwithstanding that or whether we believed in what the McCarrey report said, is was a 
clear and helpful document in terms of public administration.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It would do you the world of good to read it.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have read it in some detail.  I did not agree with all of it, but I agree that it was a useful 
document in terms of understanding what economic rationalism is about and what public administration means -  

Hon Norman Moore:  Just good public administration.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, we can argue whether it is good or not.   

Hon Dee Margetts also raised the question of headworks costs, and the impact they have on rural communities.  
Again, I was surprised that this was an issue that was not given a great deal of attention by other speakers.  If I 
were to identify one particular issue that most holds back regional development, it would be headworks costs.  It 
is one of those places in which a cross-subsidy arrangement or a straight-out subsidy arrangement, visible or not, 
is justified to encourage the take-up of some of the industrial opportunities that exist.  Where that expenditure 
makes sense we always need that qualification.  We have seen, for example, some tragic stories of investment in 
medium to heavy-type manufacturing enterprises in places where they should never have been operating.  It does 
not make sense that a heavy power-using manufacturer would place itself right out on the end of a long-lead 
rural power service when it could have been, for very little extra investment, much closer to the main generating 
point.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Are you thinking of one example in particular?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am but I will not state it; it was a tragic mistake that never satisfied the original investor 
and it certainly did not satisfy the local government authority or the local community.  Ultimately, it resulted in 
the manufacturer moving from that location to one more suitable.   

Having established that a form of investment in a particular area makes sense, this issue of headworks charges 
needs more attention.  I acknowledge that successive Governments have recognised that, but it needs to be 
something that we keep foremost in our minds.  If we are to encourage this kind of investment, we need to be up 
front about evening out the playing field.  The headworks cost that is applied in regional areas compared with 
that faced by somebody contemplating making the same investment in an established industrial strip shows that 
it is not a level playing field.   

I was asked whether headworks cross-subsidies are the right way to go or whether it is better to build the 
headworks assistance into the cost of the service as an allowance for the cost of replacing the asset at the end of 
its economic life.  That is an important way of doing things.  As an applicant applies for particular services, he is 
hit up front with a bill, bang: a $10 000 bill for service A, a $70 000 bill for service B and a $30 000 bill for 
service C.  Nobody can argue that a prospective client establishing itself in the town of Merredin, for example, 
would impose that cost on those service-providing agencies; it would not because the service is already there.  
There is a cost for connection, and that is the cost that should be paid.  However, the service providers argue that 
somebody has to pay for the cost of the generating plant, the dam or the trunk mains etc, which are the basic 
headworks that are already in place.  I understand the argument that someone has to pay, but is it not better to 
build into the per-unit charge on the commodity that is being bought, whether it be water, power or whatever, 
over a period of years so that eventually the cost of replacing that asset is picked up?  That is something we 
began doing in the late 1980s when I was a member of the board of the then Water Authority of Western 
Australia.  We began an asset replacement fund.  For each asset we had, we determined how many years of life 
the new asset would last for.  The Water Corporation has some very long-tail assets, with some going to 120 
years.  We calculated the cost of replacing each asset at the time of its replacement.  We did it with everything; a 
new sewer main would be calculated in that way.  We would then build in the achievement of that cost and 
divide that by the number of years of effective service.  By the time the Court Government came to office, there 
was $500 million in the Water Corporation’s funds reflective of that decision made in about 1987.  That 
$500 million was then plundered by the Court Government and used for quite appropriate things such as the 
infill sewerage program, but it was used.  That money is not there now, so the next time a major asset fails it has 
to be serviced by the next generation of ratepayers.  Again, this is something that we need to rethink.  If any 
members want a reason to rethink this issue, they should think about some of the older towns and cities that have 
not done this.  At the time we made this decision we were told that to replace the sewers alone in some of the 
older cities of Europe - London and Rome were two cases in point - would break the budget of not only the city, 
but also the nation.  The fact that we have tried it and then made another decision, however legitimate or 
illegitimate that decision may have been, does not mean it is too late.  As a State we have the benefit of youth, 
and I really believe that we should be doing it that way.  If we do that we can forget about headworks charges.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Why is your Government not doing that?  
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  Well, perhaps my point of view does not -  

Hon Norman Moore:  You just criticised our Government for using the money for the infill sewerage program - I 
might also add that the money was used for about $700 million worth of water supply works to make sure we 
have as much water as we have now.  You are saying that that is the wrong thing to do with the money.  You 
should tell me why you’re not doing it.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It was a Labor Government that started that program, and I would hope that the Labor 
Government will - 

Hon Norman Moore:  But you are the Labor Government -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, and I hope that the Labor Government will consider doing something of that nature 
in the future.  It is a more intelligent way of going about the matter and means we could dispense with 
headworks charges tomorrow, which is a real upside.  When the Labor Government did this, the Leader of the 
Opposition will remember, the Water Authority was not corporatised; it answered to a minister.  That does not 
happen anymore.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  Just like Western Power.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes; what a wonderful example, but best we leave that one alone.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Just as well, I would have thought so.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, it is a more intelligent way of doing things.  I hope that this Labor Government or a 
future Labor Government will pick up that option that we have used before.  I would like to think that the 
corporate status of these corporations might also be altered, but that is my view.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Is that likely to happen?  What have you got in mind?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Not while the current Opposition is in the place.  It will not let us do anything. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It’s all right; we’ll help. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Okay. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You can nationalise them all again if you want to because the Greens will support you.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Is that going to be part of coalition policy? 

Hon Norman Moore:  Of course it’s not.  That’s yours.   

Hon Barry House:  You sound as though you are advocating privatisation. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, no, no.  Hon Dee Margetts referred also to the re-engineering of the Geraldton 
foreshore.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is getting worse.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Clearly the engineers and the City of Geraldton would not agree that this is a cost-shifting 
issue.  I was a bit surprised to hear that.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  The people at Beachlands would think that somehow they are being asked to carry the costs 
in terms of their lifestyle because of what is currently being done.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is the case whenever development occurs.  People are discommoded by 
development.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is not just a road, but a wall between them and the beach within 70 metres of the beach.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sure the City of Geraldton will find a way to resolve that issue.   

Some comments that Hon Dee Margetts made on the role of the Mid West Development Commission regarding 
the Western WISE Network clearly misunderstands the huge role that development commissions play in value 
adding, encouraging diversification and marketing regional branding.  I would be happy to assist the honourable 
member with a better understanding of that.  Western WISE was a good initiative but it was only ever a one-off 
initiative.  The Government hoped that the community would ultimately - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I don’t understand that logic.  Why would you drop a scheme that supported those types of 
initiatives?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  When the development commission started Western WISE it was made very clear that it 
was a pilot program that the Government hoped the community would pick up if it saw the value of it.  I hope 
that will still be the case.   
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Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member cannot criticise our state agreement Acts.   

Hon Barry House raised the issue of local governments’ attitude to rural Western Australians.  He referred to the 
Government’s desire to bring to Western Australia the type of democracy that exists in the rest of Australia, 
although I think he put it in slightly different terms!  One of the great contributions that this Government has 
sought to bring to regional Western Australia is the concept of democracy in the way we are governed.  Every 
other State of Australia has it.  We already have it in Western Australia as far as our federal participation is 
concerned.  We have democracy.  We have as near as damn it one vote, one value.  This Government has sought 
to bring that benefit to regional Western Australia.  Sadly, the conservatives among us want to deny regional 
Australians that access to democracy, which I think is disgraceful.   
Hon Norman Moore:  And they love you for it.  Just keep telling them what they need.  Keep telling them they 
need fewer members of Parliament.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  It was an offer we made to the people of Western Australia and the Opposition denied 
them that opportunity.   
Hon Norman Moore:  As it turned out, the court did, but that is another story.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  True.  Notwithstanding that, the Government has spent a huge amount of money on 
infrastructure in regional Western Australia.  In his first speech on this motion, Hon Barry House referred in 
particular to the Peel deviation.  That is a great project.  It will be a very good joint commonwealth-state project.  
The Commonwealth has finally come to the party after the Gallop Government tried to talk to it for three and a 
half years, during which time the federal Government would not engage with us.  We have been trying to get the 
Commonwealth to come to the table to talk about it for three and a half years.  Finally it has come to the table.  
While I am on the subject of the Commonwealth, I will refer to the money that the federal Government has just 
thrown at the south west.  I am appalled by what has happened.   
Hon Barry House:  Which money are you talking about?   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am talking about the regional forest agreement money.  The federal Government 
promised to give communities in the south west $15 million for RFA commitments.  It was not an idle promise 
to give money; it was a stage 1 RFA commitment.  For three and a half years the State Government tried to get 
the federal Government to not pool its money with ours - as the federal Government insists the Western 
Australian Government must do.  We told the federal Government from the beginning that we understood that it 
did not like the State Government’s old-growth forest policy and that we understood that the federal Government 
would want to brand its project with its own money.  We were fine with that.  However, we argued that the 
federal Government and the State Government should discuss what to do so that we would both get it right.  We 
said that we should at least talk about each other’s projects.  The federal Government told us to go away and that 
we would get nothing.  It said that it would welsh on its $15 million obligation under the RFA.  However, 
because the federal Government is nearing an election and was holding $15 million in its fist, it threw it at the 
fan.  That money scattered everywhere.  Not only do some of the projects on which the money was spent have 
nothing at all to do with the timber industry, but also some of them have nothing to do with the south west.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is nothing after what hit the fan after the ALP’s conduct.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member should talk to people in the south west about what they think of the way the 
federal money has been allocated.  It has caused more difficulties than members can imagine.   
Hon Norman Moore:  It would not have caused more difficulties than what you did.  You should be absolutely 
ashamed at what you have done down there.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  People were unhappy with this Government but at least they did not laugh at us in the way 
they are laughing at the Commonwealth Government. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 
[Continued on page 5103.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
 


