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WASTE WATER TREATMENT FACILITIES - HOPETOUN 
Motion 

Resumed from 19 September on the following motion moved by Dr G.G. Jacobs - 

That this house calls on the government to provide adequate waste water treatment facilities to allow 
much needed commercial and residential development to take place in Hopetoun. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [4.51 pm]:  I last spoke on this matter last week.  I only had 15 minutes to speak on 
the subject, and I thank members for the privilege of continuing this debate on the dire need for a core service in 
Hopetoun, a small town in the south east of Western Australia, south of the town of Ravensthorpe.  It was 
previously a small village, and has been a popular holiday and fishing spot. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Can I ask members who need to have conversations to take 
them outside?  The level of murmur around the chamber makes it very difficult to hear the member on his feet. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  In recent times, the situation has changed for little old Hopetoun.  The town is on the 
doorstep of the largest open-cut laterite nickel project in southern Australia.  The question for the people of 
Hopetoun is whether the development of infrastructure has kept pace with the needs of the community.  There 
has always been a desire to have a residential workforce for this mine.  It was thought that this workforce could 
be housed in one of three places - Hopetoun, Ravensthorpe or, a little further away, Esperance.  Hopetoun was 
always considered a preferable place for families, being on the seaside.  There has been recognition of that from 
the state government.  A very nice greenfield-built school, Hopetoun Primary School, was recently opened, and I 
attended the opening with the minister some weeks ago.  However, concern about other infrastructure required 
for developing Hopetoun will, I believe, frustrate and restrict development. 

As I said, there has always been agreement between federal, state and local governments that the best option for 
Hopetoun was to have a residential workforce.  Mary Ann Waters has been developed as a housing estate.  Stage 
3 has been developed, and there are approximately 50 residences in each stage.  More stages are planned for 
Mary Ann Waters, which has been developed over three years.  It is now evident that the number of residences 
will grow to more than 200.  Herein lies the problem.  The original plan for sewerage on the estate was for a 
holding tank to be installed, and for the sewage to be pumped out and trucked to Ravensthorpe in two or three 
20 000-litre tanker loads a day.  That is occurring today.  The concern is that this system is not adequate for the 
future development of Hopetoun.  Ravensthorpe, 48 kilometres along the road to the north, has its own 
infrastructure problems, and members have heard me talk about those before today.  It has become necessary for 
a third pond to be built at Ravensthorpe to cope with the sewage being trucked from Hopetoun.  With the 
development in Hopetoun now and into the future, it is more than a reasonable expectation that Hopetoun should 
have not only a holding tank but also its own waste water treatment plant.  This is the issue I am putting to the 
Minister for Water Resources through this motion. 

The minister has been to Hopetoun, for which I thank him.  There is a commercial area in the town along with 
the existing houses in Mary Ann Waters.  The second stage of development for Hopetoun involves the Veal 
Street commercial development along with the increasing number of residences in Mary Ann Waters.  The 
argument for not including a waste water treatment plant in the planning of this development was that the 
number of residents expected was lower than the number that has eventuated.  The number of residents has 
blown out well above expectation.  That should have been predicted in the plans.  Perhaps Ravensthorpe Nickel 
Operations and BHP Billiton should contribute to the cost of the waste water treatment plant.  After all, it is their 
workforce that wishes to live in Hopetoun, and there are more workers than predicted.  There has been some 
argy-bargy about who should pay for that added infrastructure. 

As I said very briefly when I last spoke on this motion, the minister and I discussed this previously during a tour 
of Hopetoun.  The minister may recall that we took a bus tour hosted by the shire president Mrs Brenda 
Tilbrook.  The point was made to the minister that if any organisation other than LandCorp had done the 
development, stringent conditions would have been imposed on the development, not only for the provision of 
roads, footpaths, power and water, but also for adequate waste water treatment facilities to cope with the 
development of this housing estate.  However, it was not an organisation other than LandCorp.  It may have been 
a throwaway line, and perhaps the minister can address this later, but the minister said that the government 
wanted to keep the prices of the blocks down.  Therefore, the argument goes that the government would not 
write into the conditions of the development an adequate waste water treatment plant because that would add to 
the price of the 150 blocks to be released in three stages.  It would put up the price of the blocks of land by 
$15 000, $20 000 or $30 000. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  Is that with or without the headworks charges, member? 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS:  That is another issue, member for Stirling.  However, presumably the headworks charges 
for electricity and the other headworks charges are all factored into the price of those lots.  However, the minister 
suggested that a waste water treatment plant would be an impost that would be reflected in a higher price for the 
blocks of land.  In retrospect, and being brutally honest, I suggest that over the three years, the major buyer of 
those blocks for its staff would be BHP Billiton.  Generally, it buys the residences and rents them or leases them 
back to its employees.  If a waste water treatment plant had been included in the plans for the development, and 
even if it added $20 000 or $30 000 to the price of the blocks and the houses, I suggest to the house, being 
brutally honest, that BHP Billiton would not have blinked. 

I believe that there have been some high-level discussions between BHP Billiton and the Premier, and maybe the 
Minister for Water Resources but I am not sure, about whether BHP Billiton can contribute.  I put it to the house 
that, from the discussions that I have had with BHP Billiton, BHP Billiton is not going to contribute, and I do not 
see why it should.  This is a community facility and a community service, and I believe it is a core service of 
state government.  Should the day come when BHP Billiton exits, the sewerage system will still be there for 
Hopetoun.  More than that, BHP Billiton has contributed over the time of the development of its mine and the 
staged development of the town some $125 million.  I think it is unreasonable now for the house, the minister 
and the government, in particular, to suggest that BHP Billiton should cough up some more for the waste water 
treatment plant. 

The commercial area of Hopetoun cannot develop without the provision of deep sewerage.  The provision of 
deep sewerage would allow the commercial precinct to expand.  Under the local government planning 
arrangements, in order for the supermarket, for instance, to expand so that it can service the residential 
workforce and the families who will live there, particularly in this housing estate, the same deep sewerage and 
waste water treatment plant that service the residential estate should service the commercial precinct in order for 
it to develop.  There is not much that people can buy in downtown Hopetoun in this present day.  I suggest to the 
house that on the first day on which a miner and his wife and family arrive in Hopetoun and the wife goes 
downtown and cannot buy a handkerchief or a bra, or she cannot get something that we would take for granted in 
Perth, because the facilities in the commercial area have not kept pace with the development of the town, she 
will say, “Look, love, we’ll stay in Perth and let you fly in and fly out.”  This is happening, because BHP Billiton 
has changed its fly in, fly out versus residential component to this day.  Mum will say, “Look, love, you fly in 
and fly out on National Jet to and from the airstrip just out of Hopetoun, and we’ll stay in Perth.”  That was not 
the original agreement, and it was not the agreed best option for the region.  I think we all understand that a 
significant residential workforce component is by far the best option for the development of the region.  
However, minister, we do not have some of the infrastructure that is needed for Hopetoun to develop and realise 
its potential. 

We talk a lot about decentralisation and regions developing. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  This government doesn’t talk much about that, member. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  It pays a lot of lip service to it, member for Stirling, but when it comes to the crunch, this is 
an example of what happens.  That is why I bring this example to the attention of the house.  It might sound quite 
trivial that we are talking about the treatment of waste.  For people in the city, it is taken for granted; they would 
not even think about it.  However, this community is coming to me and saying, “This is holding us back, and we 
need to progress, not just for us, but for the region.”  I have had contacts from the president of the Ravensthorpe 
Regional Chamber of Commerce.  The chamber has informed me of its concerns.  I quote -  

Recently the Ravensthorpe Regional Chamber of Commerce met with a number of state government 
agencies to discuss the serious problems that exists in this region, the non compliance of state 
government in supplying the required needed infrastructure that is needed to allow regional 
development and the pressure that is being placed on existing businesses and families to even survive. 

While I remember, I should say that it is known that the mine site is now moving from a construction phase to 
the mine coming on stream in early 2008.  It is in a work-up phase at the moment.  Therefore, the mine is likely 
to come on stream early next year.  It is reasonably common knowledge that BHP Billiton’s Ravensthorpe 
Nickel Operations is starting to make provision on the mine site for single-person quarters to accommodate a 
significant fly in, fly out component of its workforce.  I suggest to the government that one of the reasons for that 
is that the proposed plans and developments for Hopetoun to cope with a residential workforce and for the town 
to grow have not occurred; they have not kept pace.  Therefore, progress is being frustrated.  I suggest to the 
house that we are not asking for anything fancy in the region; we are asking for a basic core service and for 
infrastructure and facilities for the area to develop and go forward to support a residential workforce, so that the 
whole region will benefit.  To continue with the quote from the president of the Ravensthorpe Regional Chamber 
of Commerce -  
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The situation has now become extremely critical and something must be done about this absolutely 
ludicrous situation that is threatening the very survival of the whole of the south coast region.   

It is not just Hopetoun.  It is the whole of the south west region.  To continue with the quote -  
The recent events with the lead situation in Esperance really describe state Government attitude to 
regional W.A -  

I did not encourage this comment.  This is what has been said to me by Mr Besso -  
and if this community needs to engage the state government with a writ of mandus for them to do their 
duty then this is what we must do.  The Shire participated in project planning several years ago under 
the Court coalition government, then the Gallop government and now the Carpenter State government. 

This mine did not just come in suddenly, so that everyone said, “Oh!  We now have a mine!”  Plans have been in 
place for some time for this mine, so everyone knew it was coming.  However, we might say that despite the best 
made plans, we are still behind the eight ball with this community development.  The infrastructure is not up to 
the requirements of the development.  It is certainly not ahead of the development.  To continue with the quote -  

We participated in good faith because all the right noises were being made at the time by those parties 
concerned with development of the infrastructure - LandCorp, Water Corporation and Western Power. 

“It was no small effort to coordinate the expectations of the multi-national, federal, state and local 
government, the business sector, and our community, but we thought we had a plan that we all agreed 
to,” said Mr Besso. 

Mr Besso said, “I accept that plans change; the scope of projects grow; there is always inflation, but 
enough is enough . . .  

Members can no doubt detect the frustration of the people of Hopetoun.  Mr Besso has a great knowledge of this 
situation.  We understand that one of the issues is water capacity, because a deep sewerage plant needs to be 
driven by water.  There are some critical water issues in Hopetoun.  No doubt the minister will bring up those 
issues.  Mr Besso deals with that matter also, because the quote continues -  

It is apparent that water supply in Hopetoun is approaching critical levels with both quantity and quality 
of source influencing future development potential.   

Again, this infrastructure and these facilities need to be developed, because there has been significant growth in 
this region.  We want people to live in this region.  They are providing a service.  They are mining a product 
from which the state government gets a royalty.  It takes pressure off the cities if people live in the regions of 
Western Australia.  The government pays lip-service to the need for people to live in the regions.  This is a good 
example of why we need to provide the infrastructure and facilities to encourage people to live in the regions.  
To continue with the quote -  

Reliance on rain water tanks as a sustainable platform for water supply for small operations is 
commendable; -  

I am sure we would all commend that -  

however, larger commercial ventures and the expansion of the urban residential housing program will 
require improvements to the reticulated town water supply derived from treated groundwater, 
desalinated seawater, and/or reprocessed waste water. 

This community and these community leaders are thinking about this area and how it can move forward.  To 
continue with the quote -  

The Ravensthorpe chamber supports the need for adequate infrastructure community amenity for the 
people to live locally rather than the families being forced to consider FIFO.  Basic infrastructure and 
community amenity in the Shire is not adequate to support community expectations and growth.  

I am quoting again from an email that was sent to me by the president of the Ravensthorpe Regional Chamber of 
Commerce -  

It was always the community expectation and the understanding with the Government that FIFO would 
be avoided.  Labor Senator Ruth Webber for Western Australia was good enough to listen to us last 
week, and concurred that FIFO operations play a major part in worker and family problems at remote 
mining operations.  The Senator has undertaken on our behalf to lobby her State colleagues with the 
view to resolving these issues. 

I do not know whether this government has grasped the fact that the purpose of a state government is to provide 
core services such as water, sewerage, power, health and education, and some roads. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 26 September 2007] 

 p5841b-5853a 
Dr Graham Jacobs; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Terry Redman; Mr John Day 

 [4] 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Would you take an interjection? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I have limited time. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I just want to ask you whether you have approached your federal Liberal counterparts in the 
same way as you have approached Senator Webber, and whether you got a similar response from them. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Member, I approach anybody and everybody -  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I am not being critical.  I am just asking. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Absolutely.  There has been involvement by me as the local member to approach both sides 
of the political spectrum in all spheres, both federal and state. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What response did you get from Tuckey? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The response is that going back in this process, there was an agreement, and a significant 
contribution from the federal government, to develop some community infrastructure; and, quite honestly, the 
federal government has done that. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  The fundamental problem here is that we are building the house, and they are taking the rent.  
That is the reality of it.  Until we can get some balance back into the argument, with a flow of infrastructure 
funding back from Canberra, we will forever be having this argument.  I think it is up to all of us, on both sides 
of the house, to take up this argument with the federal government, whether it be a Liberal or a Labor 
government that is in power.  For how long is this going to go on? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Member for Yokine, the argument that I have put to the house is that we often hear 
questions about how relevant state governments are.  We hear all the time about how there are three tiers of 
government, and about which tier of government is going to bow out, because we are actually over-governed.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I do not believe we are, because most European countries are reintroducing regional 
governments.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  We often hear about how the federal government is taking over jurisdictions that 
historically have been state government jurisdictions.  I put it to the house that if we as state members of 
Parliament are not to become irrelevant, there are certain core services and there is certain core infrastructure 
that we must look after.  I take on board the point that the member for Yokine makes, but we do not suggest for a 
moment that the provision of a waste water treatment plant and sewerage for Hopetoun and many regional areas 
is anyone’s responsibility other than ours as a state jurisdiction.  As I said from the day I decided to go into 
politics, if we as a state government are not to be totally irrelevant in 50 or 100 years, we must look after certain 
core matters, otherwise we might as well all pack up and go home.  I will go back to my medical practice and 
every other member can go back and do what they used to do, because we will be irrelevant.  As a state 
jurisdiction we must look after about five core matters.  One of them is what Hopetoun needs today.   

The role of the state government is not necessarily to stockpile taxpayers’ funds while public works are 
desperately needed.  I can understand that someone is always saying that the government has $2 billion and 
everyone wants a bit of it.  I suggest to the house that the waste water treatment plant is a core service and core 
infrastructure for this community to develop.  This previously relatively undeveloped area now has a reason, 
with a large mine on its doorstep, to go forward.  It cannot go forward without the development of this facility.  
If we as state politicians do not look after that matter, we might as well get out of politics.  Have we become 
merchant bankers, because we take all these funds from people and stockpile them but we do not provide 
important, vital, critical public works for places like Hopetoun? 

The minister must know that Western Australia does not end at Northam or Mandurah.  Much of Western 
Australia has very vital communities that need support.  Those communities are not asking for anything fancy or 
excessive.  The minister might say that the $30 million price tag is too much for a waste water treatment plant 
for Hopetoun.  I suggest that $5 million is needed for the reticulated deep sewerage infill.  A staged development 
of the waste water treatment plant would cost $10 million.  Stage 1 would cope with the Mary Ann Waters Estate 
as it is at the moment and the commercial precinct as it is at the moment so it might expand.  A new commercial 
precinct and the development and expansion of the residential estate into stages 4 and 5 would require stage 2 of 
the waste water treatment plant.  In effect, it would be $15 million for stage 1, of which $5 million would go to 
reticulation and piping, as it were, from the residences to the treatment plant and the commercial site, as we now 
know it, to the treatment plant, and another $10 million for the first stage of the waste water treatment plant.  The 
minister cannot sit there as part of the government - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Do you not realise that this is being done? 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I will ask the minister to respond, and I am sure it will be well accepted.  If it has been done 
between the last time I spoke and now, that is fine, but I would like the minister to go through with us how it is 
to be done, what is being committed and in what time frame.  If it has been done, that is fantastic, but we cannot 
go on denying families and workers at the coalface such a basic service.  I would like the minister to tell the 
house how he has corrected the situation.  Essentially, we cannot treat Hopetoun families like effluent.  We need 
to start treating their effluent.   

I remind the minister that I asked for a meeting with the president of the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of 
Western Australia and the president of the Shire of Ravensthorpe.  I do not know whether that needs to occur or 
whether the minister has made any contact with them about the development of the waste water treatment plant 
for Hopetoun.  That is why I have moved the motion and I hope that the house will support it. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Water Resources) [5.27 pm]:  I thank the member for raising 
this very important issue.  I appreciate that he is seeking to be an advocate for Ravensthorpe and particularly for 
Hopetoun.  As the member indicated, I certainly had the privilege to be there earlier this year when we handed 
over a new marine rescue vessel to the sea rescue team, who are fantastic people who do a great job.  It really is 
a beautiful spot.  The previous time I was there was in 2001 when I flew there with Clive Brown, who was then 
the Minister for State Development, and this government was seeking to work with BHP Billiton to get this 
project up.  This government has had an involvement with the project right from the start, by seeking to not only 
assist the development, but also make sure it had a local resident workforce and not merely a fly in, fly out 
workforce.  We have certainly advocated that residential workforce.  We have not just been talking about it but 
putting a great deal of money behind it to try to achieve that rather than having a totally fly in, fly out workforce.   

Of course, the federal government response has as usual been woefully inadequate.  It has knocked us back even 
though it is the major beneficiary of the economic benefits that flow from this development.  The BHP Billiton 
workforce was to live in different numbers in Esperance, Ravensthorpe and Hopetoun.  We certainly committed 
dollars to help with the local development in the expectation, from BHP Billiton’s figures, that the effective 
population of Hopetoun would be 1 100.  All the planning proceeded on the basis of that population for 
Hopetoun.  BHP Billiton came back with revised plans suggesting that the effective population would be 3 500, 
which meant that the range of infrastructure needed would be totally different.  The costings and the small 
contribution we had from the commonwealth were totally inadequate to meet those revised costings.  I 
understand that BHP Billiton is now looking at a mix of both a local workforce and a fly in, fly out workforce. 

Providing the necessary infrastructure for the development of Hopetoun creates a whole range of problems.  We 
certainly support the development of Hopetoun and see it as a wonderful spot.  I am sure that many people will 
want to live there given the job opportunities that will open up with the Ravensthorpe nickel mine.  Clearly, the 
provision of water, sewerage, power and a whole range of commercial services is important, because Hopetoun 
is moving from a really very sleepy little holiday village to being quite a vibrant town.  The economic 
development that is taking place in that region will provide a base that will enable people to enjoy the wonderful 
surrounds, the fishing opportunities and the natural environment and also be able to gain well-paid employment.  
The housing provision obviously requires the development of a whole lot of extra residential lots.  The member 
has already covered the Mary Ann Waters estate - the development of 265 lots in the first stage.  I understand 
that they are almost all finished, with 127 lots already occupied.  On my information, another 56 houses 
approximately will be completed and occupied before the end of the year, or about that time line.  We can see 
that that little town is growing very rapidly.  I understand that the power needs are being met, but there are real 
challenges there.   

The challenge of providing water is a very real one into the foreseeable future.  For the next 12 months it looks 
as though enough water is available from the bores.  The Water Corporation is drilling more bores and 
investigating whether we can find more groundwater to meet that demand or whether, as the member has alluded 
to, we need to go to some additional source, such as seawater desalination.  The Water Corporation is stepping 
up to the challenge to make sure there is adequate water for the growing town. 

The key issue that has been seen as an impediment to a range of quite crucial developments has been the 
provision of sewerage.  Currently, there has been an undertaking to tanker the sewage from a holding tank to the 
waste water treatment facility at Ravensthorpe.  That was a deal that was done with the cooperation of the 
council.  In fact, I think the council was undertaking the tankering.  In many instances that is actually quite a 
viable solution.  We are doing that in the metropolitan area when there is a development front and we do not 
have sewerage in place.  There is a plan to use tankering for a limited period.  When there is rapid expansion, it 
can be a cost-effective way for an interim period to meet the demand.  It is not just something special to 
Hopetoun and Ravensthorpe.  Clearly, there is an end point in the capacity of the Ravensthorpe plant to process 
the amount of waste that is coming out of Hopetoun.  The cost is between $600 000 and $700 000 a year just for 
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the tankering, which would be better factored into the infrastructure so as to reduce the ongoing cost that we 
would otherwise have. 
The Shire of Ravensthorpe has an issue with the demand for commercial premises and businesses because it 
cannot give development approvals unless it has the sewerage or septic arrangements that are required for those 
commercial premises.  As the member has quite appropriately said, it means that people who move into the town 
are finding a total lack of any basic facilities - hairdressers, decent shopping, and a whole range of services we 
take for granted, even in very small towns.  They are simply not available.  Another example is a childcare 
centre.  Funding issues are involved but, again, having the sewerage so that the businesses can go ahead makes it 
vital that we have a commitment.  We have given a commitment that the sewerage will be put in.  I will explain 
that in a bit of detail.  It is hoped that it will be ready by later next year.  That time line fits with the building 
approvals because the council, in the very near future, will be able to give the building approvals.  The 
construction will take the same time as well.  The commercial buildings could start and be completed at the same 
time as the sewerage is completed.  We need to be able to move on with it and we have given an undertaking to 
do that. 
To proceed with a waste water treatment plant for Hopetoun, the Water Corporation has to get environmental 
approvals.  It will certainly be working very hard to get them as soon as possible, because with all these plants, 
there tends to be a requirement for a buffer zone.  The buffer zone then impacts on other landowners.  There are 
a number of issues to deal with.  The corporation also has to acquire the land.  It has to try to meet the needs of 
the landowner in the area that is designated.  It must also meet the necessary engineering requirements for the 
development of stage 1 of the waste water treatment plant.  Stage 1 will be an activated sludge technology plant 
with effluent disposal by re-use in irrigating the Hopetoun golf course.  That is the proposal that the corporation 
will be working up for stage 1.  Stage 2 will be contingent on that development.  I also understand that LandCorp 
has asked for expressions of interest to see whether some innovative or hybrid-type arrangement could be put in 
place for more local capture and re-use in further stages of the Mary Ann Waters estate.  We will need to see 
what offers come in to see whether we go to an extension of the sewerage plant for stage 2 or whether a more 
innovative style of waste water treatment is built. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Minister, what is stage 1?  Can you go through it? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I will go through it.  Stage 1 will service the existing Mary Ann Waters estate and the 
commercial centre in the main street.  I do not have the map with me, but I think the school is just a bit north of 
the beach and to the east.  It will basically be from there almost to the waterfront, where the existing commercial 
area is.  That will be sewered at the same time as the Mary Ann Waters estate. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Any idea of the number of properties that will be covered by that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have already indicated that there are 265 lots in the Mary Ann Waters estate, plus the 10 
to 20 lots that are available in that commercial area.  I am only guessing at the number.  It is a smallish number 
down the main street in Hopetoun. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Is there room for additional subdivision to be serviced by this first stage? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No.  We will need to enhance stage 1.  As I said, it will be a matter of whether we go for 
an innovative and more localised treatment system for which LandCorp has asked for corporate expressions of 
interest.  That may lead to recycling for the gardens of the houses in the local area.  The Water Corporation 
wants to look at innovative solutions given that there is a shortage of water in the area.  There might be more 
localised re-use arrangements; if not, we will simply have to bring it back into the particular scheme and expand 
the waste water treatment plant.  When the Water Corporation plans these developments, it makes allowance for 
that expansion in terms of the extra capacity that would be acquired with the increase in the number of lots. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Where would the waste water treatment plant be located? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I do not have that information here to give to the member, but I can certainly provide it to 
him later.  The member’s assistance with that would certainly be helpful.  As I said, we need to get the 
environmental approvals.  The Water Corporation will be down there talking to the various stakeholders because 
there may be adjacent landholders, and we do not want to get to the situation whereby the whole thing is delayed 
six to 12 months because it has to be redesigned and moved somewhere else.  When the corporation does these 
things, it is very conscious of the interests of landowners and other people who might be living in the vicinity.  It 
tries to pick a position that meets its engineering requirements in terms of gravity flow etc.  I think this will be 
part gravity and part vacuum because the land moves slightly higher.  The corporation looks at all those 
engineering requirements.  It also looks at the interests of landholders to try to find a compromise.  At the end of 
the day, if people want to stand in the way, that can drag the whole process out and we could see the whole thing 
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delayed.  I certainly hope that is not going to happen.  I hope the local people will be very supportive of moving 
ahead with that site.  I give an undertaking to provide that information to the member. 

What will be provided to service the Mary Ann Waters estate and the commercial centre will be pumping 
stations, pressure mains, a storage dam, gravity sewers and an evaporative pond.  The evaporative pond is 
particular to stage 1.  All the other things - the pumping stations, the pressure mains, the storage dam and gravity 
sewers - will be required for stage 2 when that goes ahead.  That will be factored in when stage 1 is built.  Stage 
2 will be to service a 2 400 increase in population - which will take the total number of people to 3 500 - should 
that be required.  Again, it depends on which solution is recommended. 

The member for Roe had a lot of questions about the costing.  I think he misinterpreted my statements.  I do not 
want to go through and explain in detail and indeed I do not have all the detail of how much BHP Billiton is 
putting up, although it is a substantial amount.  It will basically go into the cost the company will pay for the 
blocks.  The issue then is how we get a reasonable price.  The member’s idea of $20 000 to $30 000 is simply 
not in the ballpark.  If we take the cost of $15 million and divide it by 200 or 300 lots, we are talking about 
$50 000 a lot just for sewerage.  There is an issue of what is affordable and reasonable.  We work on the basis of 
trying to make sure that this can be as efficient and effective as possible, and understanding that BHP Billiton 
needs to make a contribution - whether directly or indirectly.  It is doing that; it is making quite a substantial 
contribution.  The issue is whether the figure should be more or not.  Some of the things the member said did not 
come to grips with the fact that there has been an ongoing, long relationship with all the various parties and that 
contributions are being made.   

The one party that has failed to come to the party in any real way is the commonwealth government.  The 
commonwealth government receives the vast majority of the money that comes from resource projects in 
Western Australia.  We put in the roads, environmental approvals, schools, sewerage and all the rest, so it is the 
state government directly or government instrumentalities that meet all that upfront cost.  The project then pours 
billions of dollars into the economy over the years.  The vast majority of that, in tax collections, goes to the 
commonwealth, not the state.  We get payroll tax.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  The commonwealth builds roads under regional partnerships.  It has made significant upgrades 
to Springdale Road and the roads that provide access to the mine.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  A memorandum of understanding was entered into on this project.  Western Australia 
made an initial commitment of $18 million upfront in an endeavour to make sure it was a residential workforce.  
The commonwealth made a commitment to contribute $11 million, from which some of those roads perhaps 
were paid for.  However, the state has so far committed $55 million compared with the commonwealth’s 
$11 million.  The revenue is probably in reverse; that is, for every $11 million in revenue that comes to the state, 
something like, very roughly, $55 million goes to the commonwealth.  The commonwealth is getting the lion’s 
share of the economic benefit that flows from this resource development, while the state is fronting up with most 
of the capital to make the whole thing work.  The primary school at Hopetoun, which the member mentioned, 
received state funding, as did the airstrip, improvements to shire services, upgrades to roads and, as part of this 
project, improvements to the middle school of Esperance Community College.  They were all funded by the 
state. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I do not think that includes the $15 million for sewerage - I am not sure.  The state has 
contributed $55 million and the commonwealth has put in $11 million.  

Mr D.T. Redman:  What is the royalty flowing to the state?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  If we take into account the royalties and the payroll tax, it is only a fraction of what the 
commonwealth receives from pay-as-you-earn tax from the workforce, company tax and the profits.  The state 
receives a much smaller percentage from these major resource developments than the commonwealth does.  

Mr D.T. Redman:  There is still a substantial state benefit from the project.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, but the state is not the Treasurer or the ministers; it is the people of Western 
Australia.  The benefits flow to the people of Western Australia from the expenditure by their state government.  
Even though we are the second lowest taxing state in Australia, the fact is that these projects require capital 
investment by the people of Western Australia, and the commonwealth government takes out most of the 
revenue that flows from the projects.  Clearly, these projects generate revenue, as they should.  That revenue 
should be paid back into a range of services required by the community.  However, when it comes to the balance 
between the state and the commonwealth, the commonwealth is very slow to put up money for necessary basic 
infrastructure to provide sewerage, electricity, water, roads, schools and health centres.  
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Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Most of the services such as water and power are state government core stuff that I talked to 
you about before.  They are core services for communities that we provide as a state.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes, but the fact is that they are derived in large part from either fees or taxes paid by people 
living in WA.  The people of Western Australia build the infrastructure to make these projects happen.  The 
commonwealth takes the money and splashes $5 billion a year among the other states.  Quite honestly, it is about 
time some Liberal members stood up for Western Australia.  When we were on that side in opposition, we 
always backed Richard Court in standing up for states’ rights.  Members opposite have gone very weak at the 
knees.  They suddenly see the interests of John Howard above those of the people of Western Australia.  That 
will not stand them in good stead when we come to the next election.  When we were in opposition, we very 
clearly and consistently saw batting for Western Australia as something that a Labor opposition did in this state - 
that helped us get elected - whereas the present Liberal opposition simply kowtows to its federal colleagues.  
Members opposite will not take on John Howard or Peter Costello in sticking up for the interests of this state.  
This government will.  It wants to make sure that the people of Western Australia, who generate that wealth, will 
receive their fair share and not be ripped off by Costello and Howard, who refuse to make a decent contribution 
to Hopetoun, the subject of this motion.  The commonwealth has contributed a mere $11 million when the state 
has put in $55 million, knowing that it is all about a key resource project and the benefits that flow from that.  
The people who live there will certainly enjoy them, but they would like a fair share of their taxes to come back 
to Western Australia, and they are not.   

Amendment to Motion 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Therefore, it is incumbent on us to send a very clear message.  In so doing, I move - 

To delete all words after “house” with a view to inserting the following words - 

calls on the Howard federal government to make a more reasonable contribution to the cost of 
infrastructure that is essential for continuing resource development in Western Australia and 
particularly towards the waste water treatment facilities being funded by the state government 
to allow much needed commercial and residential development in Hopetoun.  

This government is doing it; it is putting in the money.  In fact, in the year just completed, as the Treasurer 
announced, more than $5 billion is being spent on capital investment by this government.  It is a huge effort - the 
largest capital spend in the history of this state.  We can see the need in towns like Hopetoun all over this state.  
The infrastructure must therefore be funded so that people can have the quality facilities they deserve.  We can 
also see the ongoing economic growth here in Western Australia.  It is about time we sent a clear message to the 
federal government.  I ask members opposite not only to vote for this amendment, but to do so enthusiastically 
so that we can send a clear message that it is about time the federal government started putting its hand in its 
pocket and giving a fair share back to the people of Western Australia.   

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [5.45 pm]:  I too will comment on this motion and, I guess, on the amended 
motion.  In response to the minister’s closing remarks, I want to highlight the fact that the National Party has 
taken up a number of issues with its federal colleagues.  The National Party has been on the public record as not 
being entirely satisfied with some outcomes.  The minister will also recall our support for the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure when she took up the issue of the bombs in Albany harbour.  Unfortunately, we did 
not get the support we would have liked, but we have certainly supported this government.  We have been taking 
up the issues that we consider to be important for Western Australia.  I have some sympathy also for the position 
that the minister highlighted regarding federal-state relations and who contributes whatever financial cut to the 
issues Western Australia is facing.  It is certainly facing pressures due to the need for infrastructure.  In this 
house, not too many days go past when we are not talking about either the present boom or the government’s 
surplus, which I understand it announced today as $2.3 billion.  I guess that puts us in the unique situation of 
being able to invest in key infrastructure and those things that support our growth and development so that it 
does not stop at the end of the boom, but goes well and truly beyond that.   

There is no doubt that the present boom has created a lot of significant pressures on infrastructure, particularly 
soft infrastructure.  I highlight that a lot of the hard infrastructure across Western Australia is supported directly 
by the various projects.  The proponents build the railway lines, the loading facilities and the mechanisms to 
transport resources out of the state to sell overseas.  However, soft infrastructure is an area in which we have 
some real issues.  I want to highlight the lag time between getting the hard infrastructure on the ground and 
projects up and running, and the follow-up support for soft infrastructure and social infrastructure, if members 
like, that is very necessary to support that.  I see a real disparity between the present growth in the state and the 
rate at which projects are coming on stream.  Clearly, we understand and acknowledge the pressures on 
government, industry and the market to deliver on that.  However, this disparity between the growth of our state 
and the delivery and maintenance of soft and social infrastructure is something that we must focus on very 
strongly.  I do not believe it has had the attention it deserves in the past.  We are only now seeing the front edge 
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of that.  We can read in the newspapers what industry commentators are saying about how far this boom will go, 
and they are saying it will last for maybe 15 or 20 years.  We are right at the front edge of housing issues in those 
communities; delivery of basic services, as the member for Roe pointed out; and maintenance of those other 
service supports that we need to maintain the communities that are supporting the big developments in Western 
Australia.   

That is one of our greatest challenges.  Indeed, there is a substantial social consequence of inaction.  In this case 
we will finish up with fly in, fly out arrangements, and we know the social consequences of that; they are well 
documented and well represented.  We do not want to go down that path.  We would like these communities to 
grow and develop to support the big projects that contribute to the development of the state.  As I see it, there is 
no doubt that this is a planning issue.  In some cases the ground is changing and has become somewhat fluid on 
the question of where major projects will sit and how many people are needed to service them.  With regard to 
the development of Hopetoun and Ravensthorpe, the Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson) has made the point on a 
number of occasions - the minister has also highlighted the same point - that there are differences between the 
estimated basic workforce necessary for the area and the workforce that is there.  This creates difficulties for 
planning.  We need to ensure that there are very strong and robust planning processes into the out years, so that 
we match the development of these projects with the supportive social and soft infrastructure necessary to 
maintain them.  Timely support is also critical; it is a case of developing support and soft infrastructure and 
putting it in place in a timely fashion.  It is no good there being a five or 10-year lag in putting in place 
workforce support and sustainable communities to back up major projects.  If that pattern is followed, it will not 
be long before a crash point is reached.   

Once the support necessary for this growth is established through robust planning processes, the government 
needs to prioritise.  I share the member for Roe’s concerns about the priority the government places on such 
projects as the development of a sewerage system in Hopetoun.  It is only one of a number of examples that 
could be cited across Western Australia in which developments are not given the sort of priority they deserve.  I 
fully understand that there is debate and even argument over the relative contribution made by the state 
government and the federal government, but it is something that we simply cannot let go of.  If the federal 
government will not come to the party, it is not right to say, “We’re not going to do it either.”  The state has a 
$2.3 billion surplus and therefore has a responsibility to make sure it supports, in a very timely way, the social 
and soft infrastructure that is so necessary for these communities.   

It is probably a debate for another day, but I highlight the fact that the streamlining of these processes is also an 
issue.  This is highlighted in examples such as Ravensthorpe and Hopetoun, where there has not been a very 
streamlined approach.  This results in local governments wondering where the heck they sit with regard to which 
projects they should support and develop; the state government fighting with the federal government over how 
much it should commit; the industries that are developing the projects trying to work out how much they should 
invest in what is really not their core business - indeed, industry does not really want to play a part in social 
infrastructure; and various other local groups playing a role but not necessarily taking ownership.  There is a 
need to streamline the processes necessary to support the planning for projects such as those at Hopetoun and 
Ravensthorpe.  It is critical to our future prosperity that we support this growth, and we must have infrastructure 
in place behind these projects.  As I said, before long a crash point will be reached and we do not want that to 
happen.  We want to support these projects well into the out years.  Now is certainly the time to move on them, 
particularly when there is an opportunity to use a $2.3 billion surplus to provide the funding to support them.  
Funding should not be an issue.  The fact is that we need to plan in a very timely way to provide the support 
necessary for these communities.   

If the government is to invest $20 million or $30 million in a town such as Hopetoun, it needs to consider the 
community benefit.  How can community benefit be assessed?  I do not quite agree with the member for Roe in 
this respect.  He ran the line that it is a community service and that therefore we must support it in an absolute 
way.  There is probably some difference between support for developments such as the mine at Hopetoun and 
support for developments in places such as Wiluna.  If a government minister was making a decision about 
whether to invest $30 million in soft infrastructure at a greenfield site in Wiluna, he would probably argue that 
there may not be a substantial community benefit in the long term.  There are differences between various sites 
with regard to how far the government and, indeed, this house should support the provision of some of those 
essential services. 

Mr M.P. Murray:  Windimurra was a great place for investors. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Probably; I am not all that familiar with the particular circumstances, but I assume the 
member is making the point that there are some differences in different locations with regard to how far one 
should support investment. 
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The primary issue is that the government does not want to end up with a stranded asset.  The government does 
not want to put funding and assets in various communities and finish up with something that does not provide a 
community benefit and is not used.  I appreciate the caution involved in making those decisions. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  We’ve got a pipeline like that at the moment.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  The member does not want to talk about gas pipelines to me, because I would like to see it 
going right down to Albany, and I do not believe that that would be a stranded asset in the long term. 

It is important to put up incentives and to support the investments that companies are making in these various 
projects, because it certainly contributes to the wealth of the state.  I see the Hopetoun example as being very 
similar to the issue I raised in the house yesterday about power headworks charges.  There is a culture and 
attitude in the government that does not allow provision of the support necessary for these essential services, 
particularly in regional areas.  It is an area that needs to be addressed.  There is a need for timely planning on this 
issue.  I know the money is available, so that is not an issue.  There is room to move to ensure that social and soft 
infrastructure keeps pace with development to ensure that these communities are sustainable in future. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [5.57 pm]:  I will make some brief comments, mainly on the motion 
originally moved by the member for Roe.  He sought to draw attention to the need for the establishment of a far 
more satisfactory waste water treatment facility in Hopetoun than it currently has.  He has, in a comprehensive 
and thorough manner, outlined the case for that to occur.  It is pleasing that the government has finally seen fit to 
act.  It announced today that the first stage of a new facility, at a value of about $15 million, has been approved.  
I think it is certainly not coincidental that it was announced today, knowing that the debate on this issue was 
going to occur today.  As occurs from time to time, it is pleasing to see that some pressure from the opposition - 
in this case, the member for Roe - has been productive and the government has decided to act after, no doubt, 
some period of investigation and consideration.  It would have been pleasing if action had been taken earlier, but 
at least now is better than never.  A substantial degree of credit is due to the member for Roe for raising this 
issue, applying pressure and drawing attention to the needs of Hopetoun which, by all accounts, is undergoing a 
substantial degree of expansion and growth.  I am aware that various alternative technologies are available for 
the provision of waste water treatment facilities in places such as Hopetoun, and I would be interested to know 
whether any of those alternatives will be considered.  The opposition had a presentation from a company based 
in New Zealand about a technology in which the waste is essentially burnt and used as an energy source.   

That is one option that may be available.  I am aware of other options for smaller scale developments, in which 
recycled water can be produced in a fairly cost-effective manner.  I am aware of a company which is based in the 
United States but which is becoming established in Australia, particularly Western Australia.  That sort of 
technology is much more readily available in the United States, as opposed to some of the more traditional 
methods that have been used.  I would be interested to hear from the minister whether some of that alternative 
technology will be considered in this project. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We have advertised for expressions of interest from companies to put forward those types of 
solutions for stage 2.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Has that been done, or is the government planning to do it? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  LandCorp has done it.  That is my understanding. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  How long ago was that done? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Only a few weeks ago. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  It will be interesting to see what comes out of that process. 

The minister made some comments about the opposition not standing up for Western Australia to the federal 
government.  I do not accept that assertion at all.  The opposition is critical from time to time of actions by the 
federal government or, as in this case, lack of action by the federal government in supporting Western Australia.  
Some of the recent actions of the federal government raise major questions about how the Federation works.  
Perhaps the most notable example of that has been the decision by the federal government to take over the 
Mersey hospital at Devonport in Tasmania.  That is highly questionable, and is not in line with what any 
reasonable observer would call orderly planning of health services by a state government; albeit a Labor state 
government in Tasmania.  Whatever the reasons for the decision, I do not think it is helpful for one level of 
government to be second-guessing what one of the other levels of government is doing, as has been displayed in 
that case. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  Isn’t Kevin Rudd doing the same?  Doesn’t he agree with it? 
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Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The member for South Perth has made the interesting observation that I was going to lead to.  
The federal Labor opposition is supporting that sort of action.  Perhaps one of the great disadvantages of that sort 
of action by the federal government is that it opens the door, if there were to be a change of government at the 
federal level, for a Labor government to act in that way to a much greater extent.  I have absolutely no doubt that 
Kevin Rudd and the federal Labor Party would see recent actions as a green light to take over a range of areas of 
state responsibility, regardless of what has historically been the case, or what is an appropriate division of 
responsibilities under Federation.  There is room for discussion and debate about whether the Federation that was 
established a bit over 100 years ago is still the most appropriate form of government, or whether the division of 
responsibilities is appropriate for the next century or so.  We need to recognise that there has been major change 
as a result of changes to the Constitution, High Court decisions and the taxation powers available to the federal 
government.  Substantial changes in those respects have occurred over the past century, and there is no doubt 
room for more change.  It would be much better if that occurred after a sensible and rational discussion of the 
issues, rather than pre-emptive and unilateral action by the federal government. 

I guess I am to some extent getting off the subject, which is the need to provide adequate waste water treatment 
facilities in Hopetoun.  However, the minister raised the issue of the opposition expressing views to the federal 
government in favour of Western Australia.  It would be very interesting to go back in history to see what was 
the attitude of the then state Labor opposition when the federal Labor government was in office between 1993 
and 1996, and the attitude of the previous state Labor government when a federal Labor government was in 
office.  I suspect that that government was silent on many issues.  The government finds it easier to make critical 
comment these days, given that a coalition government is in office in Canberra.  I remember that when I was 
Minister for Health, the then Premier, Richard Court, and I fought hard to get what we considered to be a 
reasonable deal out of the federal government under the Australian Health Care Agreement process, which used 
to be known as the Medicare agreement, to ensure that we had an adequate degree of funding for the health 
system in Western Australia.  There was a lot of toing and froing and negotiation between the state and federal 
governments in the second half of 1998, not long after I became Minister for Health.  It is demonstrably untrue 
that this side of politics is silent on expressing the needs of Western Australia to the federal government, as the 
state government has asserted. 

As I said, a great deal of credit is due to the member for Roe for raising this issue and for applying some pressure 
on the government to get a decision on waste water treatment facilities in Hopetoun.  It is very clear, and it is 
now accepted by the government as well as the opposition, that much better arrangements need to be put in place 
than is currently the case.  I hope that the decision by the government to approve the first stage will be very 
effective in ensuring that the needs of the Hopetoun community, and the growing population in that area as a 
result of the development of the nickel mine at Ravensthorpe, will be adequately met. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [6.06 pm]:  At the outset, I will give credit where credit is due.  I thank the minister 
for acceding to some of the requests of both the chamber of commerce and the Shire of Ravensthorpe for some 
development in the area of a waste water treatment plant for Hopetoun.  I am sure, provided that the timelines 
are not extended too much, that the facility will be operational within the next 12 months.  I am keen to see the 
detail of the waste water treatment plant, particularly the first stage, and how that will provide a much-needed 
sewage treatment facility for Hopetoun. 

The tenor of the amendment is that the Howard federal government should make a more reasonable contribution.  
I hope that the minister is not suggesting for a moment that the federal government now contribute to a sewage 
treatment plant.  As I said in my previous discussions on the motion, as a state Parliament, we will very quickly 
become irrelevant unless we deal with core services for communities.  Whether or not we like it, treating sewage 
is a core service of state governments in providing infrastructure for places such as Hopetoun.  The minister 
made the statement that the state government has put in $55 million for Hopetoun, whereas the federal 
government has put in only $11 million.  Is he suggesting that the federal government should have contributed to 
the cost of the sewerage plant in Hopetoun?  I should hope not.  As I have said in this place previously, it is a 
core responsibility of the state government to provide this service to Hopetoun.  The minister implied that the 
federal government was getting the lion’s share of all the royalties from the BHP Billiton mining operations for 
nickel laterite from Ravensthorpe and therefore it should be contributing much more.  I want the minister to 
quantify the royalty and tax benefits that go to the federal government and those that go to the state government.  
I saw in the media today that the state government has collected a record amount of payroll tax.  What amount in 
royalties and what lion’s share of those royalties goes to the feds?  Is it headworks, payroll tax or rates and 
taxes?  I think not.  I would like the minister to prove to me that a significant amount in royalties from the 
Ravensthorpe nickel operation is going to the federal government.  Perhaps the only benefit that the federal 
government will get from BHP Billiton and the Ravensthorpe nickel operation is income tax when the operation 
comes online and makes a profit. 
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I ask the minister and the state government to tell me where the goods and services tax goes.  The federal 
government collects the GST from Ravensthorpe Nickel Operations Pty Ltd construction workers and passes it 
on to the state government.  While I am on that issue, will the state government promise that Mr Rudd will not 
increase the amount of GST?  Members must understand that to increase the amount of GST, the eight territory 
and state governments must unanimously agree to the increase.  Will Western Australia oppose such an increase 
in the GST?  The minister has said that the federal government should contribute more because it will take more.  
I want the minister to prove to me and show me the amount in royalties the federal government receives from the 
Ravensthorpe operation.  I suggest that the majority of the money flows to the state government.  It is beyond the 
pale for members opposite to accept the premise that the federal government should be contributing more to a 
sewerage plant in little old Hopetoun. 

I thank members for their contributions.  I am very happy to be involved in the process to make the operation as 
streamlined as possible.  Hopefully, we will not be held up with environmental approvals.  I am sure that the 
residents of Hopetoun will cooperate and will, in the true spirit of a country region, see this matter progress as 
soon as possible.  I am not here to defend the federal government.  I am sure that the minister knows - even if the 
member for Yokine does not concede - that I would go to either a Labor or a Liberal member or to either the 
federal government or the state government to promote this venture.  I do not care where I go; I will go there for 
the community.  I referred previously to the involvement of a Labor senator from Western Australia whom I, 
along with the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and the shire, encouraged to make 
representations to the state government so that stage 1 of the waste water treatment plant could go ahead and 
$15 million could be committed to it.  It is important that we take the politics out of this issue and work together 
for the south west region of Western Australia in and around Hopetoun and Ravensthorpe. 

I oppose the minister’s amendment, which asks the federal Howard government to make more of a contribution.  
The federal government has contributed to the development of Hopetoun.  I do not support the suggestion that 
the federal government is taking the lion’s share of royalties back to Canberra and redistributing it to every state 
except Western Australia.  I want the minister to document the quantitative value of the royalties from the nickel 
hydroxide laterite development mine in Ravensthorpe to support his hypothesis that the federal government 
should provide more money because it is skimming money from the state.  I oppose the amendment. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr P. Papalia Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts  

 

Noes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook  

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr B.S. Wyatt Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.D. Omodei 

Question (motion, as amended) thus passed. 
 


