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REGIONAL WESTERN AUSTRALIA - INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS 
Motion 

Resumed from 14 June 2006 on the following motion moved by Mr B.J. Grylls (Leader of the National Party) -  

That this house condemns the Labor government for its failure to recognise the infrastructure needs of 
regional Western Australia in the 2006-07 budget, given -  

(a) the majority of the state government’s record $2 billion surplus has been generated 
courtesy of the booming regional-based resources sector - but there is evidence that 
the regional economies have not benefited from this activity; and  

(b) the government has set aside $1.3 billion - 65 per cent - of the $2 billion budget 
surplus to pay off the Perth to Mandurah rail project at the expense of much needed 
investment in regional Western Australia,  

and calls on the state government to provide a significant funding boost to regional development in this 
state to fundamentally re-adjust the prospects for long-term sustainable growth in our regions. 

MR G. WOODHAMS (Greenough) [5.10 pm]:  I will be brief, which I am sure members will look forward to.  
However, in continuing my remarks on this motion, I will first seek an extension. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I will move an amendment to this motion. 

Amendment to Motion 
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I move - 

To insert after the words “in our regions” the following - 

by ensuring that the equivalent of 25 per cent of all mining and petroleum royalties collected 
each year by the state government is placed into a special fund to be reinvested each year in 
regional Western Australia to provide for further economic and social development.   

I have spoken previously on this motion.  I believe that this amendment would enable many of the infrastructure 
requirements of regional Western Australia to be more adequately funded.  I will talk about a few of those 
infrastructure requirements, some of which are particular to my part of the world - the mid-west of Western 
Australia - but I am sure that what I will reflect on will also be strongly reflected in the electorates of the 
majority of members of this house, particularly those from regional areas.  I am an old-fashioned sort of person, 
but I am not so old fashioned as to want the convict bridge that was built in the nineteenth century in the 
Greenough hamlet to continue to remain in disrepair.  I know that money has been made available for the 
reconstruction and rebuilding of that convict bridge, but it disappoints me to stand in the dry bed of the 
Greenough River and look up at that bridge.  I use that as an analogy to describe how many pieces of 
infrastructure and services in Western Australia are being delivered.  Facilities and structures - schools, 
buildings, roads and ports - were developed and built with good intent many, many years ago, but like the 
convict bridge that now half crosses the Greenough River, they no longer even have a use-by date - they cannot 
be used.   

Water is a particularly important issue.  One of the key parts of the electorate of Greenough at the moment is the 
community of Kalbarri.  As any member who has been to that town in recent times would know, it is a growing 
community.  A tremendous amount of demand has been placed on that town.  One of the undeniable demands 
placed on the community of Kalbarri is a need for water.  Water is probably the most critical need that must be 
met for human beings to be able to continue to live on this planet.  In the case of Kalbarri, community members 
constantly ask me whether there are proven potable water resources in that town that will enable it to continue to 
grow, because they would like to know whether some of the developments that have been suggested and planned 
for Kalbarri are sustainable.  They would like to know where the water will come from.  If a share of 25 per cent 
of all mining and petroleum royalties was visited on the Water Corporation or an appropriate body, it could be 
used to more adequately explore the resources of the Kalbarri region, with a particular emphasis on potable 
water, which might provide an answer for those people.  That is but one example.  I am sure other members of 
the house could provide other examples.  Down the coastline from Kalbarri is the town of Dongara, and not 
dissimilar circumstances exist there.  Development has pushed the sewage farm in that town to capacity.  
Members can imagine what a sewage farm that is pushed to capacity looks and smells like, and the impact it 
would have on the local community.  I visit Dongara on a regular basis.  Not surprisingly, members of that 
community ask me what plans are in place to upgrade the sewage farm.  That is another little example of 
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facilities that could be improved.  Another community that some members of this house may not have visited 
and may even struggle to spell is Piawaning.   
Mr G. Snook:  It is in a good electorate.   

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  It is a fabulous electorate.  It is just north of Yerecoin.  There are people who want to 
move into the township of Piawaning.  Certainly the Shire of Victoria Plains would be happy to have them live 
in the township of Piawaning.  Land is available.  However, guess what?   
Mr G. Snook:  There is no water.   

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  That is correct, member for Moore; there is no water available for them.  Surely, in this 
modern era of 2007, as the state booms, we might just have the capacity to deliver some water to Piawaning.  It 
should not be delivered in a plastic bottle but perhaps via some pipelines, which are strange beasts that were 
invented a couple of centuries ago that could deliver water to Piawaning and other communities that also want to 
progress, move forward and share in the boom.  The state government could facilitate that by perhaps ensuring 
that the equivalent of 25 per cent of all mining and petroleum royalties be visited in part on a community like 
Piawaning.   
I am sure that the “O” word - Oakajee - has been batted around this place by various members for quite some 
time.  I know that I come from a curious place, being the electorate of Greenough.  Oakajee is part of that 
electorate.  I am sure that members of this house, if not ministers, have an ongoing interest in the development of 
a port at Oakajee.  Fundamental commitments are being made by the business community of the mid-west and 
also iron ore companies that are happy to progress the boom in Western Australia to enable the mid-west to share 
in it.  I suggest to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure - I have heard her speak about the port of Oakajee 
before - that she might perhaps like to sit down with the iron ore proponents and talk once again about how the 
state government could, by ensuring that the equivalent of 25 per cent of all mining and petroleum royalties was 
made available, help to develop a port at Oakajee.   
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Could I ask you a couple of questions?   
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  My time is limited and I would prefer that the minister speak later.  However, I thank 
her for her interest.  I have only five minutes left in which to speak.  I am glad that she is interested.   
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  You obviously have no confidence in the business case for Oakajee port.   
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I have tremendous confidence in the minister sitting down with the mid-west business 
community and the iron ore proponents - 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Perhaps they should sit down with each other.  Don’t you think that it would be useful 
to have an alliance?   
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  The minister might give me a chance to finish.   
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, minister! 
Mr G. WOODHAMS:  The minister might like to listen for just a few minutes.   
The final area I want to talk about is education.  Last year, with the support, I believe, of most people in this 
Parliament, the government introduced compulsory schooling for years 11 and 12.  I believe it is a way to take 
the whole community of Western Australia forward.  It is essential.  However, we cannot empower our regional 
communities without adequate education.  An adequate education is achieved when primary schools and high 
schools, particularly the year 11 and 12 program, in towns and communities are adequately resourced with 
teachers, programs and backup.  That enables those schools to appropriately deliver a curriculum that has been 
well developed in Western Australia over a considerable period.   

An example of how this could happen is in the vocational and educational training area, because not all of us are 
inclined to the academic stream.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Point taken. 

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  Some of us might be of a more technical bent, member for Cottesloe.  How are we 
providing opportunities within this compulsory program for years 11 and 12?  I can read my notes on a piece of 
paper, having been schooled at Albany Senior High School way back when.  I was taught to read, but I am 
informed that many people in years 11 and 12 are not able to read - not able to read!  Perhaps part of this 
compulsory program in years 11 and 12 should be directed towards creating an opportunity for our young people 
in this state to develop vocational and educational training skills in a dedicated place - be that in a school or an 
employment regime, which is an option under the compulsory years 11 and 12 legislation.  We should take 
responsibility for this state’s future and ensure our young people have the capacity to read, write and understand 
the range of possibilities before them. 
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My final point is that if regional Western Australia does not receive adequate funding and the equivalent of 
25 per cent of all mining and petroleum royalties collected each year by the state government, it will continue in 
many instances to have second-class citizens living in Third World conditions. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.23 pm]:  This is an issue that is very close to my heart.  During question 
time today, questions were asked about the cost of housing and rent in the state.  The Speaker’s own electorate of 
North West Coastal has the serious problem of the community being land bound and of people paying between 
$400 and $600 rent.  That is a very serious matter.  If we want people to work in the regions of Western 
Australia, we have to deal with these matters.  Some of these matters are really not that difficult to fix; for 
instance, a bit of land can be released.  In many communities, it is about making sure that the supply of land is 
greater than the demand.  Then, as we all know, things start to kick in.   

This year, there has been a fair bit of talk in this chamber about future funds.  Of course, yesterday’s federal 
budget referred to future funds.  The Canadians and some European states use future funds to achieve a very 
good outcome, and have done so for many years.  The one that I know well is the Alberta future fund.  I have 
spoken about it in this chamber many times, so I do not intend to go on about it a great deal.  However, Alberta 
was in precisely the same set of circumstances as we are in.  Alberta experienced a sensational boom in the 
1980s, yet both sides of Parliament in Edmonton, Alberta will say that Alberta blew its money.  It blew its 
opportunity.  When the gas and oil industry was really going well, the opportunity was misspent and lost.  
Despite the pain of losing that opportunity, Alberta started a future fund at a time when its economy was not 
quite going gang busters.   
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams), you made a serious mistake when you moved that amendment.  You 
should have moved to amend the motion a little further, because I think the surplus that will be announced 
tomorrow will be $2.6 billion, not $2 billion.  We are going through exceptional times in this state.  If we cannot 
make changes and put in place processes that will give our children in this state a future while things are good, 
we will not do it when the times turn.  We all know that the boom cannot keep on going as it is.  Personally, I 
think there is probably a bit more left in this boom; nevertheless there will be a day when it slows.  I have said 
this before and I will say it again: I have a great passion for the mining industry and an enormous passion for the 
regions; however, I have a personal concern that we are allowing some of our resources to be used very quickly.  
Resources are finite.  I am concerned that we are pumping money through our state at a particularly fast rate.  
However, in time, that may not be the case, whether that is only a few years or a decade away.  People in the 
future may regret the haste at which we exported our resources.   

I have been in this place for 21 years, and over that time I have heard the story of value adding.  The problem is 
that I have never seen it occur.  We still do not value-add to our resources.  The process is that we take.  If we 
keep taking, the day will come when the bucket is dry.  This might sound trite, but I think it is actually a very 
serious matter.  We heard it today and yesterday, and we hear it most days in this chamber.  I will happily admit 
that the previous government was no better.  Every time that an issue of some importance arises in this chamber, 
we ask what the feds are doing about it.  The reality is that if members, whatever their politics may be, keep 
asking what the feds are doing about an issue, it will strengthen the case of those who ask why states exist.  The 
federal government currently thinks that way, as do, I am sure, the government’s federal colleagues.  States keep 
saying to the federal government that issues are its responsibility.  We heard it today with disability services and 
health services.  Even in the debates today, ministers of this state - in a couple of cases, ministers I really 
respect - said that these issues are a federal responsibility.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  No.  They are not saying that. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We heard it today, member. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  They said that it’s got to be a shared responsibility. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No.  The member might have that view, and I am happy for the member to have that 
view.  I do not ever want to argue with the member.  However, I do not have that view.  I am sure that if the 
member listened to the rhetoric, he would realise that state parliamentarians too easily palm the problem off.  An 
example is dentistry, which was mentioned by the Minister for Health, the member for Fremantle; a very 
competent member of Parliament.  Dentistry is our responsibility.  Of course, we may want to pull in some 
funding, but dentistry is ours. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  It was a unilateral decision taken by the Howard government about eight years ago to say that 
they were pulling out of dentistry. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Does the member want to give it back to them? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  There was no supporting funding when they did that; that is the problem. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Let us look at both sides of the house.  The member’s side is now saying to give the 
federal government responsibility for industrial relations.  It happened in some of the other states, but at least this 
state opposition did not say to give it IR.  Those are the things we handle.  If we are just going to give, give, 
give, what will be the position?  What will we in this chamber say that we are responsible for?  For those who 
have not read it, the paper by the member for Victoria Park on regional development - it is not actually on 
regional development - 
Mr B.S. Wyatt:  It kind of is - federalism. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is a beautiful paper.  I agree with the bulk of it and there are some things I would 
like to sit down with the member one day and talk about.  The argument about “palliative reaction”, which I have 
not heard before, is what we do.  We say that people have a problem somewhere and we will stick a bandaid on 
it.  When that bandaid falls off, we find another bandaid instead of saying that we should think about the 
problem and drive it forward for a common good.  I am not saying that that is what members opposite do.  I am 
saying that that has been the reaction of this Parliament to the regions for a good 30 to 40 years.  It is the attitude 
to my region.  I am currently dealing with the Minister for Education and Training, as I have a program that the 
previous minister strongly supported.  I hope that the current minister will also support it.  People from the 
central wheatbelt have asked for extra facilities for educating their children.  Do members know what was the 
first thing they were told?  They were told that their children were meant to be in Perth schools!  They were told 
that they were a feeder group for the Perth area.  I saw red instantly because that is saying that it does not matter 
whether a person in my electorate is the richest or the poorest, his children’s education will cost him more.  
Education is not delivered equally in my electorate.  I desperately want to get an upper school in my electorate 
for that reason - to deliver equity.  All of us in this chamber understand that education equates to economy, 
quality of life and progress.  There is a need for quality education in the regions to make sure those things 
happen, as was said in the speech of Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G.A. Woodhams).  It is important that that happen.   
Some years ago I was present at quite a few of the meetings held in Port Hedland about sharing royalties with the 
state.  I have an enormous passion for that argument.  The first time I heard the argument - this is always a 
dangerous thing to say - and became conscious of it was when it was raised by the previous member for Pilbara, 
Larry Graham.  Immediately after that the National Party made it part of its policy to share royalties with local 
government.  I presume that has not changed; I cannot recall it changing.  A place like Port Hedland, with all the 
money that place generates, struggles to put in the basic resources in its own community.  I will give a fine 
example in my own electorate - an outstanding example.  I refer to Boddington.  Boddington will double in 
population this year.  A total of 750 blocks need to be made available in Boddington now.  That puts pressure on 
planning, power, water and roads.  The product of the mines - the gold and copper - needs to be taken from the 
mines to the ports.  The facilities are not in place.  I received a call yesterday from the chief executive officer of 
the shire - a number of days before that I had a call from a councillor in Boddington - that the promised 
$9 million to help with the internal problems in the local government had not arrived.  I presume it will arrive 
tomorrow.  I told them to wait because the budget will be handed down on Thursday and, hopefully, the 
Treasurer is waiting for the opportunity to tell the world what he is going to do for Boddington.  If that is the 
case, that is fine.  That does not take away from the fact that the growing pains for Boddington will be greater 
than the $9 million.  Just think about the roads needed to develop 750 lots.  An amount of $9 million will not go 
very far.  There is a need for that to happen.   
Country people get very agitated with many of the arguments they hear, especially about water, the cost of land 
and the cost of housing because, in reality, if the state government - in particular this state government - took the 
handbrake off the regions, a lot of people would live there.  I find it very irritating that a range of senior public 
servants and some ministers have the view that they would never live there and so, of course, no-one else would 
ever want to live there.  I do not need to tell you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams) - because you will 
know - that my electorate is on fire; it is growing at a substantial rate.  The main street in Northam is under a lot 
of pressure, whereas two years ago it was easy to find space for an office or a shop.  Many people have put office 
blocks into the main street in Northam, which is Fitzgerald Street.  They are now saying they wish they had not 
done that, because the land is needed for retail and semi-retail space; the offices in the main street are not 
needed.  That is because of the enormous growth in economic activity and the populations of Northam, York, 
Toodyay and surrounding areas. 

I took up the offer of the member for Moore and was put in jail with two prostitutes last Sunday.  Luckily, 
Moondyne Joe saved me. 

Mr G. Snook:  Who came out first - you or the prostitutes? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Moondyne Joe came out first.  He always comes out first! 

Mr G. Snook:  Hazardous, isn’t it? 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  A very hazardous thing to do.  However, the town of Toodyay was packed.  The 
Moondyne Joe festival was fantastic fun. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  I think he is still asleep! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The good thing about it was that standing in the main street of Toodyay, whichever 
way I looked, it was full of people.  It was a bit of fun and people laughed at the local pollie being thrown into 
the can. 

Mr G. Snook:  The ex-local pollie! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is true.  The member is now the local pollie.  I was deputising for the member 
for Moore on the day.  That is why I think there were prostitutes involved! 

Mr G. Snook:  When I was doing it last year there were no prostitutes. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It was a lot of fun.  However, that is not the point.  The point is that Toodyay is 
really doing well.  It was great to see the locals put on the pantomime in the main street with Moondyne Joe - 
who was played by one of the locals, a character in himself. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Are you talking about my electorate again? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have a significant problem.  Larry Graham is living there, and Norman Moore 
owns property there.  What Norman Moore does not own, the member for Cottesloe owns. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is not your problem.  Your problem is that my wife is thinking of running against you! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  In addition, Phil Pendal owns two properties in Toodyay.  That is a serious problem, 
member for Cottesloe, because there is no question she would win.  I will have to talk to her.  I will be able to 
talk to her at times when the member for Cottesloe cannot. 

However, we are getting away from the debate.  We have to think about a mechanism for the regions - which 
create a significant amount of money that pours into the coffers of Treasury - to participate in the process.  I will 
not put the member for Victoria Park into my argument, but I appreciate his paper.  He is not saying exactly that, 
but he is making points about what we should do to make the regions healthy.  He may interject if I have it 
wrong, but he says that the real way to help the Aboriginal people is to make them a significant part of the 
regions.  Forget about palliative action; do not just stick bandaids on things and think of ways of fixing them for 
a year.  We need a long-term outcome.  It was an excellent paper, and the member for Victoria Park will be 
pleased to know that a member of the Wheatbelt Development Commission asked me whether I had seen it.  The 
paper has been around, and it was good to see those quality people reading it.  We need a mechanism.  At the 
moment, the only money that goes to the electorate of the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara is what can be 
scraped out of the barrel.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We need a process under which a fund like the Alberta fund and some of the 
European funds is available for applications for funding just for the regions.  We do not need to make this any 
particular proportion of the budget, even though this motion calls for that.  If we can forget about the politics for 
a moment, the $5 billion that the federal government has just made available for education facilities means that 
universities can go and compete for the money earned by that endowment.  As country members, we need that 
opportunity.  It is difficult for a backbencher to do that, although I know the member has been in the ministry 
and would know how to do that, but it is very difficult for me to do it.  My electorate got nothing in last year’s 
budget.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G. Woodhams):  Member, I have been made aware that if you are speaking to 
the amendment, no extension may be granted.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  What a sad thing that is, Mr Acting Speaker.  

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Central Kimberley-Pilbara) [5.42 pm]:  As members will appreciate, I have a fair bit 
of sympathy with the words spoken in support of the motion and the amendment.  Members accurately describe 
a situation in Western Australia in which regional areas need the focus of government to respond to the 
challenges of the enormous boom conditions resulting from the pressures from our trading partners.  We cannot 
have a trading partner like China, with annual growth rates in the region of 11 per cent, without realising that 
that 11 per cent will have a magnified impact on a small population and economy such as that of Western 
Australia.  There will be enormous pressures on the state as a result of the demand for our commodities, 
especially from China, but increasingly from India and our other traditional trading partners. 
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The only area in which I would part company with members opposite who have spoken so far on this motion is 
that they have focused their attention exclusively on the state government, as though we in Western Australia are 
masters alone of our own destiny when it comes to spending.  I agree with the tone and the flavour of the 
sentiments expressed and the objective of establishing a dedicated fund for the regional areas of Western 
Australia commensurate with need.  However, we need to remind ourselves that Australia has a system of 
broken-down federalism that has seen $5 billion a year more extracted out of the people and the economy of 
Western Australia than is spent here by the national government.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  Do you remember the arguments of Hon Larry Graham, who used make the same points about 
the Pilbara?  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Yes, and I am happy to make the same points, but all I can say is that I have seen this 
situation apply across the federation, through the various spheres of government.  Let me be a bit more refined 
and sophisticated about this discussion than my predecessor and contributors to the debate so far, and realise that 
we have three spheres of government which, if they choose to collaborate and cooperate on regional need, could 
move beyond what has been described by the member for Victoria Park as palliative economics and into a new 
agenda for the regions under which a significant level of funding is returned to the regions of Western Australia 
to enable them to respond to the needs. 

I went to Esperance recently in the company of my colleagues, and heard the disparaging remarks in that 
community about the communities that I come from and represent.  They make comments such as that they 
would hate to see their town become something like Port Hedland.  I went back then and looked at Port Hedland 
through the eyes of Esperance people; I cast my Polaroid sunglasses across the landscape of Port Hedland from 
the perspective of an Esperance person.  I looked at the iron ore dust billowing all over town, which increasingly 
has the characteristics of an African refugee village.  There are dongas all over the place, and everywhere I look 
people are living in slums and humpies.  These are the fly in, fly out workers of the south coming into a town 
that has no accommodation.  It is impossible to get a bed.  I rang a hotel in another Pilbara town the other day 
and they told me to try again after Christmas, when they might have a spare bed.  This region is collapsing under 
the pressures of the boom conditions.  It is dying the death of a thousand cuts.   

Mr T.K. Waldron:  Which region is that? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I am talking about the Pilbara region in particular, which is suffering the problems of the 
extraction of resource benefits by the national government and the rest of the Western Australian community at 
disproportionate levels for the amenity of eastern states capitals and the capital of this state.  The conditions 
delivered back into the region are nothing short of abominable.  A developer came in the other day from Sydney.  
She wanted to develop a hotel in the town.  She booked into a donga at the back of one of the hotels and 
experienced the extraordinarily abject conditions for which she was charged through the nose, and realised that 
she could make a quid by getting a reasonable development established in Port Hedland.  Then, to find a block of 
land with deep sewerage that could be released for development proved impossible.  The resources of 
government have been distracted for an extended period to improving the amenity of the capital city.  Effectively 
the national government and the state government are killing off the goose that is laying the golden eggs for the 
rest of the Australian community.   

I have a lot of sympathy with those people.  If the Nationals were serious about this motion, they would have 
included words in the motion calling upon the national government to put the equivalent of 25 per cent of mining 
royalties into a fund that would be used for the benefit of the regional communities of this state.  Instead of that, 
we receive the residual funds left to the state of Western Australia after the Howard government, and Costello 
and his cronies, have extracted vast quantities of wealth from our economy for the political benefit of a cunning, 
shrewd and clever Prime Minister, who can then buy off the rest of the Australian community with largesse at 
the cost of the Western Australian community, specifically the regions.  Regrettably, the National Party in this 
chamber is not able to rise above the politics of this issue.   

The National Party is not prepared to take a more even-handed approach and lay into its colleagues in the federal 
government. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  We have done that, as you would know if you had been watching. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  That is not what the National Party has done in this motion.   

Mr T.K. Waldron:  Check the website! 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I have checked the website.  I have simultaneously checked the National Party’s 
submission to the Western Australian Electoral Commission.  What does the National Party want to do there?  
We have seen crocodile tears from the National Party about the need to have regional players.  Do members 
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know what the National Party wants to do?  The National Party wants to attack the Liberals and the member for 
Roe, by a sleight of hand, by moving the member for Roe’s seat into the Mining and Pastoral Region.  That is 
what the National Party wants to do to the people of Esperance and Ravensthorpe.  The National Party wants to 
steal a Liberal seat.  The National Party does not want to respond to the needs of regional players.  It wants to 
shove that seat into the vast Mining and Pastoral Region.  It wants to shove that seat into an area in which there 
is a majority of Labor voters.  It wants to write off that community of Labor voters, in the vain hope that that will 
rob the Liberals of a seat.  The crocodile tears of the National Party are on the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission website for all to see.  The National Party view is that, somehow or other, regional Labor voters 
deserve to have their vote diluted into a vast seat that will extend from Kalumburu to Esperance.  The National 
Party wants to get rid of the member for Roe so that it can deliver to itself a National Party seat in the upper 
house within the Mining and Pastoral Region.  What a naked grab for power!  What an insincere bunch of 
people!  The National Party is prepared to play politics with the electoral boundaries of this state.  The National 
Party does not want to recognise that redistributions are not about political parties; redistributions are about 
serving the needs of the community of Western Australia.  The National Party should not come into this chamber 
today, bleating and attacking the state government for the many failings that state governments consistently 
display to regional areas -  

Mr T.K. Waldron:  What about what you did in the Sunday Times?   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I have never joined in the hypocrisy of members opposite, who will simply lay into one 
side of politics when it comes to this question.  At least I am even-handed in my spray of those in government, 
because I recognise that part of the problem -  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  But you will be voting against this motion! 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I will vote for this motion, if the Leader of the National Party will amend it so that it 
will simultaneously extract from the national government the funds -  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Why don’t you amend it? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  It is the Leader of the National Party’s motion!  If the Leader of the National Party 
brings a deficient motion into this house, it should be defeated, particularly when it is cast against a backdrop of 
hypocrisy, and particularly when the National Party is trying to surreptitiously attack the member for Roe by 
shoving off his seat, thereby gifting to the Labor Party the seat that would be created out of the redistribution 
processes of the Electoral Commission.  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Look at the submission from the Shire of Esperance! 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Is the Leader of the National Party telling me that the people of Esperance have begged 
him to put them in the same upper house electorate as the people of Kalumburu and Wyndham?  I have heard a 
few things from the people of Esperance, but I have not heard fairytales like that!   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  That is in the Shire of Esperance submission to the Electoral Commission! 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The Shire of Esperance is one section of the Esperance community.  It does not reflect 
the overwhelming viewpoint of the people of Esperance and Ravensthorpe.  Is the Leader of the National Party 
telling me that Rusty Lee from Ravensthorpe wants the electorate of Ravensthorpe to be joined with the people 
of Kalumburu and Wyndham? 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Yes.   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Rusty does, does he? 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  We also met with Brenda Tilbrook, and she said exactly the same thing!  She believes that area 
should be linked to the goldfields rather than the agricultural area. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I disagree with those two shire councils.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Did you meet with them? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I have met with Rusty, and with Ian Mickel.  They did not tell me that they are begging 
to be put into a good Labor-held area so that they will lose their good local member of Parliament, the member 
for Roe!  I think they would feel very comfortable about being represented by a Liberal Party member.  I think 
they would really fear the proposition that has been bandied around by the National Party.  Fortunately, the 
electoral commissioners - the Chief Justice, the Chief Statistician and the Chief Electoral Commissioner - will 
see through the shallow, narrow political processes that are being embarked upon by the National Party when it 
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comes to the National Party’s call for the shires of Ravensthorpe and Esperance to be shoved in with Kalumburu 
and Wyndham! 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  They asked for it!   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Asked for it?  Well, I think those shires that have asked for it are wrong. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  It is in the four-page submission from the Esperance Shire Council!   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  It would do them a disservice to be included in that way.   

The National Party states in another part of its submission that it wants to dilute the voting strength of the 
Kimberley region.  The National Party does not want the Kimberley region to have two parliamentarians 
represent it in this place.  It wants the Kimberley’s representation in this place to be reduced to one member for 
the whole region.  The Kimberley region has a double voice in this place.  It has the voice of the member for 
Kimberley, and it has the voice of the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara.  The National Party wants to strip 
away from the Kimberley region - the most remote region of the state - the opportunity to have some clout and 
voice in the Parliament, and to advocate for the strategies and budget delivery that that region deserves and is 
entitled to.  Why should the people of the Kimberley be stripped of the loud voice that they are given in this 
Parliament in the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara and the member for Kimberley?  

If the National Party were serious, it would deliver a motion that recognises that the national government - the 
Howard government - that cunning, clever and shrewd government, that is led by a cunning, clever and shrewd 
Prime Minister, who is constantly taking from Western Australia -  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  That cunning, clever and shrewd -  

Ms S.E. Walker:  How many times has he won an election? 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  If the Prime Minister wins elections because he is cunning, clever and shrewd, he will 
eventually be caught out.  Eventually, the Australian community will call to account a Prime Minister who has 
cunningly, cleverly and shrewdly won a number of elections, and done us all in the eye.  He has certainly done 
the Western Australian community, and particularly the Western Australian regional communities, in the eye.  
That is my complaint.  I am delighted that the federal Leader of the Opposition, Kevin Rudd, has been persuaded 
to deliver back to Western Australia significant funds from the oil and gas revenue streams that go to the national 
government.  As a regional representative, I am looking to a federal government under Kevin Rudd to refine that 
commitment to ensure that those moneys are returned to Western Australia.  I am looking to a federal 
government under Kevin Rudd to ensure that a significant percentage of those moneys is quarantined and 
delivered back to the area to which it should go - that is, the north west - to improve the amenity of the north of 
this state so that it can, once again, become an attractive place in which to work and live, and so that people can 
build communities of which we can all be proud, and to which teachers, doctors and nurses will be happy to 
come.  I am looking to a federal government under Kevin Rudd to secure for regional areas a fund that is 
underpinned by the national government.  That is the difference.  The National Party wants to pretend that these 
solutions can be secured by the small economy of Western Australia alone, unaided and unassisted by the 
national government; in fact, totally ripped off by the federal government.  The National Party is willing to turn a 
blind eye to the excesses of the national government, which is pulling away funds from Western Australia, and at 
the same time building for itself railway lines and other monuments on the east coast, and which is totally 
distracted from recognising that our challenge in this state is to -  
Several members interjected. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  If the national government were to return to Western Australia the $5 billion that it 
pinches from us annually, we would be in the game with a fighting chance.  We could then deliver back moneys 
to the regional areas of Western Australia.  The Pilbara fund could then be quadrupled, and the regional 
infrastructure fund could be multiplied by 10, to respond to the needs of regional areas.   
The Nationals are used to the days in which regional funds were utilised for paving the streets in the wheatbelt 
areas with gold and the like.  Now we have a government that wants to be more even-handed and allow other 
regional communities to get in on the act of accessing the funds that flow to other needy communities.  That is 
what happens with the regional investment fund and the Pilbara fund.  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Do you think 25 per cent of the royalties would be too much for regional WA?   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  No, I think it would be a good percentage.  The way to get it is to ask the national 
government to return the five billion bucks that it pinched, and then we can talk turkey.  If the Leader of the 
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National Party had some decency, he would have put that into the motion.  Had he done so, someone like me 
would have been attracted to it.  Indeed, I would have enthusiastically advocated it to my colleagues.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  Have you ever done an assessment of how much comes out of the Pilbara in state taxes and 
how much goes back, in the same way that you are comparing Western Australia versus the commonwealth?   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The arguments that have been put many times in this house are correct.  People in Perth 
are absolutely hooked on the revenue streams that come out of the north west of the state, and they want to 
improve the amenity of the capital.  The greed of the capital never ceases to amaze me.  It is time for the 
redistribution of some of that wealth.  That can be made possible only when the national government helps the 
state government.  Unless it hands back some of that cash, that will be virtually impossible.   

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [6.04 pm]:  A couple of strong points of hypocrisy stand out loud and clear in 
the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara’s argument.  He referred to visiting Esperance, and then putting on a 
pair of sunglasses to look at the Pilbara area through the eyes of those in Esperance.  He also referred to Port 
Hedland.  I put it to the house that he was wearing rose-coloured glasses when he considered those issues.  The 
member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara’s electorate shares the same issues faced by other regional areas.  A 
couple of points made by the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara were hypocritical.  First, he talked about 
Kevin Rudd’s policy to establish a fund that will return 20 or 25 per cent of royalties to Western Australia.  The 
member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara is concerned that the federal government is not putting enough money 
back into Western Australia.  However, he is not prepared to support a position - which the National Party put on 
the table from a state perspective well before Kevin Rudd made his announcement - to return to the Western 
Australian regions 25 per cent of royalties from the mining and petroleum industries in Western Australia.  We 
in the regions view Perth in the same way that Western Australia views Canberra.  We are isolated and a long 
way from Canberra.  When I was in New Zealand a couple of years ago on a parliamentary trip, a New 
Zealander told me that New Zealand feels distant from Australia.  I told him that even though I was in Western 
Australia I, too, felt distant from Australia.  The National Party has taken up this issue with its federal 
colleagues.  We want to consider how Western Australia can achieve its fair share of the nation’s wealth.  The 
member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara is a hypocrite, because although he is prepared to support the policy that 
Kevin Rudd put on the table for a royalty return to Western Australia, he is not prepared to support what the 
Nationals have put on the table in an attempt to achieve a royalty return for the regions.   

The member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara’s argument about electoral reform was another strong point of 
hypocrisy.  When we debated electoral reform some two years ago, the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara 
was the very member who supported the one vote, one value principle and the quarantining of the mining and 
pastoral areas for a raft of reasons, a gerrymander not one of them.  The National Party put forward a proposal 
that Esperance and Ravensthorpe be included in the Mining and Pastoral Region, and that was supported by the 
two shires in the area.  The member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara viewed that as diluting his political 
representation of the people who live in that area.  

Mr T.G. Stephens:  What else is it? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  It is.  However, the member supported the concept that introduced one vote, one value 
into Esperance and Ravensthorpe and into areas throughout the south west that I represent and into areas that you 
represent, Mr Acting Speaker (Dr S.C. Thomas).  The people in those areas are also concerned about their level 
of political representation.  Those two points sit at the height of hypocrisy indeed.   
I will bring a local feel to the motion that is before the house.  The projects that we want funded are imbedded in 
the motion.  We want to regain some balance for the regions.  I accept that the federal government has some 
responsibility for restoring that balance.  Equally, however, that responsibility sits fairly and squarely with the 
state government.   
It is necessary that we consider nation-building projects.  Often we take an economic rationalist approach to 
determine whether something will stand up.  We apply an economic stick to things.  However, there comes a 
time when we must take on board projects that are investments for the future.  We must invest in the state or in 
the areas that generate income.  If we do not do that, when the good times are over those areas will be dead and 
gone, and we will have bitten the hand that has fed us.  A number of water projects have been mentioned in this 
house.  The rolling out of the south west interconnected system occurred in the 1950s and 1960s.  I am sure that 
had an economic stick been applied to those major projects, they would not have stacked up.  They were nation-
building projects that would lead to growth and development.  Those projects were investments in the areas that 
would feed us into the future.  
One project in my area that must be on the books - this issue has been raised in this house before - is the 
extension of the natural gas pipeline from Bunbury to Albany.  The other major regions in Western Australia 
have the opportunity to access natural gas.  The one hole left in that network is the great southern.  This issue has 
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been put to the government a number of times by the National Party.  The Liberal Party took this position and 
supported the extension of the project when it went to the last election.  If an economic stick were applied to that 
project, it would not stack up - that is the economic rationalist approach - and, therefore, it would not be carried 
out.  We are looking at projects that provide investment in regional centres.  There is no doubt that one day the 
economics will stack up.  We must look at those types of projects that support an area that is presently booming.  
Similar to the areas in the Pilbara referred to by the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara, there are towns and 
communities in the Central Great Southern that are absolutely booming.  We must invest in projects that support 
their continued growth.  The natural gas pipeline is one such project.  At the very least, funds should be allocated 
to build the easement for the pipeline.  That would be a significant step forward for the government.  It is my 
understanding that the easement takes the most time to build and that constructing the pipeline is not as 
significant.  The $5 million, $6 million or $7 million that is required to develop the easement would be an 
investment for the future.  

A few members have mentioned regional development.  That is the tenor of the motion moved by the Nationals.  
The motion is about getting funds to support regional growth.  The opportunities that shires and local 
governments have for self-involvement in that growth are very limited.  They must approach the government 
with cap in hand and ask for money to do a project.  The government picks the projects that suit it.  The regional 
investment fund comprises $20 million a year over four years, or $80 million in total.  I think that amount has 
been extended for another four years.  Twenty million dollars for regional WA is a spit in the desert.  The 
regional infrastructure fund component of that for 2007-08 is $3 million.  That is the fund that shires and 
regional development commissions can access for regional infrastructure.  That money would not cover even 
half a region.  We must look at putting substantial funds into those areas to achieve localised access to future 
fund-type arrangements - that is why we have suggested a 25 per cent revenue return - so that regions can get 
their teeth into reasonable projects to develop and open up land to support the substantial demand.   

It is interesting that late last year we had a briefing from LandCorp officers on the lack of available land for 
release in regional areas during which we highlighted the issues that that is creating.  Members know about that 
because they read about it in the paper every other day.  It is my understanding that LandCorp has a community 
service obligation arrangement of $4 million.  I guess it applies mainly to regional areas because that is where 
the projects that do not necessarily stack up on an economic basis take place.  When LandCorp looks at a land 
release - I am open to somebody saying that I am wrong about this - if it does not stand up on an economic basis 
it has an opportunity to get a CSO to support the project to make it viable.  I am talking about $4 million.  It is 
like the regional infrastructure fund, which is $3 million for the 2007-08 financial year.  The amount of 
$4 million is nothing.  Perhaps there might be some other source of funding to support those projects, such as the 
profits from the projects that have been significantly profitable for LandCorp.  That is one of the main reasons 
that regional inland centres are not getting support for the growth changes that are taking place.  Those 
communities have the will and the people.  In a lot of cases they have the machinery that can do the work that is 
necessary to release land.  All that is missing is the funding support to break the impasse affecting the viability of 
those projects.   

We need to think about nation building.  If we do not shift the culture of how we think on this and if we keep on 
putting the economic rationalist stick over regional areas, particularly inland regions of Western Australia, we 
will end up simply supporting development and growth where the people already exist.  We want people to be 
moving the other way.  There is the desire and opportunity to do that but we do not have the dollars to support 
those projects to get under way.  I reiterate that we need to think a little differently about our approach to this.  I 
ask the government to consider moving from a more economic rationalist approach to an approach whereby it 
supports a futures fund through which we are able to kick off projects that support growth and development in 
the regions that are feeding us - feeding us not only in the literal sense, but also in terms of state revenue.   

Another problem area in my electorate that stands out is basic services.  There is a failing in the way in which 
our corporations work.  In my electorate in the past six months, there have been a couple of substantial examples 
of a shortage of both water and electricity.  Looking at water in the first instance, for a big proportion of this year 
the people of Walpole had to cart water to that community.  That town is a 50-inch rainfall isohyet area and is in 
one of the wettest areas in the state, but it had to cart water to support the town water supply.  That should not be 
happening.  We cannot keep putting a bandaid over this sort of basic infrastructure issue.  We need to look 
beyond that.  We need to make investments for the future with the understanding that in the short term they may 
not stand up from an economic perspective.  I have little doubt that we need to be really cautious in the way we 
approach funding these sorts of projects.  At some stage, there will come a point at which we need to make the 
investment because it is supporting future growth and development in those areas.   

I now refer to power.  Over the Easter break, the Denmark and Walpole communities suffered substantial power 
outages largely due to equipment breakdowns.  Western Power has responded to that and is conducting checks of 
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the lines.  However, it happened at one of the few times in a year when the businesses in those two communities 
have substantial transactions.  They like those times because it covers them for the times when they do not have 
people visiting those towns.  Some of those businesses were hit to the tune of thousands of dollars.  Western 
Power has accepted liability for that and businesses have been given the opportunity to lay claims against 
Western Power for loss of business.  A number of people are taking up that opportunity.  That is a very acute 
example of the breakdown of a service.   
On top of that, that community and a number of other communities in the electorate that I represent are reaching 
the limit of their power capacity.  In the case of Denmark and Walpole, the substation is based at Albany.  When 
a town is over 30 or 40 kilometres from the substation, the distribution policy is that the first person who triggers 
the need to upgrade the capacity of that line is the person who is required to pay for the upgrade.  The response 
from the Office of Energy, the economic regulator, and Western Power has been to modify that policy to spread 
the load so that the first person who triggers that upgrade does not pay the total cost; instead, the cost is spread 
over a number of developments.  It means that very soon, cabinet will be supporting a policy that will put a cost 
per lot on each new development that gets connected to Western Power.  I do not know what that figure will be.  
It has been bandied around that it might be $5 000 per lot.   
It brings me back to the point that we are debating.  We have the user-pays approach in this case, because the 
government’s current policy supports the need for corporations to behave like businesses.  The tragedy of that is 
that we wait for things to break down before we stick a bandaid over them.  It is the wrong approach, particularly 
for the fast growing areas of this state.  We need to look at making nation building decisions by investing in 
infrastructure that will last and lead us into the future so that we can support those communities in which the 
growth and development is occurring.  That is what happened in the 1950s and 1960s and it probably also 
happened in the 1970s.  At that time, we encouraged the rollout of services and support to regional areas that are 
now this state’s lifeblood.  Now we are changing our position by putting a rope around the neck of regional 
Western Australia and constraining it to the point that we are encouraging people not to move to the regions and 
encouraging other people to move back to the city.  We are supporting a city-centric approach.  Again, we are 
supporting the view that everyone lives in this one centre.  It might be easy to service people in that one centre, 
but if we are not careful we will be cutting off the lifeblood of Western Australia. 

Mr T.G. Stephens:  What is the logic that says the people of, say, Denmark should be connected to the centre of 
the wealthy regions of the north west?  What is the logic to justify extracting funds from that region’s funds into 
your region?   
Mr B.J. Grylls:  It is not just the north; there are also royalties from the south west. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Yes, there are also royalties from there.  The political process in Western Australia - and 
the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara acknowledged it in his address - acknowledges that the regional areas 
supply a lot of wealth to our state.  That is where big business is centred, and it provides a royalties stream into 
Perth.   
Mr T.G. Stephens:  Has Denmark an oil or gas field or an iron ore mine?   
Mr D.T. REDMAN:  It is interesting to doorknock in Denmark and Walpole, because that is when one realises 
that a number of people work on a fly in, fly out basis in the mining areas.  They choose to live in a very pretty 
part of the state, but actually work in the Pilbara.  They probably work in the member for Central Kimberley-
Pilbara’s electorate.  A substantial number of people are making that choice.   
Royalties from the south west amount to $130 million, and that goes into the state’s coffers.  I highlight the fact 
that the regions provide a big part of the state’s wealth.  We have in Perth a very close, tight-knit, highly 
populated area, and because of our electoral system a large number of politicians who are making decisions on 
where the money will be spent.  I do not have a problem with the Perth to Mandurah railway.  However, if we 
take an economic rationalist approach to that project, it does not stand up.  If the economic stick were put over it, 
we would not be involved in that project because it would not pay.  A heap of projects in regional Western 
Australia also do not pay.  However, it is still smart to invest in those areas and it is still smart to invest in 
infrastructure in the city, as the minister is doing, because it is smart thinking for the future.  The same thing 
should apply to regional Western Australia.  We are looking for some of the balance to come back to the regions 
because currently they are constrained. 
I will attend a breakfast on Saturday morning at which Minister Chance will present the outcome of the budget 
that the Treasurer will bring down tomorrow, as it applies to Stirling and Albany.  I remember receiving a piece 
of paper on which a handful of items were listed that had thousands of dollars next to them.  I do not think I have 
seen one that has had a million dollars next to it for a long time.  The Premier has walked back into the chamber.  
He supported the One Community - One College project in Mt Barker.  The government is spending - it is 
starting now - $7 million.  The undertaking at the time was to get all students from the primary school up to the 
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high school; that is, on to one site.  In tomorrow’s budget, I would like to see support for stage 2 to get the rest of 
the primary school kids up to the high school. 
Clearly, there are a number of issues in my electorate.  The people I represent are concerned about getting their 
fair share of the state’s wealth.  They do not believe they are getting it.  We are putting on the table an 
opportunity to bring some balance back to the regions.  It is exactly the same principle that Kevin Rudd is 
putting up, from a national perspective, for Western Australia, yet members opposite find it very difficult to 
accept the same principle.  Here it is; here is their chance to support it.  They can stand and put their weight 
behind the amendment the Nationals have put forward. 

MRS C.A. MARTIN (Kimberley) [6.20 pm]:  I have read the amendment.  I think it is pretty good.  However, I 
think the Nationals missed the point.  We want double that.  Why should we not get all the royalties back? 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  The member can waffle on later.  This is my time.  The reality, for me, is really simple.  
The federal government takes not only the goods and services tax, but also the royalties, and does not give them 
back.  Twenty-five per cent is a drop in the ocean in comparison with what should come back. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  It does not.  Members opposite should look at the services that have gone.  Where did the 
dental service go?  What about aged care?  The federal government has never done it properly.  What about 
Highway 1?  What am I doing here?  Highway 1 is cut off for 12 weeks of the year.  It is not our responsibility; 
the federal government should fix it.  What about Telstra?  Why do we not have mobile phone coverage just on 
Highway 1?  Where do the responsibilities lie?  We know where they lie, but members on this side end up fixing 
the messes, do we not?  Twenty-five per cent - no.  How about a bit more?  Members opposite should have some 
vision; let us face it.  Did somebody not touch on one vote, one value, and a quarantine and what have you?  Yes, 
who benefited?  Three from that little group opposite me benefited.  Where is the second office?  Where are the 
other resources?  I wonder.  I have not seen them.  That is what one vote, one value means to a lot of us.  It is 
about getting proper resources to look after our electorates, which means having a second electorate office.  If a 
member is entitled to it, why is it not there?  If it is not there, what is that member’s responsibility to his or her 
electorate?  It really makes me wonder. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.  

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Do members opposite know what?  One vote, one value is about equity.  If the guys 
opposite cannot represent their electorates, what is their problem?  The unfortunate part about this is that they 
have not gone far enough to actually represent their electorates.  They should try going to my electorate.  It is a 
three-day drive, not a six-hour little amble down the road.  It is a three-day drive.  Why?  

Mr G. Woodhams:  I would gladly swap with you. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Yes, I bet.  Does the member know what?  The reality is that the member had his little 
say.  It is now my turn; okay?  He should just calm down.  Members opposite can all have their little say. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  My goodness!  Hang on.  Which office?  Is the Leader of the National Party talking about 
the one in Broome?  Yes, that is right; I did benefit.  There is the one in Kununurra.  No, Carol did not benefit; 
the member for Kimberley did not benefit.  The Kimberley benefited - two offices, better resources and 
representation for the electorate.  How many of the members opposite had the same opportunity and did not 
follow it up?  I wonder about that. 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Sorry, guys.  They really should have looked at the Government Gazette.  Some of us did.  
The reality for us is really simple.  Twenty-five per cent is not enough. 

Mr T.K. Waldron interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Some members opposite do.  Some of them are entitled to it. 

Mr T.K. Waldron interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  The member should check it out.  I am not his secretary.  He has an electorate officer. 

Mr T.K. Waldron interjected. 
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Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Yes, I know.  I got a second electorate office because I read the Government Gazette, and 
I followed through and made sure that my community, my electorate, actually benefited.  It is as simple as that. 

I have heard a couple of nice little things too about fly in, fly out arrangements and about everybody else who 
benefits.  It must be remembered that when people work up in that area, they work bloody hard, and then they 
return to where they live.  Some work two weeks on and two weeks off; others work differently.  I really do not 
have a problem with fly in, fly out anymore.  However, more and more companies are ensuring that their 
workforce lives locally.  An example of that is Argyle.  Seventy per cent of its workforce is local.  It no longer 
employs fly in, fly out workers.  That company’s royalties have changed as a result.  The company has actually 
been rewarded. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  The member opposite can have his say later.  This is my time.  I have 16 minutes, and I 
would like to use them.  I hear the member all the time. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I was trying to help you. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Look, they have a newsletter regularly.  Go and read it.  The most important thing about 
all this is - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Nasty. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Of course I am nasty. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  No, the Nationals have not gone far enough.  They say they represent the regions.  I am 
trying to explain the tyranny of distance. 

Mr G. Woodhams:  Amend it. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  No, I have no intention of doing that.  That is the member for Greenough’s story. 

Mr G. Woodhams:  Come on; use your courage. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  I have 16 minutes, and I will say what I want to say.  The member can do what he wants 
later.  As far as I am concerned, I will come at fly in, fly out as long as we benefit.  However, I am also saying 
that we have to go further than that.  What about Highway 1?  I am just asking why we cannot have a road that 
connects the whole nation?  Highway 1 is a federal responsibility, and it is not okay in my area.  The Victoria 
River goes over that highway.  No, it is not good enough.  We have been up there for over a hundred years.  We 
still do not have a road that connects the nation.  When we look at what the federal government does, there is a 
bridge here and a bridge there, and that is great.  It has built a river bridge - thank you, thank you - a hundred 
years later.  We cannot have stopgap measures.  We must have a federal government that actually cares.  
Twenty-five per cent of the royalties is not enough.  We want all the GST to come back.  We want the federal 
government to sort out Highway 1.  We want Telstra to finish the job before it is sold.  Telstra is a real problem.  
Members opposite should try living up there where there is no mobile phone coverage.  It is a real issue.  As far 
as I am concerned, 25 per cent is not enough. 

Mr G. Woodhams interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Here we go!  It is a five-hour drive to Greenough, is it not? 

Mr G. Woodhams:  Exactly. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  The tyranny of distance, guys.  Members opposite should try doing something like the 
member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara does. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What - Shenton Park? 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  No, not Shenton Park.  The member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara does a good job in his 
electorate, the same as we all do.  The only difference is that some members can walk around their electorates in 
a day.  Some of us do not have that opportunity. 

Mr G. Snook:  That’s one vote, one value for you. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  Hey, mate, as I said, I have this big electorate, and I have two offices.  Some people had 
the opportunity to get two electorate offices to service their community.  I have taken the option to do the right 
thing; okay?  It is really important to make sure that places such as Kununurra, which is 3 000 kilometres from 
where we sit, have something that enables them to get their messages through to this place.  As their 
representative, I have made sure that they have the facility to do that.  It is really important.  However, how 
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about the fact that when people drive from Kununurra to Perth, they cannot always get there in a straight run?  
We need a few more bridges, because Highway 1 does not actually connect us.  It is more than that, though.  It is 
also the issue of national security.  If we had a problem up there, because we are so isolated, who would know?  
There is no way to get there at times, because the roads are not always useable.  It is all of those issues.  The 
federal government is chucking lollies at us at the moment.  Lollies are not good enough.  We need sustenance 
and we need sustainable planning. 

I think members need to be reminded about the Australian Constitution.  It sets out really clearly what the federal 
government’s responsibility is to the states and to their citizens.  I must say that I am very disappointed, as a 
citizen, because the federal government does not follow through.  That is a real issue.  I will go back to 
Highway 1.  As far as the royalties are concerned, the whole lot should be given back to this state.  We have 
been propping up everybody else for years.  I know that everybody in the smaller towns in the south of the state 
has to survive.  However, if the resources are not put back into their point of origin, there are real problems.  
How can industries be sustained without proper resources and without proper funding to ensure that we have 
proper regional development?  I hear about sustainability all the time.  The only time I have ever seen it is as a 
result of this government’s actions, because when we do something it is for the long term, not the short term. 

That is my little bit, for what it is worth. 

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [6.30 pm]:  I am a bit confused about whether the member for Kimberley is 
supporting or opposing the motion because I understood her to say the figure should be more than 25 per cent. 

I support the motion.  It is interesting when the blame game is played in this place as to whose fault it is that 
things are crook in the bush and that we are lacking facilities and amenities of an acceptable standard so that 
people can have a decent lifestyle and the services that people in the city take for granted.  Members opposite say 
that it is the federal government’s fault.  I do not deny for one minute that the federal government could be more 
generous.  A range of federal governments over the decades could have been far more generous to Western 
Australia than they have been.  Because of its geographical position, Western Australia has always been treated 
very poorly in terms of a fair distribution of the wealth it generates as a proportion of gross domestic product.  It 
has always been the case that roughly 30 per cent of the nation’s GDP comes from this state.  Over the decades 
we have received roughly nine per cent back.  That is why governments of all persuasion in Western Australia 
find it difficult to meet their responsibilities.   

It is a bit of an irony when the current state government lays the majority of the blame on the federal 
government.  I have acknowledged that there is room for a vast improvement in the delivery of moneys for 
services and infrastructure in Western Australia.  Let us look at the situation domestically.  The member for 
Central Kimberley-Pilbara fights vociferously for his electorate, which produces probably the vast proportion of 
export dollar revenue that this state receives as a result of mineral exports from that neck of the woods.  
However, when we consider what Western Australia receives by way of royalties, taxes and income and attribute 
that in a fair and equitable way across the state, it is a little like the kettle calling the pot black.  Rural Western 
Australia suffers the same fate from the state government that Western Australia as a whole suffers at the hands 
of the federal government.  Members have to acknowledge that.  Members on this side will concede that there is 
an inequity in what this state receives from the federal government.  My colleagues who spoke this afternoon 
clearly stated that to members opposite, who only on odd occasions leave the comfort of the city and get out to 
the bush, which is earning the real revenue for this state.  Members opposite all know that if Western Australia 
were reliant on a consumer-driven economy, it would begin to look like some other states with worse economies.  
Look at New South Wales: it is pretty well going broke.  The only two states doing really well are the export-
driven states.  Government members should be very careful, if the consistency of their argument is to be 
respected, when they criticise the federal government, carte blanche, and fail to look at what they are doing as a 
government to people in rural areas.  

Look at the infrastructure.  Ministers stand here day after day and extol the virtues of this government’s spending 
in regional areas.  Where is the spending in regional areas?  It is concentrated in two or three major regional 
centres, such as Geraldton, Albany and Bunbury.  Look at the bucks that are spent in the bush; for example, in 
the member for Central-Kimberley Pilbara’s electorate in the sticks, away from regional centres.  Members 
should look south, outside the government Whip’s seat of Geraldton, and see how many bucks are spent there.  
How many dollars are spent on improving water supplies in and around those districts?  How many dollars are 
spent out there on improving sewerage facilities?  How many dollars are spent on upgrading our roads?  How 
many dollars are spent on upgrading rail systems?   

Reference was made in the house earlier today to the dilapidated condition of many of our wheatbelt rail 
networks.  Probably the report will say we do not need to replace all of the thousands of kilometres of rail lines.  
I hear very clearly from the minister that members on this side of the house caused that dilapidated condition.  I 
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am not here to argue or disagree with that.  I was not a member of this place then; I was not part of that 
government.  We are faced with fixing the problem in the future.  I cannot sit here and allow this government to 
get away with the idea that a user-pays system will fix it.  That will mean that the wheat growers and people in 
the bush will be levied and taxed to bring back in a retrofitted way most of the rail that is needed.  That is not on. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  If the state government still owned the rail lines, do you think it would be coming up with 
$400 million to upgrade it? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  No way.  The Leader of the Nationals is dead right.  It would not make any difference at all. 
The fact remains I approached the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and said that we should fund that 
instead of totally freeing the Mandurah rail line of debt.  I personally support that line although it will always run 
at a loss; that is accepted.  We must have public transport.  There is no question it is needed.  I have no problem 
with that.  Why not split some of the surplus and partially reduce the debt on the Mandurah railway and put 
$300 million or $400 million into rural roads or the rural rail network? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Do you know what we did with the surplus the year before? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I guess the minister will tell me that he spent it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It went into paying off the debt of the rural railway. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The whole surplus? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  About $500 million of it. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Not the whole $2 billion, though. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It was paying off the debt that was still on the rural railway that you had sold off.  It was a 
disaster. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  The point is, minister, that we need a balance between providing the social need for public 
transport, such as the Perth-Mandurah railway line, and investing in export-income-earning areas, which are in 
the bush.  They bring in the vital dollars.  If we fail to do that, we will not generate enough capacity to meet our 
ongoing needs after this boom finishes.  It is pretty clear to me that we need to make a good business decision 
and invest in our future.  It can be done in one or two ways: we can have a future fund or we can invest wisely in 
those areas that generate export dollars and give us the opportunity to do better business in the future.  A 
consumer-driven economy is fine until it runs out of foreign exchange value.  Then we are done for.  Anybody 
who thinks we do not need agriculture with its $4 billion or $5 billion farm-gate value, or that we can get by after 
the mineral boom without some form of export industry, has rocks in his head.  It is incumbent on us to invest in 
those areas that will generate export dollars.  Guess where they are: they are in the rural and regional areas of 
Western Australia.  Guess where we do not have representation.  Representation in those areas will be further 
diminished after the next election.  We will sit here and those representatives will bash their heads against the 
popular vote.  That is why we will always be up against it.  Strategic planning to look at where this state is going 
is basically lacking. 
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [6.39 pm]:  I have been listening with interest to this debate.  It has been held, 
in one form or another, many times in this chamber.  It strikes me that one of the problems is that the word 
“infrastructure” is thrown around in all sorts of ways.  I happen to think that toilet blocks for schools are 
important, but I do not at all regard them as infrastructure.  We are including the broad capital works programs 
of governments and calling it infrastructure.  This government carries on with whatever the number might be; it 
always sounds impressive - $18 billion or $19 billion of infrastructure.  In reality, it is being spent on toilet 
blocks, classrooms, the extension of suburban electricity systems, and pipelines to deliver water to households.  
That is not big thinking.  That is providing the ongoing public utility services that should be provided.  On the 
subject of public utility services, this state is in trouble.  It has fallen behind; there has been some neglect, and it 
shows up most clearly in country areas.  Examples have been given.  Kalbarri does not have water; Boyup Brook 
suffers from a lack of deep sewerage; other towns have not expanded because they do not have zoned or 
developed land for either commercial sites or housing.  These are all basic issues that, frankly, local members of 
Parliament should resolve.  That is their job: to fix up those local issues, and good luck in doing it.  However, 
when people refer to infrastructure, to me it means something above and beyond maintaining public services.  It 
is big-picture stuff.  The history of Western Australia has been a history of success through taking advantage of 
good times when they come and building major infrastructure.  Most of us know the history without it being 
recited.  Prior to the 1890s, there were fewer than 50 000 people in Western Australia.  This state built rail lines 
to Geraldton and Albany; it developed ports in Bunbury, Albany, Geraldton, Port Hedland, in the Kimberley and 
elsewhere around the state; it built the overland telegraph line to connect Western Australia to South Australia.  
That was done with a population of 50 000 - a good day at Subiaco Oval.  That is what this state did. 
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There followed the gold boom of the 1890s, and the population went up to 200 000.  There was another round of 
great projects.  The water pipeline to Kalgoorlie is the one that most people talk about; Fremantle Harbour is 
another.  The Trans-Australian Railway was built.  Admittedly, the newly established commonwealth 
government funded that project.  The University of Western Australia was created in 1911, and went on to 
develop at the Crawley campus.  They were big-thinking projects.  Nothing much happened then until the second 
mining boom of the 1960s, and with it came the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline; the development of the North 
West Shelf gas project; broadacre expansion of farming lands; the Esperance land release project; and the 
building of the Ord River dam.  These were not public utility services.  This was thinking above the norm. 
We are now experiencing the third great resource or mining boom in this state.  It did not start under this 
government; probably, in reality, it started around 1994 or 1995.  There was a bit of a blip with the Asian crisis, 
but there has been a period of sustained mining and petroleum development taking place.  The question I put is: 
what have we got to show for it?  There have been a couple of big projects in Perth, including the Northbridge 
tunnel and the southern extension of the railway line.  They are the two standout projects.  They are big projects 
that have made a significant difference.  Before that, I would include a project that I had a bit to do with - the 
goldfields gas pipeline.  In terms of economic development, that has been probably the only major advance the 
state has made for the past 15 years; it is an advance that actually brings about economic development. 
Mrs J. Hughes:  The Geraldton port, too. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Geraldton port is an interesting example.  The government spent $200 million or 
$300 million on the Geraldton port, and it is probably still completing part of it.  It has been done over the past 
two or three years, and the government already has a problem because the port is not deep enough and minerals 
cannot be transported through it in bulk, because it is a town port.  Money has been spent, and - 
Mrs J. Hughes:  Hence we’re now planning for - 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, the expansion of the Geraldton port.  I am not critical of that; I think it was money 
that would have been more properly spent at Oakajee, but there have not been any big steps forward for the state.  
At the end of this boom period, which is probably closer than we think as new mineral production increases 
around the world, people will look back and say, “You had the easiest opportunity; what did you as a state do?”  
Two or three projects will stand out.  They will be nothing like the scale of what happened in the 1890s or the 
1960s. 
Parliament can have these sorts of debates, but I hope we also have some debates about what are the big picture 
projects or issues for Western Australia.  I have my views; the government might have its views.  However, there 
are things that need to be done in this state.  People have talked about extending the gas pipeline system.  That 
should be a lay-down misère for Western Australia.  It is the easiest thing in the world to do, and nothing has 
happened for the past seven years.  The government has built a desalination plant; sure, that is a big investment.  
However, does desalination do anything for the economic development of Western Australia?  No; not a thing.  
There is no external benefit from desalination of water.  It produces perfectly acceptable water, but can the 
government tell me what its external benefit is? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It allows the population to grow, for a start. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  A larger population?  Over 70 per cent of Western Australia’s population lives in Perth.  
Does the government realise that during this period of economic boom and so-called population growth, the 
population is actually becoming more, not less, concentrated in Perth?  There is growth in Mandurah, Busselton 
and parts of the south west, but the population of Western Australia is becoming more concentrated.  The state is 
the size of Europe in area, and 70 per cent of the population is concentrated in one city.  Surely if we were to 
think big, we would do something about it.  We are hearing city-centric views.  Do members know why I entered 
state Parliament?  The reason is that my interest was economic and regional development in Western Australia.  
That is why I entered state politics rather than federal.  It is the reason I am still here - for the moment.  That is 
what interests me.  However, we need to do more about it.  I will make my speech about the canal at some stage, 
and I know members opposite will get excited and ridicule me about it, but the greatest issue for this century, 
internationally, is potable water.  There is no doubt about it. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  Yes, it is. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member should stop interrupting; she should give other members a chance.  The 
greatest issue is potable water.  Of all states in Australia, the driest continent, WA is pretty much the driest state, 
along with South Australia.  Western Australia is the one state with the physical capacity to actually solve the 
issue.  There is probably no other jurisdiction in the world that can solve the water issue.  Western Australia can 
solve the water issue, not only for Perth, and also turn it into an economic advantage.  In the past the state’s great 
economic disadvantage was a lack of energy.  Today it is our great economic advantage.  Our great economic 
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disadvantage today is water.  However, if we are smart about it, it can be our great economic advantage within 
10 to 20 years.  That is what we need to do.  However, we will not do it while people bang on about Canberra.  
People in this state have been banging on about Canberra for 100 years.  Do they not get it?  No-one in Canberra 
is listening, and they will not listen.  This state needs - 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Order, member for Bassendean! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This state needs to do what previous generations actually did: take charge of its own 
destiny and develop Western Australia.  The commonwealth is not the problem; the problem is Western 
Australia vacating the playing field and the government not doing the job it was elected to do. 
MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [6.48 pm]:  I will make a small contribution to 
this debate.  Following on from the member for Cottesloe, all members need to understand that the 
commonwealth will not solve Western Australia’s problems.  Regional Western Australia is represented in 
Canberra by four members. 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Order, members! 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  There are 150 members of the House of Representatives in the federal Parliament, and 
regional Western Australia is represented by four of them. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, my patience is starting to wear thin with the interjections coming from 
across the room.  The member for Merredin has the call, and I suggest that members listen to him in silence. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Western Australia cannot rely on federal governments of either persuasion.  Changes are 
unlikely whether Kevin Rudd wins the next election or John Howard retains government.  However, Western 
Australia’s regions will not be looked after politically by the federal government because it makes no sense to do 
so.  Western Australia has four members out of 150 in the lower house of federal Parliament.  The senators in the 
upper house vote along party lines.  The party rooms of each major party are dominated by eastern states 
politicians.  The decisions will go that way, and that is why the major infrastructure announcements in the 
federal budget, which we criticised in public - it is online on the ABC at the moment - are focused on the eastern 
states.  There is no doubt about that.  If we bring the issue back to Western Australia, which is what we are here 
to talk about, we were elected to represent people in the Western Australian Parliament.  If members want to 
spend all their time on their feet criticising what is happening in the federal sphere, they will have a relatively 
enjoyable time in state Parliament, but they will not achieve anything.  I was elected to be a Western Australian 
member of Parliament.  I want to put forward ideas and issues to advance the situations of the people whom I 
was elected to represent, and they live in country WA.  
Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Members of my party in Canberra, the Nationals, represent Canberra.  They are clearly 
focused on the eastern states.  I argue with them all the time, and they clearly do not do a very good job of 
representing Western Australia.  I have no problems saying that, member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara.  When 
or if Kevin Rudd eventually gets elected, I am sure the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara will say the same 
thing because the outcome will not be very different.  The Labor members will still be focused on eastern states’ 
politics.  
The suggested figure is 25 per cent.  We consulted state Treasury officials who explained that, with the increase 
in royalties, our share of GST revenues through the grants commission has been reduced.  However, Treasury 
informed me that the net benefit to the state from increased royalties is between 15 and 25 per cent.  That is why 
we put the figure at 25 per cent.  We believe that a government of whatever persuasion can see that figure as a 
net benefit to Western Australia.  Members do not have to argue that we will lose money from the grants 
commission because of the increase in royalties.  We have acknowledged that.  We understand it is between 15 
and 25 per cent and that is why we suggested that figure to come from royalties.  Based on last year’s royalties, 
$1.7 billion in royalties flowed into the state government consolidated revenue - around $1.5 billion from the 
north west, about $60 million from the mid-west; $130-odd million from the south west; and the balance from 
the goldfields region.  A substantial flow of revenue pours into the state budget from royalties.  Under the 
Nationals’ policy of quarantining 25 per cent of those royalties, we are looking at an annual fund of about 
$400 million to be reinvested in regional projects.  I agree completely with the member for Cottesloe; it is not 
about building another toilet block or upgrading gutters on school buildings; it is about fundamental 
infrastructures that become nation building.  The member for Cottesloe mentioned them: the goldfields pipeline, 
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the gas pipeline from the Kimberley, the Ord River project and the expansion of agriculture in that region.  These 
are the sorts of projects that that sort of fund could be put to.   
My challenge to members of this Parliament on both sides who represent a country electorate is that if we, as 
country MPs of all persuasions, do not work out some way to ensure that that level of infrastructure spending is 
made in country areas, we will continue to see the vast proceeds of this economic boom spent on metropolitan 
projects.  The expansion of the railway from Mandurah to Bunbury is far more likely in the current political 
climate than is an expansion of the Ord River scheme, the port network in the mid-west or the rail network, 
because that is the political imperative.  
Under the one vote, one value reforms, supported by the Labor Party, the political demographics of Western 
Australia will comprise nine seats representing Western Australia’s regions outside the coastal strip between 
Perth and Margaret River; 50 seats on the coast between Perth and Margaret River representing that fast-growing 
high-density population; and nine seats for the rest of the state.  Under any scenario, whether it be a Liberal or 
Labor Party room, party rooms will be dominated by metropolitan members - metropolitan members who will all 
be in this place telling us about the challenges of developing infrastructure in their regions.  
Mrs J. Hughes interjected. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I do not deny that, nor do I deny that it is the job of the local members to strongly advocate 
for their electorates.  The member for Kingsley would be far more likely to argue for a fifteenth hospital in her 
electorate than an expansion of health services in the wheatbelt regions, because she is elected to do that. 

I welcome that, because the moment the member for Kingsley decides to vote to ensure women can have their 
babies in the electorate of Merredin - my electorate is the only electorate in the state at this stage where there is 
no hospital for women to have a baby - the member for Kingsley would be abdicating her responsibility to her 
electorate.  That is the problem we face.  There will be 50 members of Parliament from Perth in the coastal strip 
to Margaret River and nine in the rest of the state.  I have heard from two members in this debate today that they 
are not happy supporting a plan to quarantine $400 million a year for major infrastructure projects in their 
region.  If we take those two out, after the one vote, one value system has been introduced, that will leave seven 
to push for this type of fund to be established for regional projects.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  It is not enough; that is why we will not support it.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I say to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure that this is not about money for existing 
projects.  From our point of view, there is a forward budget outlook for spending money on maintenance and 
upgrading the system.  This $400 million would go towards new projects of state significance in regional areas.  
It would be above and beyond anything that is happening.  Rather than paying off the Mandurah rail line with 
cash, as the government did, it would have to be paid over a longer period.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  What about paying off the rail privatisation?  Should we not pay off that debt?  

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  The member for Merredin still has the call.  If members are 
going to have that sort of debate, they must take it outside.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I find it quite remarkable that two members of the government have said that that was not 
enough.  A very good start would be 25 per cent or even 10 per cent.  Regional WA would take 10 per cent of 
the royalty flow.  We have pitched our policy at 25 per cent, and that has been on the public record for nearly 
12 months now.  We look forward to debating it in the forthcoming election campaign because we believe that 
this is a unique time in Western Australia’s history to look at delivering an outcome.  At the moment there is no 
outcome in regional Western Australia from this boom.  Many Western Australians in the mining industry 
creating this royalty flow are living in their cars and caravans.  Good friends of mine are living in a caravan in 
Karratha.  

A government member:  They’re making a lot of money. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  They are working 12-hour shifts, making a lot of money, as a member pointed out.  
However, once they are tired of living in a caravan, they will come back to Perth, so there will be no long-term 
growth for Karratha as a result of people living in cars or caravans, because they are up there for the money and 
then they will be back in Perth.  The long-term benefit to the Kimberley, the Pilbara, the goldfields and the 
Murchison is to grow those towns and communities so that their district high schools move to senior high 
schools, universities are placed in those regions and teaching hospitals are built in the north so that patients are 
not all transferred south.  That might be 40, 50 or 60 years away. 
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Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Why doesn’t your friend buy one of the blocks of land we are putting on the market in 
Karratha?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I think my friend has had his name in the ballot, but he has missed out a couple of times.  It 
is pretty tough to get a block in Karratha, would the minister believe?  I have only a few minutes left. 

The good thing today is that this issue was on the agenda.  We have engaged members of the government.  The 
member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara, the member for Kimberley and the member for Cottesloe have spoken 
about it, which I welcome.  We are seeing a challenge in delivering a benefit to regional Western Australia from 
this current mining boom.  I am sure that other members have ideas also.  I look forward to debating those ideas 
in Parliament.  I believe that, given that the vast majority of politicians in Western Australia reside in the 
metropolitan area or the coastal strip between Perth and Margaret River, it is a political imperative that money 
earned in these strong economic times is spent in that area.  If we do not move towards a system of quarantining 
that money and looking to reinvest it in areas that do not have that strong political representation, we will 
continue to see the population in Perth grow.  I do not think that is a good thing for regional Western Australia.   

I think the greatest example is the town of Tom Price, which has a population of 5 000 people, who work in the 
iron ore industry.  They are creating a huge economic windfall for the state, yet Tom Price District Hospital can 
provide very few services to workers who have an accident.  There is no flying doctor access, apart from 
Paraburdoo, which is 80 kilometres away.  I know of patients who have had to drive themselves the 400 
kilometres to Port Hedland to get treatment.  That is not a positive outcome from this economic boom.  We as a 
state need to think very clearly about how we deliver the best possible economic outcome to regional Western 
Australia from this boom.  The Nationals look forward to promoting their policy of Royalties for Regions Plan - 
25 per cent of the royalty flow quarantined for major infrastructure projects in regional Western Australia.  On 
last year’s figures that would have been a fund of more than $400 million.  On this year’s figures it would be 
another $400 million. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If this is a policy, how come it is an afterthought as an amendment?  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  It has been our policy for 12 months.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________ 
 
 


