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REGIONAL INVESTMENT FUND BILL 2001 
Committee 

Resumed from 27 November 2001.  The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the Chair; 
Hon Kim Chance (Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) in charge of the Bill. 

Clause 3:  Objects - 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I want to make a couple of comments that do not strictly relate to clause 3, and I hope 
I will be forgiven on this occasion.  I understood that the Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development was responsible for this Bill. 
Hon Kim Chance:  That is correct. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  He was the person who said in his second reading response that we probably did not 
need this legislation.  It is a shame he is not here.  I know he is absent from the House on parliamentary business, 
but it is a shame we are dealing with this legislation in his absence. 
Hon Kim Chance:  I am quite happy to comment on that. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am very anxious to know his views on this now, bearing in mind his views when he 
last discussed this matter.  I am interested to know whether he has changed his mind and decided that this 
legislation is absolutely necessary or whether he still holds the view that it was not necessary in the first place. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  It may be presumptuous of me to comment on a comment that I also heard the Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development make.  I understand the context in which it was made.  The 
minister made it in the context of why this Bill was needed to perform the functions outlined in the $75 million 
regional investment fund.  Technically, the answer given by the minister on that occasion was correct.  The 
functions of the regional investment fund can be carried out without this Bill.  That is clearly possible because it 
is something that Governments have been doing for many years through a number of different enabling Acts.  As 
the minister said as recently as today by way of interjection, the purpose of the Government introducing this Bill 
is to allow for transparency of operation.  It is much tidier and much more transparent to have a single Act of 
Parliament that governs payments by government to regional development initiatives in the way that this 
legislation does.  In my view there are also other reasons. 
This is a $75 million program.  I am pleased that the Leader of the Opposition has properly called the 
Government to question on the issue.  The reason for having an Act of this kind is so that it can be clearly 
identified as the means by which this form of assistance is provided.  Historically we have had a number of 
means by which a department - in the previous Government it was principally the Department of Commerce and 
Trade - arranged for payments of public money to proponents who were seeking to establish private 
infrastructure in the regions.  On most occasions these initiatives were thoroughly supported by the Opposition, 
but there were times when it was extremely difficult to follow the paper trail of those investments.  It is our 
belief that the establishment of the regional investment fund, backed, as we propose to back it, through an Act of 
Parliament, will make that process much more open and accountable. 

I have done my best to explain why the minister would make that statement.  He might more accurately have 
said, “Technically there is no reason for this Bill”, but in an administrative sense we believe it makes the process 
much cleaner and much more visible. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I thank the Leader of the House for his explanation.  However, I suspect that having 
now recalled the debate when the minister made his comments, he was learning about the Bill as we were 
proceeding through the second reading.  He discovered what it meant, and then he understood that not only is 
this piece of legislation not transparent but also it is opaque.  He then realised it was a total waste of time.  That 
is my view of the minister’s opinion, which is slightly contrary to the one given to us by the Leader of the 
House.  However, I do not propose to continue down that path. 

Clause 3 is about the objects of the Bill, and the objects are all very laudable: to encourage, promote and assist 
the development of regional Western Australia by establishing a fund from which financial support may be 
provided for a range of things, set out in paragraphs (a) through (e).  When we look at all those things listed, and 
then look at the Labor Party’s promise before the election about what would come out of this investment fund, I 
suspect we would want approximately $750 million and not $75 million to have the vaguest prospect of fulfilling 
the objects of the Bill and meeting the Government’s expectations.  I referred in my second reading speech to the 
Labor Party’s promises through this fund to regional Western Australia and that it would involve issues such as 
ports, roads, railway lines etc.  We now know that will not happen.  I asked a question the other day, which was 
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discussed in an urgency motion yesterday, about the $75 million regional investment fund.  I remind the minister 
of the advertisements placed in newspapers about the $75 million regional investment fund and where people 
need to go and apply for it and how much money is available.  In that context, I am interested to know about the 
$75 million.  We have been told in the mid-year review of the Government’s finances that $9.5 million has been 
deferred.  We know that the $25 million that was originally budgeted for 2001-02 is now $15.5 million, budgeted 
to be spent this year.  We also know what has already been committed from the $75 million.  We find that the 
South West Online project at $5.5 million has been committed.  The Shark Bay Interpretive Centre cost of 
$5 million has been committed, as has the Point Samson fishing platform, $500 000; Western Australian 
Tourism Commission promotions, $3 million; and forest industry assistance, $16.5 million.  A total of 
$30.5 million of the $75 million has already been committed.  In most cases - certainly with South West Online, 
the Shark Bay Interpretive Centre, the Point Samson fishing platform and the forest industry assistance - these 
were commitments made by the Government independently and separately from the $75 million regional 
investment fund.  By way of a sleight of hand, the Government has decided to lump a number of other promises 
into this one, giving the impression that, somehow or other, it is delivering on the whole package.  People were 
led to believe that the $75 million was a brand new initiative, and all the other promises made before the election 
were to be in addition to that.  Out of the $75 million promised to regional Western Australia, only $44.5 million 
is left, of which $9.5 million is now being deferred.  If expenditure is deferred until next year, one of two things 
must be done next year - either expenditure must be reduced somewhere else or more money must be raised.  
The money is not deferred and then found sitting in a bank account somewhere; it must be found next year.  I 
take into account the comments by the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development that the 
Government will definitely make sure that the $75 million is spent over the four years of its term in government.  
We will have to wait and see about that.  Deferring money puts pressure on future budgets, and calls into 
question the priorities of the Government.  This demonstrates a lack of commitment to regional Western 
Australia on the part of the Government. 

The other day I asked how much money was available for distribution to people making applications throughout 
regional Western Australia this year.  The answer was $4.8 million.  I thought at least that $25 million was 
forthcoming, but it is only $4.8 million.  I asked how much had already been spent, and the answer was 
$565 000, in the 12 months the Government has been in office.  I was told that it was understood that another 
$942 820 was likely to be allocated in the very near future by the regional development scheme administered by 
the regional development commissions.  Assuming that that money will be spent as well, a total of about 
$1.5 million has been spent out of the $75 million, apart from the money committed to the projects I outlined 
before.  What a squib!  What a downright insult to regional Western Australia.  During the election, the Labor 
Party lauded this development fund that it said would solve the problems of the world; it would give the regions 
a fair go.  Now it allocates only $1.5 million in the first year.  What a fantastic performance.  I know that 
Hansard does not record heavy irony, so I will say, so that everyone understands, that that is heavy irony.  What 
a joke!  The objects of the Bill are laudable.  They are all the things we all want to happen in regional Western 
Australia.  However, the money is not available to achieve any of them.  There is not enough.   

The Government talks about sustainable development.  We have argued about this before, and I am very 
interested to know what the minister understands that concept to mean.  I know that, out in the world of big 
business, and the mining industry in particular, where companies feel the need occasionally to get onside with 
green organisations and environmental groups, they talk about supporting sustainable development.  I cannot 
contemplate how digging a hole in the ground, removing the iron ore and leaving a hole in the ground constitutes 
sustainable development.  Maybe I just do not understand these things.  I am very interested to know why I do 
not understand this concept, and what it actually means.  Bear in mind, of course, that the economy of Western 
Australia is virtually totally dependent on the mining and petroleum industries, with a little help from the 
agricultural industries.  I mean no disrespect to my agricultural colleagues.  

The vast majority of Western Australia’s wealth comes from the extraction of minerals and petroleum products, 
and, regrettably, in most cases the sale of that product overseas.  I do not know how the extraction of millions of 
cubic litres of gas from the North West Shelf project can be considered a sustainable development.  In the 
context of tourism, for example, I consider sustainable development to mean an industry that does not consume 
any natural resources and that operates alongside and often enhances the natural resources and takes advantage 
of them without being destructive.  I am interested to know what “sustainable development” means and whether 
this Bill will relate to developments that might not be sustainable.  Will there be a definition or requirement that 
funds will be given to projects that are within the definition of “sustainable development”?   

On a more positive note, the objects of the Bill are fine.  It is absolutely imperative to broaden the economic base 
of regional Western Australia.  That can come about only by encouraging the private sector to invest in regional 
Western Australia and by Governments ensuring that the infrastructure required in those regional communities is 
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provided to the standard we expect in the metropolitan area.  The Bill refers to maximising the potential for the 
generation and diversification of employment in regional Western Australia.  That is a vital object when we 
consider what is happening in regional Western Australia these days.  Regrettably, apart from the south west, 
most other parts of the State do not have the generation and diversification of employment.  Indeed, vast 
numbers of employees in my part of the world are flying in to their place of employment every day, every week 
or every month and are then flying home again.  The Government made a big play of getting rid of that and I 
wonder what it has done.  The minister can tell me what has been done.  We must generate more employment 
and diversify the employment opportunities in regional Western Australia.   

Vast numbers of the young people who are coming through the education system in regional Western Australia 
need to go to the cities of Australia to get employment.  That is a tragedy for regional Western Australia.  We 
must do all we can to boost their employment prospects across a range of occupations in the regions of Western 
Australia.  We must try to develop some significantly large regional centres, as has been done in Queensland, 
rather than try to keep operating every hamlet across the State.  In my view, we should have closed a number of 
tiny schools in tiny towns and made the regional centres bigger educational centres.  Regrettably, that was not 
understood by a lot of people.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  Funnily enough.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Not really.  I argued on the basis of educational opportunities for children, not for 
keeping a town operating.  Some people thought that schools must be kept operating so that towns would 
survive.  I thought that we should keep the schools open if that would provide the best educational opportunities 
for children.  If the schools do not do that, we must find other solutions.  There is no doubt that children in tiny 
schools, particularly at the secondary level, are invariably disadvantaged because of the lack of opportunities 
open to them.  However, that is another story for another day.   

We must develop our regional centres to ensure they survive so that people will not have to live in the 
metropolitan area.  What is the minister’s definition or understanding of sustainable development?  What does he 
propose to do about fly in and fly out arrangements, so that some of these objects can be met?  How will he 
achieve those objects with only $4.8 million this year? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Leader of the Opposition’s address on the objects of the Bill is rather like a sweet and 
sour dish.  It is clear that the Leader of the Opposition is committed to regional development and his questions 
are on the one hand probing and point to the excitement that we all know he feels about regional development.  
On the other hand, he cannot overcome the need to be negative about a wholly exciting and positive proposition.  

Hon Norman Moore:  If you put in $25 million this year - a fresh, brand new $25 million - I would be saying 
what a wonderful idea it is.  That is why I am negative.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The start up of the first year of any program, particularly in the first year of a 
Government’s operation, will always be slow.  That has been shown historically.  Notwithstanding the 
background of what has been a difficult budget situation for the Government this year, the start up is always 
slow compared with what occurs once a scheme has been running for several years, because the means of 
operation for the roll out of the program must first be designed.  That, coupled with a difficult budget, has caused 
the roll out of the $75 million to be slower than it perhaps should have been.  On the one hand, the Leader of the 
Opposition has been critical of the amount of the roll out, in terms of actual cash, which is less than either he or I 
had hoped.  On the other hand, he has been critical of the degree of commitments that have been made and that 
need to be funded.  I do not think one can logically maintain both cases, because commitments have been made - 

Hon Norman Moore:  You told them they were getting all those things plus the $75 million.  It was not part of 
that sum. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I find it a difficult argument to sustain. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I know you do, because there was no justification for your point of view.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The existence of the regional investment fund made it possible to make certain promises.  
I recall that in Hon Norman Moore’s electorate, the Shark Bay Interpretative Centre was promised more than 
$5 million. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I think it is a wonderful project, but you didn’t tell them it was going to be part of the 
$75 million.  You said it was going to be a separate amount of money. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  If that is the essence of Hon Norman Moore’s criticism, I will have to accept that. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Obviously I didn’t explain myself.   
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, I accept what the member is saying.  There is no way on earth that that undertaking 
could have been made by the Government without the existence of the regional investment fund.  I understand 
that a mixed message might have been sent to people because some of the initiatives to be met by the 
infrastructure fund were specifically mentioned prior to the election and some were not.  At the same time, I do 
not believe that the interpretative centre could have been committed to had it not been for the existence of that 
fund.   

Although the Leader of the Opposition has not raised this point - certainly not today - the other area that has 
drawn some criticism is the degree to which large commitments have been made out of the infrastructure fund in 
order to provide support to south west communities affected by the timber industry decisions.  That has been 
criticised in some quarters, albeit not necessarily today.  At the time the $75 million infrastructure fund was 
planned and executed in terms of a pre-election document, a large need for support funding for timber 
communities in the south west was not expected.  When we came to government and realised what the situation 
was, we knew that the money had to be found somewhere.  There was a large demand - 

Hon Norman Moore:  Didn’t you know what your policies were going to do to the south west? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It was not until we got to government that we became aware of the extent of the costs -  

Hon Norman Moore:  So you went to the election with a policy about old-growth forests without knowing the 
consequences? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That has been clearly established.  I am not embarrassed about saying that.  That is a 
matter of fact.  The coalition Government had made provision for some $37 million - do not hold me to that 
figure, but it was of that order - for the restructuring of the timber industry, which occurred as a result of 
decisions that had been made.  The Labor Party went into government with a larger figure, but when we analysed 
the impact of the changes that were going to occur in the industry, it became clear that a much larger sum of 
money was needed - some $123 million.  That money had to be sourced from somewhere.  It was clear that much 
of the needs of the south west could be met by regional infrastructure spending.  The fact that the money was 
sourced at least in part from the regional investment fund is an entirely proper use of that fund, because the 
money is to be spent on supporting regional infrastructure in an area that has a particular need for that support. 

Hon Barry House:  How much of that money did you allocate, and how much is on the ground? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Certainly some money has been allocated, but Hon Barry House needs to understand that 
for much of that kind of spending we are awaiting matching funding from the Commonwealth.  Frankly, 
matching funding from the Commonwealth for some of those projects that he would know very well has been 
rather difficult to tie down. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You are blaming the Commonwealth.  You made the decision to stop old-growth logging, 
and you must fix that up. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The question of stopping old-growth logging is quite a small part of the justification for 
the need for the $123 million.  We call it the old-growth forest policy, but in fact it involves a whole range of 
decisions, some of which had been made by the coalition Government.  Let me cast members’ minds back, for 
example, to the situation in around 1995-96 when the amount of timber that could be cut in karri and jarrah was 
of the order of 650 000 cubic metres.  By the time we came to government it was down to the order of something 
like 324 000 cubic metres of jarrah. 

Hon Barry House:  Do you know who set those levels? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  In 1994-95? 

Hon Barry House:  They were set in about 1992 under a Labor Government when Hon Jim McGinty was 
Minister for the Environment.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Quite possibly, but these volumes were signed off by the Environmental Protection 
Authority under the Regional Forest Agreement process.  I do not suggest that I am blaming the coalition 
Government.  All I am saying is that we need to recognise that there has been very substantial restructuring in 
the timber industry, quite aside from what has happened with the old-growth forest policy.  

Hon Barry House:  It was happening sensibly and rationally.  It did not need a knee-jerk response. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I think the community passed judgment on that matter. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Simon O’Brien):  Order!  I have been relying on the experience of the 
minister and the Leader of the Opposition to make sure that we are not revisiting the second reading debate or, 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 27 February 2002] 

 p7949b-7958a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Kim Chance; Deputy Chairman; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Bruce 

Donaldson 

 [5] 

indeed, debate on the short title.  I recognise that the content of clause 3, the objects of the Bill, covers a very 
wide range of material.  I have been relying on the two senior members, because I know they will not stray back 
to the second reading debate while still giving consideration to the clause.  However, I remind members, 
particularly as other members are being drawn into the debate, that the question before the committee is simply 
that clause 3 stand as printed.  I make that observation in calling the Chamber to order to deal with the 
interjections.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Thank you very much, Mr Deputy Chairman.  I will move on through the issues that were 
raised by the Leader of the Opposition.  The Leader of the Opposition asked about sustainable development and 
the way in which the Government interprets that and its application to the Regional Investment Fund Bill.  
Sustainable development, in my terms at least, means carrying out an activity in such a fashion that in 100 years 
our children and grandchildren can carry out a similar activity; in other words, we move towards the 
development of our assets in a responsible and sustainable manner.  The Leader of the Opposition is quite correct 
when he says that one can mine a tonne of iron ore only once, because it takes rather a long time for a tonne of 
iron ore to re-form.  Even in the context of mining - I will go into other definitions of sustainable development 
later - there is a concept of sustainable development in that mining can be carried out in such a way as to prolong 
the use of the highest value reserves. 

The Leader of the Opposition would be more aware than I am of the way in which the Marandoo deposit, for 
example, has been exploited in an extremely clever and sensitive manner, which will have the effect of 
maintaining the years of production that Tom Price can continue to provide.  Tom Price essentially provides a 
quality of iron ore that exceeds the Japanese organisation standard by sensitively mining the Marandoo deposit, 
which I believe is mined at three different grades.  It is possible to bring the Tom Price ore back to JO standard 
and therefore prolong the life of the Tom Price deposit. 

I concede that it is difficult to talk about sustainable development in mining.  However, it is possible to develop a 
mine in such a way as not to destroy the future use of that site.  Some of the good work that the Leader of the 
Opposition will have seen on mine site rehabilitation is an example of that.  The rangeland after mine site 
rehabilitation is in as good or better condition than it was before the mine was developed.  Obviously, the 
concept of sustainable development is far more applicable to other regional industries, such as farming, fishing -  

Hon Norman Moore:  Forestry. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Forestry, indeed.  Fishing is one example which is extremely important. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Agriculture. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, indeed.  There is, therefore, a great need for a higher level of concentration on 
sustainable development.  Apart from our desire to ensure that our industries are sustainable, there is a sound 
marketing reason to not only practise sustainability but also to prove and present it.  An example of that in the 
fishing industry is the way in which the Western Australian rock lobster industry sought and obtained - and was 
the first in the world to obtain - accreditation from the Marine Stewardship Council.  The celebration of the start 
up of the MSC was a great initiative which many of us enjoyed, did we not, Hon Murray Criddle? 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Absolutely.  If we had more money for regional development, we would have more 
celebrations. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is another good reason that I can give to the Leader of the Opposition.  However, 
sustainable development is a marketable proposition.  The very reason for the Western Australian rock lobster 
industry seeking MSC accreditation was to provide access to the European markets as an alternative to the 
Japanese market, which is currently under pressure. 

The Leader of the Opposition also referred to his vision for regional development taking place in such a manner 
as to cause the creation of large regional centres.  I am not entirely sure that I agree with the Leader of the 
Opposition on this matter.  It is true that our regional industries have developed around a concept of some small 
towns providing a minimum of services and relying on transport links to provide an extension of services.  The 
reason for that is that much of Western Australia was developed in the latter part of the twentieth century when 
high quality communications, telecommunications and transport links were available.  There is evidence of that 
in the wheatbelt region, particularly the eastern wheatbelt where I come from.  The towns there are large and 
close together.  In the south eastern wheatbelt, developed some 60 years later in many parts, such as the central 
and eastern wheatbelt, towns are smaller, further apart and more reliant on services provided out of the major 
centres.  That occurred because when the central and eastern wheatbelts were developed, communication and 
transport links were poor.  People needed services within closer proximity.  In the 1960s and 1970s, when the 
south eastern wheatbelt was developed, those needs were met essentially from the larger towns.  No large 
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regional towns were developed in that area, except Lake Grace, which is the only town of any size in the area.  
However, its location is marginal to the lakes area.  

The development of large regional centres has occurred in other Australian States.  It is interesting to look at 
why Queensland in particular and Tasmania developed with large regional centres.  Essentially, they were 
developed around specific large industries.  The downside of that can be seen when a single industry was 
predominant in the development of that subeconomy.  Classic examples are Georgetown and Queenstown in 
Tasmania and Maryborough in the Wide Bay federal electorate of Queensland.  Those towns were developed 
essentially around individual businesses.  The one in Queensland I am trying to think of was developed around 
Walker Engineering, a big locomotive manufacturer.  When it reduced in size from employing 1 500 people to 
200 people, the town’s economy crashed.  Unless large, regional centres are broadly based they can create real 
difficulties.  Queenstown and Georgetown in Tasmania had similar regional economic collapses.  

Large regional centres in Western Australia are unknown in inland Western Australia outside Kalgoorlie, which, 
historically, has had some very difficult times.  I do not have a view about whether large regional centres are a 
desirable aim.  The aim of this Bill is to provide an economic climate in regional Western Australia that will 
allow it to develop appropriately.  Whether large regional centres should be aims in themselves is probably best 
left to future planners. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I do not often find myself agreeing with Hon Norman Moore; however, on this 
occasion he has made some good points.  Hon Norman Moore referred to the objects of the Regional Investment 
Fund Bill and intimated that the title of the Bill might end up being the “Regional Investment Con Bill 2001” in 
the light of people’s expectations.  We are not arguing whether regional investment is a good thing, but whether 
people have been led to believe that this Bill represents something else.  We also understand now that, clearly, 
the Bill is not necessary to achieve those results.  

I return to the object of the Bill under clause 3, which is the issue of sustainable development.  I am unaware of 
any book that defines sustainable development as extending the use of non-renewable reserves.  However, I 
understand that it would be preferable to mining them immediately.   However, I have not necessarily seen many 
definitions that indicate that that fits under people’s common view of sustainable development.  I therefore agree 
with Hon Norman Moore that to dig out minerals from the ground and leave a hole in the ground or, even worse, 
leave a tailings dam which could poison the ground water for people who rely on it, does not necessarily fit 
within the definition of sustainable development.  It is obviously development that takes place, is legal, will 
continue and has uses.  However, if it is under the definition of the objects of the Bill, I agree absolutely that that 
is not necessarily what the community would expect their money to be promoting, encouraging and assisting as 
sustainable development.  Therefore, if the Government says that, as part of the objects of the Bill, it will 
promote sustainable development, Hon Norman Moore is quite right.  It would appear that simply funding the 
end of existing or perhaps proposed mining projects would not fit within anybody’s reasonable definition.  Most 
people would look at triple bottom line for that.   

There is not a lack of examples in regional Western Australia of people looking for leadership from 
Governments on sustainable development; there are many examples of that.  Recently, I talked to a community 
about its options for sustainable power.  The proponent of a project said, “This is not the ultimate sustainable 
power project because we need to be profitable.”  I realised immediately that the real costs of producing 
greenhouse gas emissions and other pollution have not been factored in to other forms of power production.  
Therefore, in many ways the renewable forms of power production are profitable already if the elements of cost 
that are not added to other forms of power production are factored in.  Therefore, perhaps the regional 
investment fund could and should have been used to address those imbalances in the costs that are not normally 
added to those major development projects. 

I was also disturbed about the description of Marandoo as sensitive mining.  I have a reasonably long memory of 
Marandoo.  I remember well the huge, socially insensitive elements of that mining proposal for both the workers 
and Aboriginal groups who were involved.  I remember a drill platform putting a hole through a cave which, 
from memory, contained something like 20 000 or 30 000-year-old cave paintings.  That does not fit into my 
definition of sensitive mining.  Although it may have acceded to public opinion in recent years, it is unfortunate 
to describe, and expect that we will accept, Marandoo as a good example of sensitive mining.  I would have 
really loved the Government to follow the objects of this Bill, or been serious about doing so, and to seek out and 
promote sustainable development and to work out what it is.   

We have had the debate on how the regional development legislation can be measured.  That provision is not yet 
in the Bill, although we have been told that it will be in future legislation.  However, it is still window-dressing 
by the Government.  We hear that Marandoo is a good example of sensitive mining and that extending the life of 
a mine equals sustainable development.  Therefore, until the Government proves otherwise, I will be really 
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worried about whether there is anything more than window-dressing with this Bill or anything else regarding 
sustainable development. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have one final comment.  The minister mentioned that some $9.5 million was being 
deferred because of the financial circumstances in which the Government found itself.  I draw the minister’s 
attention to page 67 of the 2001-02 Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement, which states -  

In lieu of forgone revenue due to the cancellation of the Premium Land Tax proposal and other 
pressures in 2001-02, funding of $9.5 million for the Regional Investment Fund will be deferred to 
2002-03. 

It is not good enough to say that somehow or other the Government inherited a financial problem that has 
required it to defer the $9.5 million.  The Government created the problem for itself.  It decided to raise money - 
$12 million or thereabouts, I think - through a premium property tax.  The Government made the decision to put 
it in its budget.  It then decided prior to the federal election to get rid of it.  The Government had to find the 
money from somewhere else and, regrettably, it has taken it from this fund.  The point needs to be made that the 
Government has deferred the money until next year.  The $9.5 million has to be raised from somewhere else next 
year for next year’s budget, otherwise the Government will have to bring in a premium property tax or some 
other sort of tax to raise extra revenue.  It is not good enough to say that this is the result of an inherited financial 
situation; the Government created this for itself. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sure that Hansard will reveal whether my recollection is accurate.  I am sure I did not 
use the term “inherited”.  I acknowledge that the Government had some budget difficulties.  After a long run of 
deficit budgets it is necessary for the State to start producing surpluses.  One of the means by which it was 
intended that the State would produce part of its surplus involved a levy on properties worth $1 million.  
Ultimately, it became apparent to the Government that it was an unacceptable option and the Government 
withdrew it.  It is as simple as that.  The Government had to make adjustments and they were made. 
It seems clear that Hon Dee Margetts did not hear the context of my reference to Marandoo.  I was responding to 
the Leader of the Opposition, who asked how people can call mining sustainable as mining only digs holes in the 
ground.  My response to him was in my reference to how Marandoo’s reserves have been used in such a 
sensitive way as to extend the mine’s life.  The extension of a mine’s life is a form of sustainability.  If one can 
get 50 years out of a mine by mining it appropriately, as compared with 30 years if it is not mined with good 
management, it will have 20 years more sustainability than it otherwise would have had.  I do not resile from that 
point of view at all.  Yes, it does sound a bit silly to talk about the concept of sustainability. 
Hon Norman Moore:  Perhaps we should use another word. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Another word would have been better chosen.  Notwithstanding my comments, which 
may have been ill-chosen in that example, the issue of sustainability is not just important in regional 
development but also is absolutely vital in all the elements we look for in regional industries when trying to 
create a better economy outside the city of Perth. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I agree with all the objectives in front of us.  The problem is that a lot of the money 
that was due to go to regional areas in the first place will not go there.  Look at school buses, roads and coastal 
facilities - I know them all well.  They are not receiving any money.  It is good to have all those objectives but 
the Government has got to stop taking money out of country areas.  It has got to put money back.  It is as simple 
as that.  I hope the minister takes that message to the Cabinet and Treasury.  If we do not feed the people who 
keep this country alive and provide them with facilities, we will not be able to sustain the royalties and the 
income we need to make things viable.  The minister should have been in Esperance yesterday with Hon Bruce 
Donaldson and me.  He would have heard his fellow ministers say that the new iron ore facility is great and 
much-needed and will provide a lot of royalties.  It has become possible because the previous Government put in 
place a port and a railway.  I was fortunate enough to be one of the ministers involved, but that is not the point.  
Unless facilities are put in place nothing further will happen in the country.  The Government must not take any 
more money out of country areas.  The four issues I have just outlined are absolutely crucial to the survival of 
country people.   
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The objects of this legislation are very credible and we would like them to be 
achieved.  One of the concerns we all share is the movement of young people away from regional Western 
Australia.  There are a number of reasons for that.  I hope part of the solution, as mentioned in clause 3(e), is to 
maximise the potential for the generation and diversification of employment in regional Western Australia.  If 
this Government cannot provide employment for young people, they will soon move away.  Some country towns 
do not have an unemployment problem, because people move to a centre in which they can get work.  This is a 
sad reflection on all of us, when we think about it.  In some regions the banks have closed, and thereby so too 
have the opportunities for girls to become tellers and clerks.  We know there is a huge problem getting young 
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nurses into country areas.  The young blokes go to Perth.  Let us face it, they are looking for partners.  Some 
young blokes run pretty wild, drive too fast and drink too much etc, but we generally find that a girlfriend 
steadies them down.  They have a chance of surviving.  A lot of people in our country hospitals have retrained 
and gone back to work.  For various reasons they say they do four years at university but cannot keep their skills 
up to date in some of the smaller country hospitals, because they are not the major teaching hospitals.   
I do not know how to stop this continual movement of young people into Perth.  I do not know the answers.  I 
hope the Government will home in on this and look at the best way to keep these young ones in the country.  
That is where the next generation comes from.  We must arrest that movement of young people.  They are 
provided with good cars these days and pretty good roads.  It saddens me that the average age of farmers in 
country towns is around 58.  Country towns have no young people.  Look at the number of football sides.  The 
Leader of the House will know that a lot of towns used to have two football sides.  They are now down to one.  
Next they will amalgamate with the town alongside to make one football side.  That is a sure sign that we are 
losing our young people. 

We are talking about the objects of the proposed Act, and I hope the Leader of the House will pass those 
comments to Hon Tom Stephens.  This should be a priority for the Government, and if we were back in 
government, the same should apply.  Unless we arrest those problems I do not hold much hope for a lot of small 
country towns in Western Australia.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will respond first to a couple of matters mentioned by Hon Murray Criddle.  In principle, 
I agree that the development of the regions, even the regions with the capacity to hold their own, is dictated - and 
always will be - by the level of services that exist in the regions.  One of the sad facts of life - and this crosses 
into the area mentioned by Hon Bruce Donaldson - is that as population strips out of regions, so too does the 
demand for services, and we have a process of self-consumption of services and people.  One feeds on the other.  
That is very sad. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Does the Leader of the House not think that with the way agricultural industries are 
improving there may well be a reversal of that trend in the near future? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I really doubt that.  I will touch on that when I address the issues raised by Hon Bruce 
Donaldson.  In the short term, it will help to slow the inevitable movement.  However, one of the key factors in 
the depopulation of the wheatbelt region in particular has been the adoption of technology.  When I started 
farming, I could seed about 25 hectares a day, and by the time I stopped, about 250 hectares a day could be 
seeded.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  You must have been travelling very quickly.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, quite.  One person’s productivity has been multiplied by 10, during a single lifetime.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Do you not think the money generated out there would help bring back the services?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Farmers are very good at sharing money around, but most of their requirements these days 
tend to be sourced overseas.  They buy American tractors and use imported fertilisers, and some Australian and 
some imported fuels.  We use steel, perhaps, from South Australia.  It is not an industry that spends a lot locally, 
other than on services.  Obviously, farmers buy huge amounts of local services.  The difficulty of farming as it is 
now understood - and this is something I will touch on when I address the issues raised by Hon Bruce Donaldson 
- is that technology continues to remove population, and it will go on doing that.  If we think the rate of change 
has slowed, we are deluding ourselves.  Perhaps the rate of changes is not increasing, but it continues 
mercilessly.  Hon Bruce Donaldson referred to a football club.  The football club I played with was not a bad 
little team.  It was a country team, not a town team.  It drew all its players, with one or two exceptions, from the 
Baandee valley.  Baandee did not support a town, but it could support a football team.  Now, if the area from 
which those 22 or 23 players came could be mapped, it would be found that the vast bulk of the land is now held 
in the names of just three families.  The smallest farm would be in the order of 14 000 hectares, and the largest 
about 42 000 hectares.  This is not a low rainfall or a remote area; it is the central wheatbelt, west of Merredin. 

In the long term the resolution of these problems may lie in the fact that, while technology has been responsible 
for stripping populations in farming areas, alternative technology may be responsible for replacing population.  
With the rise in oil prices, the wheatbelt, which is currently quite capable of growing oilseed crops, could 
become a major production area for oil for locomotion.  In 20 years time, while the wheatbelt may not quite be 
Saudi Arabia, it will be more than capable of providing for its own oil needs, and it will be a major oil exporter.  
I was pleased to see the announcement by the Premier the other day of the development of the bio-diesel 
manufacturing plant.  That is one of the areas, and there may be dozens of others that I cannot imagine yet.  

Hon Murray Criddle interjected.  
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  It does, but that is one of the things that may lead to the repopulation of those areas.  It is 
certainly true that the Government needs to maintain expenditure on such things as roads and school buses.  I do 
not think the decision has been made yet on school buses, but I am hopeful it will have a good outcome.  
Members must realise that although the current Administration has reduced spending in some of those areas, 
there are other areas in which the Government has made large additional investments over and above the budget 
allocations of previous years; for example, huge funds have been pumped into country health.  

Hon Norman Moore:  It is not very obvious.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is the nature of health.  It often seems that the more money pumped into it, the fewer 
the outcomes.  Give us four years to try to deliver on health.  

Hon Norman Moore:  You told us you knew all the answers and it would be fixed tomorrow.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We certainly know all the answers; however we did not say this problem would be subject 
to a quick fix, because it is a serious problem.  If it were not a serious problem, even the previous Government 
could have fixed it.  It is a tough problem.   

Regarding the iron ore operations shipping out of Esperance, I remind Hon Murray Criddle that the Portman 
mining operation was closed down by a coalition Government and restarted principally by the then Deputy 
Premier, Ian Taylor, in a Labor Government.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  I know exactly why it is operating.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am pleased that the member has acknowledged Labor’s role in what has become a major 
mining industry in the near wheatbelt.   

As Hon Bruce Donaldson said, the movement of young people away from regional Western Australia is a 
serious and extremely sad issue that we have all witnessed.  Is there a magic bullet to fix it?  No.  Is there an 
opportunity for the State to take this issue seriously?  I hope so.  However, the answer is not in this Bill.  This 
Bill provides a direction towards an answer that will involve issues that are far separated from our concept of 
regional development.  The whole State must accept that we have some responsibility for what happens in 
regional Western Australia rather than regarding it as a problem that is out of sight, out of mind.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I asked this question before and the minister may well have responded to it but I 
might not have heard him.  The preamble of the Bill states -  

The objects of this Act are to encourage, promote and assist the development of regional Western 
Australia by establishing a fund from which financial support may be provided -  

(a) to encourage the effective planning and management of the sustainable development 
of regional Western Australia;   

It seems that some members have some doubt about what sustainable development means.  I listened to the 
comments made by the minister and Hon Dee Margetts, and I am still confused.  I want to know whether 
development that is not considered to be sustainable is precluded from financial support under this proposal.  
What is sustainable development and will it be a requirement for funding?  We can then work out which 
industries will be supported and which will not.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Any industry that is capable of being managed in a sustainable way.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This is a serious question.  It may well be that down the track some industry in my 
electorate, which relies mainly on mining and petroleum development, wants some support.  A minister in the 
Government or someone in this authority may decide that the extraction of gas from the North West Shelf is not 
a sustainable development and therefore the industry is not eligible for support under this program.  It is 
important that we know what it means.  I am not trying to be flippant or pedantic; it is a serious issue.  I would 
hate to tell somebody in my electorate to support this program and for him to be knocked back because his 
industry is not considered sustainable.  If the Government is to use the term “sustainable development”, it must 
have a definition that covers it.  That definition could be added to this Bill sometime down the track when the 
Government has worked out what it is.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is a perfectly reasonable proposition.  The reason I went into that overlong and over-
detailed synopsis of Tom Price and Marandoo was that I believe the spirit and concept of sustainability can be 
extended to extraction industries by making them - 

Hon Norman Moore:  Perhaps in the definition you might put, “for example, Marandoo”.  
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sure other people will make those determinations at the appropriate time.  Can the 
gas industry be sustainable?  Is the gas industry in itself a sustainable culture?  Many people would argue that it 
is.  For example, gas is being exported to southern China to be used in lieu of coal burning .  Is that a sustainable 
practice?  One could argue that it is.  Western Australia is collecting greenhouse debits as a result of performing 
what I think is a good thing for the globe; that is, replacing coal burning in southern China with a much more 
ecologically sustainable gas fuel system.  That should be an argument in Western Australia’s favour.  However, 
in the greenhouse process, we get debits for improving the world’s atmosphere. 

Hon Norman Moore:  So you have worked that out!   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have worked that out. 

Hon Norman Moore:  So you are not going to sign the Kyoto Protocol?  Are you supportive of that?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The nation will make its choice, probably unguided by my opinion.  We are discussing 
whether certain practices are sustainable.  The Leader of the Opposition made a good point; we need more clarity 
about what is meant by sustainability.  I have a view on what is meant by that term, and I have told the House 
what that is.  However, it would be useful to spell that out in greater detail.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I do not mean to hold up this debate any more than is necessary.  Clarity is still needed.  
Various statements were made when debate on this Bill occurred last year.  It was mentioned that a general 
policy would be developed and put into regional development legislation.  Does the definition of sustainable 
development cover the principles incorporated under Agenda 21?  That is a fairly simple question.  We have 
been told that sustainable development is now part of regional development policy and will be included in 
regional development legislation.  However, the simple question is whether the same definition will be adopted 
in this Bill.  Are the principles of Agenda 21 and the ability to audit the attainment of those principles what is 
meant by sustainability in this legislation? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am a little embarrassed, because I must ask what Agenda 21 is.  Sustainability is a 
definable term.  In this committee debate, we have set out to try to define what the Government means by 
sustainability.  I do not know how much more I can say on that point.  Sustainability is a practice that can 
hopefully be sustained over time.  If that fits the prescription of Agenda 21, fine; we will all be happy. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This matter is getting more serious as we go along, because I too must confess to 
complete ignorance of Agenda 21.  However, what I do know is that I have asked questions of the Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development on this very matter.  Those questions related to an amendment 
moved by the Greens (WA) to include the words “sustainable development” in some previous legislation.  Hon 
Tom Stephens said the Government would not accept the amendment at that stage, but it would make sure that 
from that point on every bit of legislation that talked about development would talk about sustainable 
development.  Clearly, the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development knows what sustainable 
development is.  It would be a good idea if we were to find out about that at some time in the future.  I do not 
know when the minister will finish his parliamentary duties in other parts of the State.  I am interested in 
knowing what sustainable development now means.  If some sort of deal has been done - I should not say “deal” 
- if some sort of understanding has been arrived at between the Greens (WA) and the minister -  

Hon Dee Margetts:  It is a written policy on regional development. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have read as much of the Government’s policy as I can, and I thought I understood 
most of what that party is about.  However, if there is something called Agenda 21, which the Government is to 
accept as being the definition of sustainable development, I too would be interested in knowing what it is.  I am 
sure that the minister would be interested in knowing what it is.  We must find out at some time, because nobody 
seems to know.  I am not sure that now is the time.  Maybe Hon Dee Margetts can tell us what it means.  If that 
is the case, we might all go home unhappy. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Because of the changes in the legislative program today and this evening, I would love 
to have given members a copy of the contents of the document that I mentioned last time we were talking about 
regional development legislation.  I will get a copy, and I would like to think that the minister will too, of the 
guidelines that Hon Tom Stephens said will be in future legislation once it is reviewed.  Perhaps then everybody, 
including Hon Kim Chance, will know what the Government’s policy is or is meant to be on regional 
development.  I wish I could give members all the dot points now.  I do not think it is my role, but I will be 
happy to provide that information. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Is it part of the Government’s agenda? 
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Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes.  The member may remember that when we were debating the regional 
development Bill, we were told that the matter was to be reviewed and that the review process was just around 
the corner.  We were unable to tie down exactly when or where that corner was, but we were given absolute 
assurances on the record that the review would include the definition of sustainable development which followed 
Agenda 21, and the principles of development for the present which did not compromise development in the 
future.  I will very gleefully follow this up for the next time we are dealing with this legislation or the next time 
the minister dealing with the Bill is in the Chamber. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4 put and passed. 

Clause 5:  Regional Assistance Authority - 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The clause is interesting.  We are developing a Regional Assistance Authority, which 
is the minister.  I find it rather strange.  It may have happened in other parts of the world and in other parts of 
government in Western Australia, but it seems to me to be quite odd that we are setting up an authority which 
most people would consider to be a statutory authority.  The usual type of statutory authority that we create 
under legislation often consists of people who make up a board of the authority and are at arm’s length from the 
minister.  Under this Bill we are setting up an authority which is the minister.  The minister then acts as the 
authority to carry out the functions of the authority.  Clause 5 states -  

The Minister, in the name of the Authority, is to perform the functions, determine the policies and 
control the affairs of the Authority. 

Why are we setting up an authority which will in fact be the minister, when traditionally authorities are set up to 
be at arm’s length from ministers?  Without trying to get into another field, one of the problems with finance 
brokers was that a statutory authority was given a role at arm’s length from the minister.  The world is saying 
that the minister is responsible for the finance broking industry, but in fact under legislation statutory authorities 
have a role at arm’s length from ministers.  If we are to set up an authority which is the minister, why are we 
setting up an authority? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  This has been a valuable process for us to identify those issues that the Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development will be able to spend some time thinking about and perhaps taking 
advice.  I am extremely grateful that we have had these discussions in committee and made such considerable 
progress. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again. 
 


