
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 15 October 2003] 

 p11979b-12001a 
Mr Tom Stephens; Deputy President; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Dee Margetts; The Deputy 

Chairman (hon Adele Farina; Deputy Chairman; Hon Ken Travers; President; Hon John Fischer; Hon Paddy 
Embry; 4.37 Pm 

 [1] 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATING SYSTEM AND DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS 
Referral to Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance, Motion 

Resumed from 17 September on the following motion moved by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the 
Opposition) - 

That the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance be required to inquire into - 

(a) the rationale behind the local government rating system that has been applied in the 
past through state agreement Acts; and 

(b) the distribution of state funding support to the State’s regions - including royalties and 
the grants to local government, 

with a view to determining whether changes are required to create greater equity in the distribution and 
level of state financial support available to regional Western Australia. 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[2.01 pm]:  There is reason for the House to support this motion.  The Government joins with the Opposition in 
expressing support for the type of work that is being argued for by the Leader of the Opposition.  The 
Government is keen for this work to be done and has some suggested ways forward.  The key issue being tackled 
is that of local government’s response for its communities to the challenges and opportunities that are on offer in 
regional Western Australia, particularly in response to the resource industry activities across regional WA.  
There are many aspects to this and the Government believes it is time to get to the heart of some of the issues 
that are impacting adversely upon regional communities. 

State agreements and local government ratings are issues that pose important questions.  I presume I am right in 
saying that the Leader of the Opposition is not for one minute suggesting that anyone should tamper with an 
existing agreement other than with consent.  Is the member suggesting that the Government or the Parliament 
should, in any way, tamper with an agreement that is already in existence between a resource company and the 
State of Western Australia?   

Hon Norman Moore:  How could you?  An agreement is an agreement and it requires both parties to agree to a 
change.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I assumed that that would be the view of the Leader of the Opposition.  It is certainly 
the view of the Government that there is no way forward with the existing agreements other than if there were 
some interest on the part of some of the holders of those agreements.   

I will refer to an example that I am finding of great interest to us as we go into this debate this week; that is, the 
case of Western Metals and the suspension of the activities of resource extraction on the Lennard Shelf near 
Fitzroy Crossing.  It is interesting for me to watch how focused that region is on trying to re-establish mining 
operations on the Lennard Shelf because of the way that company has been so intimately and inextricably linked 
with the people of that region.  It has used a localised work force.  A good percentage or proportion of that 
company’s work force are or were - they are increasingly being laid off these days - local people - Fitzroy 
Crossing people, Derby people, Broome people - 

Hon Norman Moore:  Are you doing anything to assist in that particular -  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Absolutely, immediately.  Last night, I had discussions with Sally Malay Mining Ltd, 
the company that is the next cab off the rank for the operation north of Halls Creek, about ways of creating a fit 
between the laying off of workers associated with Western Metals and the employment recruitment prospects of 
Sally Malay.  I have had discussions with the leadership team of Argyle Diamond Mines.  It is now focusing on 
the recruitment challenge as it trials its own prospects for underground operations.  There is an interesting fit 
between that and the Lennard Shelf operations.  Tonight I will be speaking with the new Canadian owners of the 
Western Metal operations and making it absolutely clear how important it is for the Kimberley region and its 
communities to have an ongoing connection to the job and training opportunities - the apprenticeships - that have 
been on offer.  Carol Martin and I, the Kimberley Development Commission, the Minister for State 
Development and the rest of my cabinet colleagues will stay focused on the challenges faced by those 
communities.   

In discussions today with the Shire of Derby-West Kimberley, I am pleased to see that, on early advice at least, 
some of the risks that I feared might be played out have now been allayed.  For instance, the Shire of Derby-
West Kimberley had borrowed money to develop facilities at the port for the Western Metals operation.  The 
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funds that were needed to offset those borrowings had been in some doubt.  Fortunately, it would be appear that 
the funds have had a bank guarantee.  The new Canadian owners will meet with the Shire of Derby-West 
Kimberley next week to hopefully make absolutely clear that there will be no ongoing difficulties in that area.  I 
made reference to that example to make a specific point: when companies or resource projects are linked to their 
local communities, it is the surest way of always staying welcome within a region, a locality or a community.  
Some people want to turn the Kimberley into a vast wilderness area of no human activity.  Increasingly, they are 
in the minority because when companies display a commitment to skilling up the local community, those 
companies are not only welcomed but also have champions from within the local community who say, “We want 
you here and we want to help you get back on your feet.  We want to stay with you to make sure that you have 
real long-term prospects.” 

I must cite the example of Rio Tinto.  I have watched that operation from the beginning, from its earlier 
incarnation with CRA Exploration Pty Ltd.  When it started, Rio Tinto was not popular.  It was involved in 
complex issues in Bougainville.  Its international reputation was in tatters in many ways when it arrived on the 
Kimberley landscape to operate the Argyle Diamonds mine.  However, over the years Rio Tinto and specifically 
the Argyle diamond mine have become the flagships of good citizenship and participants in a regional 
community.  Their ambition to keep that reputation, and indeed to enhance it not simply by gloss but by solid 
hard work, is impressive by any standards.   

How can we make sure that agreements between companies and the State Government adequately take on board 
the needs of local governments and their rating opportunities?  How should the Government tackle the impact 
those agreements have on commonwealth-state financial relations?  This Government has seen its royalty 
streams flow from the State and previous Governments have complained about it.  Our immediate predecessors 
made the point time and again, and we join them in making the point that we do not appreciate the royalties 
being siphoned off to other States.  We also note that other related issues are involved, including the Local 
Government Grants Commission, which is largely governed by commonwealth guidelines and requirements.  It 
must adequately respond to the needs of local councils within regional communities in the face of these resource 
agreements.   

Upon reading the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition, it would be reasonable to infer that he is 
proposing that the rating provisions in the existing agreements should be tackled.  Perhaps it is time for them to 
be removed.  Some companies might be interested in exploring that suggestion.  I am pleased that, by way of 
interjecting, the Leader of the Opposition has not suggested that the agreements should be changed unilaterally.  
Some people might have advocated that.  We must make sure that neither of the mainstream parties is associated 
with that way of thinking.  I am pleased that the Leader of the Opposition has pointed out that he is not 
advocating that course.   

The Government is happy to be involved with all companies that want to tackle the issues associated with their 
agreements and that want to make those agreements more responsive to the development of the resource 
industries of this State and to the needs of the Western Australian community, including regional communities.   

With regard to future agreements, the Government is considering options with a view to developing a position 
that will meet state and local government needs while not impeding the State’s attractiveness as an investment 
destination for major resources developments.  During the parliamentary debate in 2002 on the Iron Ore 
Processing (Mineralogy Pty. Ltd.) Agreement Bill, the Minister for State Development said he would examine 
how local governments could be more involved in negotiating state agreements while bearing in mind the 
commercial sensitivities.  He suggested that it could be done within the framework of an agreed protocol 
between state and local governments.  The Department of Industry and Resources has taken the lead from the 
minister and has initiated discussions with my department and the Western Australian Local Government 
Association on the form such a protocol could take.  These discussions are ongoing.  However, an advance draft 
has been developed and it is with WALGA for consultation with its local government members.  The protocol, 
which is not yet in place, would see negotiations over the potential Gorgon project, for example, being rated in 
accordance with the Local Government Act.  That is a first in Western Australia.  Since this motion was put on 
the Notice Paper, the Gallop Labor Government has taken an important first step in the process of making sure 
that the Gorgon project will have a different agreement that will not contain any clause that will exempt Gorgon 
from paying local government rates according to the current law.  Instead, the Gorgon project will be rated in 
accordance with the Local Government Act.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  It is located on an island.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Yes, but it is within the Ashburton municipality.   
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Hon Robin Chapple:  It will be interesting to see how that evolves.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Nothing in the agreement or in the Barrow Island Bill would in any way exempt the 
company from paying local government rates.  I am confident that, increasingly, resource companies that operate 
in the State will want to ensure that they have agreements that do not exempt them in the way they have been 
done in the past.   
Hon Barry House:  Most of them try to be good corporate citizens in other ways.  They give funds to performing 
arts centres and other local organisations.   
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Those other types of arrangements have existed.  The challenge for the resource sector, 
which it recognises, is to formalise these arrangements so that they are welcomed as good corporate citizens and 
industry participants within regions of Western Australia.  Some good, solid work can be done on these issues.  
That could serve as an illustration for all the community, including government and industry, on the way 
forward.   
Generally, state agreement Acts contain clauses that have restricted the basis of rating land in the agreement Act 
to its unimproved value and provide that local authorities cannot levy any rates that are considered to be 
discriminatory.  The ratings clauses in earlier agreements reflected the fact that most projects were located in 
remote regions far from existing townships.  Under those agreements, companies were generally required to 
provide their own social infrastructure and services; for example, the town facilities, roads, police stations and 
schools.  All members are familiar with these towns such as Newman, Tom Price, Paraburdoo and many other 
communities in which the companies were responsible for installing pretty much all the local infrastructure or, if 
not, for providing the specific infrastructure pursuant to their agreements.  The need to quickly fund and 
establish infrastructure and services for new towns in remote locations was met through these state agreements.   
Invariably, such infrastructure demands exceeded the capacity of the local road boards at the time and they later 
exceeded the capacity of the local government municipalities.  At the time, they even exceeded the capacity of 
some state government agencies because some of the projects were so big.  The size of the challenge outstripped 
the capacity of the government agencies to deal with the magnitude of the development in a coordinated and 
timely manner.   
The 1996-98 report No 39 of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee was the “Follow-Up 
Report on Western Australian Government Financial Assistance to Industry”.  The report dealt with issues that 
are not unrelated to the current issues before the House.  The previous Government agreed to consider claims for 
compensation if a local authority could demonstrate a net revenue loss as a result of the establishment of a state 
agreement Act project in its municipality.  It is interesting to note that, to date, no local government has been 
able to demonstrate a net revenue loss that would bring about such consideration.  That is the advice I have 
received.  Through the Pilbara Development Commission, I have funded the Pilbara study, which will take up 
this issue.  That study is being undertaken by the Pilbara Regional Council and will work through the costs 
associated with the resource projects within the Pilbara region and the impact upon local councils.  That report 
will be available to the Pilbara Regional Council within a month.  That could quite usefully feed into the 
proposed work of the committee.  Existing state agreement Acts can be changed by agreement, and opportunities 
arise for review and renegotiation of the valuations and ratings clauses in existing agreements.  From time to 
time other issues arise in the context of those negotiations.  I can say with 100 per cent certitude that for as long 
as there is a Gallop-led Labor Government, the State of Western Australia will not countenance a unilateral Act 
to amend any state agreement in this or any other area.  It should be noted that many companies are increasingly 
recognising that they have a stake in their communities and that, by becoming ratepayers, communities have a 
direct stake and interest in the success of that business.  Local councils and communities often work extremely 
hard to facilitate the ongoing activities of that business.   
A protocol between state and local government is being developed.  It is aimed at establishing agreed 
consultative processes to involve local government in a meaningful way when the State negotiates state 
agreements and major variations to existing agreements and facilitates major resources projects generally.  Such 
a protocol would also aim to enhance understanding of intergovernmental issues and strengthen relationships.  
As a result of discussions with the relevant departments and the Western Australian Local Government 
Association, the form and content of such a protocol is well advanced.  Through WALGA, a range of shires has 
had input into the development of this protocol.  Once it is finalised, a draft will be provided to the Minister for 
State Development for consideration and approval.  Some work is already on track that is complementary to that 
considered in this motion.  Once the protocol that is being considered takes its place among the processes for 
future state agreement Acts, all issues of importance to local government, including rating and valuation clauses 
in state agreements, can be considered within an agreed framework.  However, I reiterate that any change to an 
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existing state agreement can be made only with the consent of all parties to the agreement and subject to 
parliamentary ratification.   
On this theme of commonwealth-state financial relations, I mention what I believe is an absolutely fundamental 
parallel point that should be included in this consideration.  This is an essential context in which we - including 
local government - all operate, and the financial viability of local government and the regional communities has 
to be considered in that context.  We are not prepared to look solely at the distribution of state funding support - 
that is, royalties - to the State’s regions, as proposed in the original motion.  I am not entirely aware of the way 
the royalty cake is carved up across Western Australia.  People hear of great individual wealth that has arisen for 
families like the Hancock family as a result of the royalty streams flowing to it and others associated with 
various resource projects.  Such recipients include the Hancock family, the Porteous family and the Wright 
family of Voyager Estate winery fame.   

Hon Barry House:  That family invests its money very well in the south west.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It is the beneficiary of a royalty stream resulting from agreements that have been struck 
for resource projects in the north of the State.  I suppose we can understand how regional communities feel when 
they see that sort of royalty stream flowing to an individual family like the Wright family, which it uses to 
develop a great area of the State in Margaret River.  Voyager Estate is beautiful.  It has a marvellous big flag out 
the front.  However, people in Wittenoom and neighbouring communities see that royalty stream helping the 
citizens of Hon Barry House’s community.  Those people are not exactly enthusiastic for the benefits of that 
major resource project to be used to make the member’s part of the world even more attractive.  They might have 
other ambitions for that type of royalty stream.  However, that has been the nature of the way royalties have 
worked, at least in that particular case.  I am aware that other families around Western Australia have similarly 
benefited from that type of royalty stream from various resource projects.  I have not done a study of this area.  I 
think it would be useful if the committee got a handle on this and brought back to the House the history of 
royalty streams across this State that have resulted in the accumulation of great wealth by individuals who have 
been lucky enough to have tripped over a piece of ore or are the sons, grandsons or great-grandsons of someone 
who has tripped over an ore body or spotted it from an aircraft.   

Hon Norman Moore:  They peg it.  They have some propriety rights over it.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Property rights, at least for sections of the community, have always been an important 
theme of this House.  The property rights of those people who have pegged the resource have translated into 
royalty streams.  In other parts of the country, royalty streams have in more recent times been available to 
indigenous communities.  The royalties from resource projects in the uranium province of the Northern Territory 
have been of some benefit to the local communities by enabling the development of infrastructure in those 
remote regions of the Territory.  I imagine that allowing the Aboriginal communities to share in the royalty 
streams was a necessary prerequisite for the approval of resource projects on the reserves of the Aboriginal 
people in the Territory.  A limited stream of royalties flows from mining operations on Aboriginal reserves in 
Western Australia to a pool that is within the jurisdiction of the Aboriginal Lands Trust.  Historically, there has 
been a distribution of royalties.  They have not all simply accrued to the State, although that is the case by and 
large.  Royalties are generally seen by the State to be taxes that belong to the State as a whole, just as the 
resources on which they are based belong to all citizens, not just those in the area in which the project occurs.  
That has generally been the accepted way of treating royalties in this State.   

Hon Barry House:  You would acknowledge that Michael Wright has invested his money extremely well in 
Voyager Estate.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It would appear so.  I am not a student of Michael Wright’s finances.  I have met him 
once or twice.  He seems perfectly decent. 

Hon Barry House:  The money has not been frittered away.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I have absolutely no idea.  I have no idea of the royalties.  Has the member ever done 
an analysis?   

Hon Barry House:  No.  The family has added significantly to the infrastructure of another region of Western 
Australia.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am not making that point.  I am simply saying that one cannot say in this debate that 
royalties simply flow to the State.  Some people would have us say that.  I know that royalties flow in other 
directions.  Sometimes royalties flow to individuals under arrangements to which I am not privy.  I do not know 
the exact quantum.  A fair bit of the royalties from the old Wright-Hancock partnership has been frittered away.  
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Hon Barry House:  It has made some lawyers happy!   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It has made some lawyers happy.  That has been at great cost to the court system of this 
State.  There has been disputation over the wealth that has come out of the Pilbara.  It has certainly made lawyers 
happy.  I am very impressed by Voyager Estate.  The family is lucky to have a big property like that.  It has been 
the beneficiary of a royalty stream from the Pilbara.  The people of the Pilbara would probably have liked that 
level of largesse and investment from the Wright family to have gone back into their region.  It is only natural 
that they would see it that way. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  They probably enjoyed the product.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I do not know whether they could afford Voyager Estate wines - I certainly cannot.  I 
doubt that too many people in the neighbourhood of Wittenoom these days could afford them. 

As members know, not all royalties accrue to the State.  Successive Governments have raised the issue.  The 
state Treasury is now providing advice, which is available to all of us, that effectively 90 per cent of the funds 
from royalties are effectively being creamed off to other States.  The State does not get the big windfall that 
some might assume.  Repatriating royalties to their source is not as simple as it seems.  For example, Barrow 
Island is in the Shire of Ashburton.  Should all Barrow Island royalties flow to the Shire of Ashburton?  What 
about the neighbouring shires that might experience a big impact from a development like that; for example, the 
Shire of Roebourne?   

Our argument with the Commonwealth is not that the State deserves to get a bigger share of royalties or that it 
needs to be compensated, but that a cost is associated with the ability to continue to attract investment and 
resource and development opportunities.  The Commonwealth needs to recognise the cost that the community of 
the State incurs.  The Commonwealth needs to make efforts to ensure that the State has the capacity to attract 
more resource projects.  Similarly, regional communities could use the same legitimate argument when costs for 
infrastructure and ongoing support of infrastructure are associated with resource development in their regions.  
This motion can usefully tease out such an argument and find out how to support new arrangements not only 
between those regional communities and the State but also between the State and the Commonwealth.  What can 
we do? 

Hon Robin Chapple:  What is equitable between the local governments?  The Shire of East Pilbara contains a 
number of small mines and attracts quite a lot of mining rates, whereas Port Hedland, for example, which has 
major ports and infrastructure, does not. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Interestingly enough, within the boundaries of a shire such as the Shire of East Pilbara, 
which the member has mentioned, communities have the same argument with the Shire of East Pilbara that the 
shire has with the State and the State has with the Commonwealth.  Communities in the Shire of East Pilbara 
would love their shire to adopt the approach that the shire is advocating the State should adopt, which in turn is 
arguing that the Commonwealth should adopt.  The argument goes on.  It is time that the argument stopped and 
that we all got down to the business of making sure that the benefits of resource development flow to the 
community of Western Australia and that we respond to the size of the challenge, the cost of the infrastructure to 
the communities and the benefits that should be evenly distributed to communities, so that we can all walk tall as 
Western Australians.  This Government wants an expansion of the national cake.  It is about developing 
Australia’s resources and this State’s resources.  That cannot just happen; it requires effort on the part of all of us 
- local communities, local councils, the State Government and the whole community of Western Australia.  The 
current commonwealth-state financial arrangements do not facilitate this outcome.  That is why they need to be 
changed.  I believe this is an important argument that has been pursued by our predecessors and by us.  I hope 
the argument will be pursued through the work of this committee. 

The argument does not hold true to anywhere near the same extent when one looks at some of the details.  For 
example, local governments generally do not need to attract resource companies.  Typically, the State 
Government does that work.  Local government often does other ancillary work with the customers of the 
resource companies, which adds to the cost of their operations.  Their linkages with cities and towns in Japan and 
China build a relationship that is necessary to make sure that the customers of our resources are linked to this 
State’s future opportunities.  However, most of the attraction of investment work is done by the State.  The 
councils do some complementary work.  No doubt they would like their issues tackled in the handling of the 
issues before us now.  For example, the State Government has largely met the cost of major infrastructure on the 
Burrup.  The Shire of Roebourne was not responsible for the infrastructure, perhaps with the exception of the 
airport.  However, the way in which the shire has structured the arrangements for the airport means that it is 
looking at a very healthy return.  I think that some resource companies and airline operators might have a view 
on whether it is a healthy landing rate. 
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The Gallop Government recognises that some councils and communities are under pressure as a result of 
resource projects within their boundaries.  They deserve special attention.  These pressures can occur when 
projects come into a local council area and when they leave.  The example of Western Metals Ltd is uppermost 
in my mind right now.  I have mentioned that the shire had a formal agreement with Western Metals for the use 
of a town port to shift materials by barge.  The shire has also recently been attempting to attract funds to upgrade 
a wharf to cater for general shipping cargo.  Development is now likely to be put back as a result of the closure 
of Western Metals operation. 
The transport company that has been transporting materials from the mine to the wharf will also lose business.  
This does not involve employees of Western Metals, so transport company employees will not receive financial 
payouts from the company.  I am advised that the transport company is looking at how it can relocate its 
operations and its plant to other parts of the State in response to the loss of business in the Derby-West 
Kimberley area.  It will have a big impact on the Derby community.  Employment for specialised workers is 
restricted in the community.   
There is likely to be an impact on housing in Broome and Derby because mining employees have purchased 
homes with significant mortgages and there is the potential that they will be unable to repay loans, which could 
result in the forced sale of some homes.  A number of apprentices are currently employed at the mine.  They will 
need a new employer in order to complete their apprenticeships.  If a suitable host employer cannot be found, the 
apprentices may leave the Kimberley, which may mean in some cases having to leave their families for the first 
time.  Western Metals has fulfilled a good citizenship role.  It has been sponsoring major events across the West 
Kimberley.  If families leave the Kimberley region in large numbers, it will impact upon teaching staff levels and 
have a flow-on effect on service industries in Broome and Derby.  The loss of friends and families is very 
unsettling for regional communities.  Visiting mine workers who travel in and out of a region do not have the 
same impact as a permanent work force in a region.  The loss of commercial air travel for visiting mining 
executives also has an effect.  The Western Metals operation in many ways underpinned the activities of 
Skippers Aviation Pty Ltd service between Broome and Derby, because the type of aircraft that was necessary to 
be retained by that operation in the West Kimberley was deployed for not only the mine service, but also the 
regular passenger transport between Broome and Derby.  There will be an impact on the Derby community and 
the Kimberley community at large from the loss of this operation.  There will be pressure on family budgets.  
Even after redundancy payments, workers who have relocated to the Kimberley to take up positions at Western 
Metals may be reluctant to move to other remote locations.  All that represents a real challenge for the local 
community.  It is for those reasons that we will work hard to minimise the impact and make sure other 
opportunities emerge as quickly as possible. 

I know the other things we are doing as a Government to tackle the issues in response to resource development 
in the regions as well as the needs of regional communities.  I mentioned previously the regional investment 
fund.  It is having a much-needed impact on regional communities and jobs.  It is an important area of activity in 
which the Government has been involved.  Another important area the Government has been involved in is the 
work done with the regional investment tours.  As members will know, next week’s regional investment tour to 
the Kimberley will be an important part of the Government’s response to link future investment opportunities to 
create jobs in the region that will last. 

A second area of commonwealth-state finances that needs to be considered is the issue of the Local Government 
Grants Commission.  It is something I have mentioned before.  As I have said, as a State our hands are tied by 
the commonwealth formula and guidelines that are used in distributing funds to this State.  In particular, there is 
a minimum grant stipulation that all councils must receive a minimum 30 per cent grant on a population basis.  
That means that equalisation based on need is not the primary characteristic of the system.  That means that 
wealthy metropolitan councils like Peppermint Grove - my favourite example - obtains a minimum grant that it 
does not really need.  It helps it arrange a couple of extra rubbish collections each week and the garbage 
collectors collect bins from the back of people’s houses and down their driveways.  There are parts of the State 
without any rubbish collection at all; municipal services are not available to people.  That council gets the benefit 
of a minimum grant through the formulas of the Local Government Grants Commission, which is determined by 
the national Government.  The previous minister in the relevant federal portfolio, Wilson Tuckey, was right on to 
this case.  I know that he did a lot of State bashing but his cost-shifting inquiry was heading towards more solid 
work in terms of tackling the formula.  There is a risk that the work will be lost because of a change of minister.  
I hope that the House, through this motion, will ensure work is done to build on the case established.  The Local 
Government Grants Commission is responsible for distributing commonwealth funds to councils and it could 
have foreseen a few developments.  There was ambition on the part of some players, possibly even the former 
minister, to take away from the Local Government Grants Commission the minimal capability it has.  That is a 
real threat to regional communities.  How would anyone in Canberra know how to respond to the needs of a 
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community in a local government area such as Murchison or Sandstone?  They would not be able to find it on a 
map, let alone respond with a methodology that met their needs.  The grants commission methodology produces 
losers and winners from year to year.   

Hon Barbara Scott:  I know people who are 88 years old living in Peppermint Grove.  Does the minister not 
think that aged people might appreciate their bins being collected from their back doors? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am sure they appreciate it. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Would you rather see them in an aged person’s home? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I appreciate that but I can tell the member there are people who are 88 years old who do 
not have any rubbish collection. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  I think the majority of people in Peppermint Grove are a lot older than the majority of 
people in most other shires. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  They may well be but they are equipped, by and large, with the resources to get 
someone to take out their rubbish. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Surely keeping them in their homes saves costs. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The member may be the champion of the interests of the people of Peppermint Grove 
but when they are drawing upon a grants commission formula that makes them the beneficiary of funds that, in 
my view, should be distributed more in response to need and less on the basis of delivering unnecessary funds, a 
better balance can be struck through the process.  The work on offer on the basis of this motion should tackle 
some of these issues in concert with the likes of Wilson Tuckey and what he was trying to do.  I think Wilson 
Turkey was right on to them; he knew what was the problem. 

Hon Barry House:  Perhaps we should get Wilson Tuckey before the committee. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It could do worse. 

The Commonwealth Grants Commission is reviewing its methodology to finetune it.  As the state minister 
responsible for local government, I can tell the House that this is important work that must be done.  There are 
pressures on our own methodology and changes to the national methodology are needed.  I would be delighted to 
see what work can be done as determined by the committee. 

Hon Barry House:  Is there any referral to your ministerial budget? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The Government will cooperate and collaborate on these issues because it is important 
work.  It is work that for too long we have heard people bellyache about without decisive, firm action.  I will 
give an example of where I believe some class act work can be done.  We parliamentarians must do some work 
on the Commonwealth Grants Commission.  We must get behind the formulas that have led to the fiscal 
equalisation strategies of the national Grants Commission.  We must try to work out how we can work with the 
resources sector in this State so that when it does things like playing the role of good citizen - as it wants to do 
more and more - it does not suffer a double penalty by which the national Government can double tax those 
companies.  Some creative work can be done between the resource sector of Western Australia and 
parliamentarians on more creative responses to the strategies that are being whisked away in this State that deal 
with the benefits of resource development.  That is the challenge.  There is great skill on the part of resource 
companies and their operations with the corporate tax laws in this country.  Similar intellectual work must be 
applied to the way these companies are having stripped away from them in their home regions the benefits that 
flow from their allocations to the coffers as a result of their efforts.  It is an area in which good work can be done 
that will be of great benefit to future generations of Western Australians.  In the end, that is what all of us in this 
job are on about.  We gain satisfaction from knowing that we are working for the benefits of our families, 
communities, electorates, State and the nation we serve.  We will make Western Australia a much better place if 
we do this work well.  I have heard much said on these themes in this place.  Some of it I have said myself.  I 
remember work advocated and talked about by my former parliamentary colleague Mark Nevill concerning state 
agreements and the difficulties they cause.  I have heard complaints from my former colleague, the member for 
Pilbara, Larry Graham.  My first speech in this place was on some of these themes.  Some extra quality work can 
occur through this motion that would bring some of these issues to better resolution. 

Hon Bill Stretch interjected.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am saying to the House that my small department is prepared to work in partnership 
with the committee on these issues.  We will work in any way we can to support it.  I already have some work 
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going on in parallel with this that I believe will be helpful.  I will make sure that the work feeds in to the extent 
that the committee wishes to work with - 

Hon Barry House:  Do you think our committee might be able to second a person from your department to work 
with it on this inquiry? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am sure that when someone with the skill and talent of Hon Barry House is chairing a 
committee, he would be more than capable of doing this task with the skilful help of his committee members.  I 
look around this Chamber and see the skilful members of the various parties in the Parliament.  They are a great 
resource. 

Hon Barry House:  We all have the same intentions to do the job, and to do it well, but we need some resources 
to do it. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  We can talk about these issues.  However, let us embark on this and see where we go.  
To some extent this motion, on one hand, is a bit too narrow and, on the other hand, in my view, is a bit too 
broad.  It is too narrow because it deals only with state agreements.  We want to look at proposed agreements as 
well as past ones.  I believe that is a legitimate ambition.  The motion does not specify the underlying problem, 
which is the broader funding issues for councils in their overall financial capacity.  This committee could have a 
good look at the whole rating system of local government, its borrowing, its debt, its administrative efficiency 
and its population base, which in turn might mean looking at local government boundaries, for instance.  I 
believe there are some other issues in this.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Let’s not get too carried away. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I am not getting too carried away.  I do not think we should be too restrictive in the way 
we look at this question, because I believe some good things could flow.  I want to position a term of reference 
that would give the committee the opportunity to comment on some of those issues to the extent that it wished.  
The reference to grants to local government could mean anything and everything.  It is too broad.  It could 
simply be a fishing expedition to find every grant ever made to a council.  I do not think that is necessary.   

The Government is not particularly keen for there to be a narrow focus on the issue of royalties.  We believe that 
it is a bigger issue than that.  As a community, we have been down that road before.  If the committee wants to 
include royalties in a wider examination of these issues, it should not be restricted to simply the royalty issue.  
We have been down that way before, and we think there are now different ways of tackling it. 

Finally, given the current efforts of the Government as outlined, and in view of the work done on the issue of 
state agreements by the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee in 1997, the issue does not, in our 
view, need the establishment of a new select committee, as has been suggested in debate.  We believe that the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance is best suited to examine this issue and that it could 
fit it into its current priorities.  I do not need to go over the arguments that were more than adequately put by the 
Leader of the Opposition when he was Leader of the House about why we should not establish a select 
committee.  I am persuaded by the previous arguments that he put to the House on the general approach to select 
committees.  In this example, the motion before us states that the matter should go to a standing committee.  The 
Government’s view is that, if necessary, it would like work to be done by a subcommittee of that standing 
committee, with substitute members to flow in and out of the committee on the basis of whatever is considered 
to be appropriate by the parties represented on that standing committee.  I am turning to the right-hand corner of 
the Chamber and looking at members of the Greens (WA), knowing that this would be of particular interest to 
Hon Robin Chapple.  With this sort of work, he might want to be a substitute member for one of the existing 
committee members.  Maybe it is not an area of particular interest to Hon Dee Margetts, or maybe only aspects 
of it are of particular interest to her.  Perhaps there could be changes of members on the bench, which could add 
great value to the work of this committee.   

I want to move an amendment to the motion that has been moved by Hon Norman Moore.   

Amendment to Motion 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I move - 

That the motion be amended as follows - 

(1) In paragraph (a), to delete the words “that has been applied in the past through” and 
insert the words “applying to past and proposed”. 

(2) To replace all words after “(b)” with the following - 
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(b) the most equitable way of ensuring a secure financial base for local 
government authorities in the context of the operation of commonwealth-
state financial relations. 

I will pass this amendment immediately to the attendant.  I must apologise to members.  As I have mentioned, I 
have just come out of a major meeting with people from Argyle Diamonds.  I did not have a chance to have this 
amendment ready so that it could be circulated in advance.  It is now ready.  I grabbed it and ran into the 
Chamber, knowing that what I wanted to be done had been done.  If amended, the motion will read - 

That the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance be required to inquire into - 

(a) the rationale behind the local government rating system applying to past and proposed 
state agreement Acts; and 

(b) the most equitable way of ensuring a secure financial base for local government 
authorities in the context of the operation of commonwealth-state financial relations. 

In speaking in support of that amendment, I simply say - 

Hon Norman Moore:  You have been going for only two hours and 10 minutes.  You might as well keep going 
for another couple of hours. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  No, I will not speak for much longer. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You have introduced a whole new ball game. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  No, not at all. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You have. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  No.  Those issues are inextricably linked to the sorts of issues that are - 

Hon Norman Moore:  Will you leave some time for us to finish the argument, because we will run out of time to 
debate your amendment? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  What do you mean we will run out of time?  We will not run out of time. 

Hon Norman Moore:  There is a time limit on motions on notice. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The Leader of the Opposition will fix that. 

Hon Norman Moore:  No, I cannot fix it.  You have already had two hours. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will finish quickly.  So much has been changed around here lately that I did not know 
we had introduced - 

Hon Norman Moore:  It has been going on for the past 12 months. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina):  Order, members!  The interjections will not help us deal with 
the motion in a timely manner.  Two hours of debate remain. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  There are two hours to go.  Members opposite will be able to fix it in two hours. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Other people want to speak on it. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Okay.  I want to hear what they have to say.  If they want more than two hours, I will 
be the first person to move that so much of standing orders be suspended as would otherwise prevent the 
members from speaking; or if they want to seek leave to continue their remarks, I will give them leave.  I do not 
want anyone to be gagged. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Just come along occasionally to work out how this place now works so you can be part of 
the deal. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The minister should direct his comments to the proposed 
amendment. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Of course.  I apologise profoundly and profusely for being distracted by the disorderly 
interjections of the Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  We were only suggesting that you sit down. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will sit down when I finish, and I will not be long if members opposite stop 
interjecting.  My goodness!  I have been here only on and off in recent times.  Have we changed the standing 
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orders so much that members are allowed to interject on me the whole time - is that what members are allowed 
to do now - in addition to bringing in time limits? 

I believe that the motion that is being circulated in the House does a good job.  It recognises that there is a 
broader context, and that needs to be explored.  The Government is of the view that some quality work can be 
done.  There is a quality team on that standing committee.  Hon Barry House is a very capable chair of that 
standing committee, and he has some very capable members.  He has the opportunity to draw on some substitute 
members, when necessary, for work like this to be done.  This is important work - important for the regions, for 
the State and for those communities that are otherwise suffering from the difficulties associated with the context 
in which they are working.  As I have said, that is the grab of the resources benefits that goes on under the 
national processes.  This is stuff that previous Governments have spoken about passionately.  We share that 
passion and do not want opposition members to forget the passion they had when they were in government.  
They should join with us in making sure that the commonwealth formulas do not strip away from Western 
Australia that which is ours.  We must have the capacity to meet the needs of our community.  We are Western 
Australians together.  Before someone is a Liberal or a Labor person, he or she is a Western Australian. 
Hon Norman Moore:  I wish you had used that same approach for the past 25 years since you have been in this 
place.  You have obviously changed your mind now that you have worked out how it works.  Good grief!  I can’t 
believe what you say at times. 
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The Leader of the Opposition should not be partisan on this.  He should forget for a 
moment that he is a Liberal.  He is a Western Australian and, as a Western Australian, he should stand up for 
Western Australia. 

Hon Norman Moore:  It’s about time you worked out what that is all about. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The motion as amended will give the people of Western Australia quality work and I 
will be the first minister to stand shoulder to shoulder with the work of that committee to ensure that it is quality 
work and to ensure that the national formula, the context in which local governments have to operate in their 
relationship with each other, their communities and the State and national Governments, becomes a source of 
quality work so that the State’s resource sector, which is very important, can thrive and flourish and go on to be 
of great benefit to us all.  I hope that all members of the House are attracted to support the amendments that I 
have moved.  My amendments provide the opportunity to do a great service, the results of which we can all be 
proud.  I commend the amendment.   

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.02 pm]:  Although I still want to speak on the primary 
motion, there are elements of the amendments that the Greens (WA) support.  However, I am concerned to a 
degree that paragraph (b) of the motion will have much more to do with the financial relationship between the 
Commonwealth and the States.   
Hon Norman Moore:  It is called handballing!   
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  In response to Hon Norman Moore, I am certainly of the idea that paragraph (b) 
includes the very elements that were contained in the original motion so that we can look at the relationship 
between State and local governments in terms of local government grants and royalty provisions.   
Hon Norman Moore:  The purpose of the exercise was to look at the relationship between the State Government, 
which is our concern, and local governments.  Now the minister wants to make the exercise a matter of the State 
versus the Commonwealth, which is not what we had in mind at all.  The minister’s amendments change the 
direction completely, all because that happens to be the flavour of the month of the Treasurer.   
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Obviously Hon Norman Moore will present his position.  I wish to clarify that the 
Greens do not object to paragraph (a) which seeks to look at past and proposed state agreement Acts.  However, 
paragraph (b) must allow the committee to look at the relationship between the State and the regions.   

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.05 pm]:  It is a pity that the 
minister’s amendment arrived at the end of his speech and not at the beginning because it would have given me 
the one hour that he had on top of the previous hour and 10 minutes on this motion to read the amendments and 
work out the effect they will have on the proposal I put forward.   

As I suggested by way of interjection to Hon Robin Chapple, the purpose of the original motion was to look at 
the relationship between the State Government and the regions and local governments in Western Australia.  I 
acknowledge that there are difficulties between the States and the Commonwealth.  During my speech I spent 
some time talking about that to draw a relationship with and make a comparison between the arguments being 
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used by the Treasurer of Western Australia about the Commonwealth and the suggestion that the same 
arguments are being used by people in local government against the State Government.  The purpose of the 
motion was to allow the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance, as a committee of the 
Legislative Council, to look at the State’s relationship with local government and the regions of Western 
Australia, which are very important to us.  I do not have a problem with the reference in the minister’s 
amendments to proposed state agreement Acts.  I do not know what the Government has in mind.  With regard to 
that, the motion simply suggested that we find out what the rationale has been in the past and, once we discover 
what it is, we can decide what to do in the future -  

Hon Ken Travers:  What if it gets up before the Gorgon state agreement has been proposed?  That is one for a 
start.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is not worth arguing about.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  The issue is the protocol.  The argument underpinning the clause on future actions relates to 
the protocols and issues of future state agreements that I described.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is fine.  However, the purpose of the original motion was to determine why we 
have done things the way we have in the past so that we know whether it needs to be changed.  That is why the 
motion refers to inquiring into the rationale behind previous activities and actions.  We cannot look at the 
rationale behind future actions because we do not know what they are.  I will not slash my wrists over that 
change.  However, paragraph (b) of the motion reads -  

. . . the distribution of state funding support to the State’s regions - including royalties and the grants to 
local government, . . .  

It is not just about royalties; it is about the way in which the State Government provides support to the regions of 
Western Australia.  I inserted “including royalties” because I wanted to draw attention to the fact that royalties 
are an issue.  The “grants to local government” essentially refers to grants from the State Government to local 
governments and any other support that the State provides to the State’s regions, and that includes the minister’s 
Regional Investment Fund, or whatever it is called, and any other support that the State gives to the regions.  It is 
all about the relationship between the State Government and the regions of Western Australia in terms of 
financial support.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Why would you isolate the important relationship that the regions have with the national 
Government and the relationship that the national Government has with local government formulas?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would not have a problem if Parliament decided to investigate the relationship 
between the State of Western Australia and the Commonwealth in terms of its financial relationship.  However, 
that is not what this exercise is about.  This exercise is about the relationship between the State of Western 
Australia and its regions and local government.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Fundamental to that is -  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Just a minute.  The minister has introduced a significant issue to the motion.  The 
problems of the financial relationship between the State and the Commonwealth could take a committee - 
certainly a committee of this Parliament - 100 years to resolve.  Such a committee would require a huge amount 
of time, resources and energy to resolve the problems of that financial relationship.  If we go down the minister’s 
path, the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance will be so tied up in the national issue that 
the poor old local governments and regions of Western Australia will be ignored again.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You cannot deal with the second without dealing with the first.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Of course we can.  The State of Western Australia has a certain number of dollars to 
spend every year.  The Government brings down a budget every year.  It spends the money it has to spend - 
some of it goes to the regions, some does not.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We are being penalised by the federal Government.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This Government is no more penalised than any Government in the history of 
Western Australia.  The other day when I argued this, the minister stated that the problem with health in Western 
Australia is the Commonwealth’s fault.  However, four years ago it was the State’s fault and yet there has been 
no change in the financial relations between the State and the Commonwealth over that period.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, there has.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What absolute drivel.   
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Hon Tom Stephens:  You are Rip Van Winkle!  Don’t you know what’s going on?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know what is going on.  In terms of spin, we are being visited with the worst 
Government in Western Australia’s history.  Everything has a spin attached to it and nothing is the fault of this 
Government.  If anything goes wrong, it is somebody else’s fault.  Today Hon Tom Stephens told us about 
Western Metals Ltd.  What is the minister doing about Western Metals?   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Didn’t you just hear what I am doing?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I heard what the minister said.  He has gone to another company to see whether he 
can get jobs somewhere else.  Had the boot been on the other foot and I was sitting where the minister is sitting 
and he was sitting where I am sitting, his attitude would have been different.  He would have asked why the State 
Government was not doing something to get the company back on its feet.  That is the type of line he used to 
take.  That is why I said that since changing sides in the Chamber, he has undergone a strange conversion.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  You are being unnecessarily nasty today.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have had enough of Hon Tom Stephens.  He sat over this side when in opposition 
and whinged and whined for as long as I can remember; then he goes to the government benches and starts 
giving us these sermons about how we should all get together and be wonderful friends and all work for the 
benefit of Western Australia.  This is not a pulpit.  When he sat in opposition, the minister was the biggest 
whinger around.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  I can never be the biggest whinger while you are around.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This motion was put forward at my instigation, encouraged by the Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development as a result of a speech he made in Broome some time ago, when he 
thought giving royalties back to the regions was a good idea.  Encouraged by that view, I brought a proposition 
to this Parliament and now the Government wants to take us off onto another tangent.  If the minister wants to 
have an inquiry into commonwealth-state relations, he should get one going.  He should appoint a royal 
commission or a judicial inquiry - I am quite happy with either - or he could have a separate parliamentary 
inquiry if that is what he wants.  This committee does not have the resources, the capacity or the time between 
now and the next election to inquire into commonwealth-state relations and state and local government relations 
in the context of the amendment moved by the minister.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You are all weak.  We cannot do one without the other, and you know it.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Heaven help us.  I cannot believe the parliamentary secretary is so stupid at times.  
Every year the State Government brings down a budget and spends the resources available to it based on its 
priorities.  It spends some of it in the regions and gives some to local governments.  All I am asking this House 
to do is to let us see whether we can do that better.  The amount of the cake is irrelevant.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  It is not.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The size of the cake is irrelevant.  What is relevant is how the money is being spent.  
If the minister wants to have the cake made bigger, he should come to the Parliament and put a proposition, and I 
will put up my hand and agree with it, provided he gives this House $1 million to do the job.  That is what it 
would take.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  Do you agree with this proposition?   Local government does not stand there with its 
relationship with the State Government and isolate itself from its relationship with the national Government.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  One of the few good things that has happened in recent times is a change of 
ministerial portfolios at the federal level.  I am a federalist, and I always will be, and some of the mutterings of 
the former federal minister were completely the opposite of the views I have about the nature of government in 
Australia.  I am not here today to argue about the relationship between the State of Western Australia and the 
Commonwealth.  That is another argument for another time.  If the minister wants to find $1 million to do that 
inquiry, because that is what it will cost - 

Hon Tom Stephens:  Not at all.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It will, because the minister just does not understand the complexity of it.  It has been 
around for 100 years of Federation.  As members of Parliament in Western Australia, we can very simply - 

Hon Tom Stephens:  The complexity is not beyond the capacity of that committee.  They are clever men and 
women.  They are not frightened by complexity in the way that you are.  
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This committee has four inquiries going at the same time at the moment.  Two have 
not really started in any great depth.  I have flagged the notion of establishing a select committee so that this 
work will be done, because the burden on that standing committee is such that it would not have the time to do 
the job between now and the next election.  However, I have discussed the matter with the chairman, and he said 
they had contemplated looking at subcommittees, and he thinks they could get on with the job.  However, it is a 
very big job in the context of the original proposition.  If, however, the burden of commonwealth-state relations 
is added to this inquiry, we will get nothing in the end.  Perhaps that is what the Government wants.  Maybe the 
minister’s sermon a little while ago was just so much more spin.  I want to see some results from this, so let us 
make it a manageable exercise.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  It is a manageable exercise.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is not, and the minister knows that as well as I do.  I will not spend a lot more time 
on this, other than to say that the intention was not to look at the whole nation’s financial affairs on top of a 
water inquiry, a cemetery inquiry, a land ownership inquiry and everything else this committee has to do.  It is an 
intention to look at the relationship between the State Government, which is our responsibility, and local 
government, which is also part of the State’s responsibility.  It comes under our Constitution.  If the minister 
wants to come to the House with the proposition that this Parliament should create a committee, or that he wants 
to set up a royal commission into the relationship between the State and the Commonwealth, and if he provides 
the millions of dollars needed to make it work properly, I will put up my hand to support it, 100 per cent.  That is 
not what this motion is about.  This motion is about what we, as a Parliament, have control over; that is, our 
relationship with the regions and the local authorities of Western Australia.  That is our responsibility.  The 
responsibility of dishing out commonwealth money to the States lies with the Commonwealth Parliament.  We 
are allowed to have a view on it, but there is not much we can do if the federal Government does not want to take 
any notice of it.  If the minister tries that as a separate exercise, I will go along with him.  
Hon Tom Stephens:  We are not an island State.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We are an island.  
I do not support the minister’s proposition because it also takes away the comment at the end of the motion about 
determining whether changes are required to create greater equity in the distribution and level of state financial 
support available to the regions of Western Australia.  That is taken out by the minister’s amendment.  The aim 
of the exercise was to look at the rationale behind past decisions, and I am quite happy to look at the rationale 
behind future decisions.  It was also to look at how the State spends its money in the regions and with local 
government, with a view to finding out whether it can be done better and more equitably.  That is the whole 
exercise.  The minister’s proposition is to look at the rationale behind local government rating in respect of state 
agreement Acts, and then the relationship between the Commonwealth, the State and local government in the 
distribution of money.  That is a huge task, and there is no requirement at the end of the exercise to find out 
whether it has been done equitably.  My concern with this motion is the regions of Western Australia.  My 
concern is not, on this occasion, about the State’s raw deal from the Commonwealth.  That is a debate for 
another day and another exercise.  If the minister wants to go down that path, I will support him 100 per cent, but 
not on this occasion.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  You are misconstruing the issue.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am not misconstruing the issue at all.  That is the view I have, and I would be very 
disappointed if the House agreed to this amendment, because the committee would find it very difficult indeed to 
come up with any meaningful recommendations that would apply to the State Parliament and the Government’s 
activities between now and the next election.  By then I would like to have some ideas from this committee so 
that both sides of the House can go to the people and say that the committee has come up with these ideas that 
our party will pick up and do.  They then become commitments of both parties, or of one party or another, 
whatever the case might be.  Let us not give this committee a task it cannot possibly complete.  

Hon Ken Travers:  You want the committee to write your election policy.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That would be good, would it not?  What is wrong with the Parliament coming up 
with things that are good for the people of Western Australia?  I hope the parliamentary secretary notices what 
the Parliament does.  The Parliament is being asked to come up with some ideas, and I am asking for it to be 
done before the next election so that, if there are any good ideas we can go to the election with, we can grab 
them and do it.  What is wrong with that?   
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Hon Ken Travers:  There is nothing wrong with coming up with good ideas, but when you put it into the context 
of elections, you are saying that you want the committee to go away and write your election policy.  That is what 
you are saying.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the committee could do that, I would be very pleased.  I would be quite happy to 
trawl through every parliamentary report if I could get good ideas out of it.  The other good reason for 
completing the inquiry before the next election is that that is the end of this Parliament.  At the next election all 
the committees stop working.  I was a member of this place when a notice went on the door of this House, saying 
that the House had been prorogued because the Government of the day did not want to have a committee of 
inquiry into a particular issue.  That is what happens when the Parliament is prorogued for elections - all 
committees stop work.  There is no point starting a committee of this nature to inquire into a matter of this type 
on the expectation that it will not report by the next election or within the term of this Parliament.   
Hon Ken Travers:  That is nonsense.  I am serving on a committee continuing with two inquiries that were 
started in the last Parliament, and we are working to make good recommendations.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Congratulations!  That might have to happen, but I would rather we get a result in 
this Parliament.  I should avoid being distracted by the parliamentary secretary who seems to have some strange 
ideas.  I do not support this amendment and I will be very disappointed if the House supports it, because I do not 
believe the exercise can be done in a way that would give us a result within the time frame that this Parliament 
determines.  I am opposed to that and hope we can stick with the original plan, although I do not have a problem 
with putting the words “and proposed” into the first part of the amendment, if that will make any difference.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [3.21 pm]:  My colleague and I have been discussing this issue.  
Obviously, we do not wish to move away from the very useful debate about royalties and grants to local 
government.  However, we are cognisant of the fact that the treatment of royalties is not just a matter of the way 
finances are handled in Western Australia.  Not wishing to make the debate more far reaching, we would 
particularly like the proposed amendment to use a form of words that reminds the Legislative Council that the 
original motion was specifically about local governments and the impact of such things as state agreement Acts, 
royalties and grants.  However, if we do not understand the response of the federal Government to the royalties 
that are collected in Western Australia and how that impacts on grants back to the States, then we might not get 
an outcome that is as useful.   

My colleague is not as happy as he might be with my first response to this proposed amendment; that is, to 
include the proposed amendments as an addition to the existing words in the motion.  However, if that were the 
case, it would not be by way of opening up the debate to everything in the entire known universe.  Whenever we 
deal with royalties and grants, it is important to understand that not all decisions on royalties begin and end in the 
State of the Western Australia.  This is because of the way the federal Government processes any royalties that 
are collected in Western Australia and adjusts the State’s grants accordingly, which therefore impacts on what 
happens to local government.   

My first response to this proposed amendment is to amend it so that it reads at the end of the motion “and see the 
most equitable way of ensuring a secure financial base for local government authorities in the context of the 
operation of commonwealth-state financial relations”.  Perhaps the best way of dealing with that so that we do 
not blow it out to include all the known universe is to add the proposed amendment of the minister in the above 
context.  The minister’s proposed amendment in part reads -   

the most equitable way of ensuring a secure financial base for local government authorities in the 
context of the operation of commonwealth-state financial relations.   

I would be grateful for some advice on the wording.  As I say, it is not my intention or that of my colleague to 
blow this out to include the entire known universe; it is just a recognition of the fact that we know and 
understand that the issue of royalties does not begin and end with State Governments, what they do and whether 
they collect them from local governments.   
I have taken a close interest in the issue of state agreement Acts, as honourable members would know, and, in 
particular, the fact that something like 40 per cent of the state agreement Acts that have been produced in 
Western Australia - many as they are - have a provision that rates unimproved rate value, no matter what the 
value of the proposal or the project and no matter what the subsequent costs might be to the local government 
authorities.  Obviously, this has been a hot issue in the Pilbara and in other parts of WA.  I know it has been an 
issue of great contention in the shires of Chittering and Collie and a range of shires throughout the State.  At 
various times there has been a strong campaign from the Western Australian Local Government Association to 
make sure that State Governments understand this issue.  If state agreement Acts continue to happen - I hope we 
do not continue down that path - then, at the very least, local governments ought to be part of those negotiations.  
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It seems ridiculous that the Office of Major Projects negotiates these agreements and then offers the revenues 
from another level of government.   
During the debate it was mentioned that we ought to consider the kinds of proposals that have been flung around 
in recent times by Wilson Tuckey.  I have attended a few of the zone meetings in Western Australia at which the 
Wilson Tuckey proposal has been floated, and I have also listened to Wilson pushing the concept in one of his 
short 45-minute presentations in a 10-minute slot.  At the very best, the response from local government could be 
described as lukewarm.  At one stage I recall asking the minister whether, if it were to happen, he considered that 
it would be more appropriate to have the debate first on the constitutional rights of local government before 
considering giving them extra powers, responsibilities and funding.  His response was that he thought those 
issues were important but might be considered after the changes to responsibilities were made.  I do not agree 
with that.  I did not see a great deal of enthusiasm amongst local government representatives for taking on the 
responsibilities for health, education and other social services without having a greater decision-making role or 
responsibility or any change to the democratic structure.  We need to have a wider debate about federal 
constitutional issues of which the role of local government must be an important part.   
On a number of occasions members of the Greens (WA) have expressed considerable disappointment about the 
erosion of outcomes from States like Western Australia as a result of the state-federal funding mix.  That is a big 
debate in itself and there have been similar debates on that subject in this place.  It is an issue that is becoming 
more important as the years go by.  We know that sometimes States have been led into making what I think are 
decisions based upon poor judgment.  One of those decisions was to sign up to the goods and services tax and 
the other one was to sign up to the national competition policy.  The States made the assumption that they would 
get extra funding as a result of signing those agreements.  In both cases we got a dud.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  The other shocking judgment call on the part of some jurisdictions was the introduction of 
large quantities of gambling as a result.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That is right.  States have been desperate enough to look for other sources of revenue.  
I commend the previous Government and the current Government for resisting the temptation to go down the 
line of using pokies as another revenue source.  Unfortunately, that ends up being the kind of decision made 
under the current federal-state funding mix.  We cannot magically make more funding available at the federal 
level.  However, there must be a situation in the state-federal funding mix whereby Western Australia is not 
penalised as much as it is for the revenues that are created in the State.  We cannot debate these motions unless 
we take that funding mix into consideration whereby two-thirds or 80 per cent of new royalties are deducted 
from our state-federal funding grants.   

A colleague of mine is negotiating the wording of an amendment, and I hope he will get back to me very soon. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  I indicate to you the sorts of thoughts we have.  If you insisted on retaining paragraph (b) 
that the Leader of the Opposition moved, we will go along with that.  We will then ask for paragraph (b) in my 
amendment to become paragraph (c) and to keep the final paragraph but delete the word “state” so that it is clear 
we are talking about all the finances.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Why are you frightened about somebody having a look at the relationship between you 
and the federal Government?  Is this an attempt to divert what you are doing?   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Not at all.   

Amendment on the Amendment 
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That suggestion sounds reasonable.  I move -  

(1) To delete the words “Replace all words after “(b)” with the following” and insert instead -  

Insert the following new paragraph after (b) 

(2) To delete the word “state” in paragraph (a) of the original motion. 

New paragraph (c) is -  

the most equitable way of ensuring a secure financial base for local government authorities in the 
context of the operation of commonwealth-state financial relations.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  Is the member seeking to remove the word “state” from 
paragraph (b) or from the final paragraph?   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Whichever you like.   
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Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I am happy to move to delete the word “state” from the final paragraph of the motion, 
which would then read -  

with a view to determining whether changes are required to create greater equity in the distribution and 
level of financial support available to regional Western Australia. 

My colleague is not jumping up and down.  He is worried that it could be considered that we want to talk about 
the universe and everything.  That is not the intention of the amendment.  The intention is to enable the debate to 
integrate the implications of royalties and state grants with what happens at a federal level.  The motion still 
focuses on what happens at the local government level and with state agreement Acts and royalties but, in my 
view, to debate that properly we must understand that adjustments are made to royalties and grants at the federal 
level.   
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  The amendment moved by Hon Dee Margetts seeks to insert a new paragraph (c), 
which reads -  

the most equitable way of ensuring a secure financial base for local government authorities in the 
context of the operation of commonwealth-state financial relations. 

The member seeks also to delete from the final paragraph of the existing motion the word “state” from the 
second last line. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.35 pm]:  This issue has been 
taken down a path that was never intended by the mover of the motion, which happens to be me.  I can 
understand why the Government of Western Australia wants to divert attention from its own relationship with 
the regions and the local authorities of Western Australia to an assessment of their relationship with the 
Commonwealth.  The State Government’s strategy is to attach blame to everybody else except itself.  In 
particular, it wants to divert blame to the Commonwealth Government because it is a different political 
persuasion from the State Government.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  No, that is not our intention.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Do not interject on me.  I am telling the minister what I think; he can make another 
two-hour speech telling me why I am wrong.  The simple fact is that this Parliament has an influence, and indeed 
a control, over how the revenues of the State of Western Australia are spent in Western Australia.  This 
Parliament does not have any influence or control over how the Commonwealth spends its money.  This 
Parliament can hold an inquiry into commonwealth-state financial relations or the way the Commonwealth funds 
local government, but it is not worth two squirts at the end of the day.  It would have no effect on the federal 
Government because it would completely ignore the findings.   

However, one would hope that if this Parliament made a recommendation to the State Government of Western 
Australia, it would take some notice of it because it would reflect the views of the Parliament of Western 
Australia.  In my humble judgment, we are not here to hold inquiries into the way in which the Commonwealth 
Government spends its money.  We could do that if we wanted to but the end result would be a waste of time 
because it would be totally ignored.  The Commonwealth Government would argue that it is none of our 
business how it spends its money.  The relationship the State Government has with this Parliament, the regions 
and the local governments of Western Australia is important.  That is what we are here for; that is why we were 
elected. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  Do you think the federal Government should conduct inquiries into areas of activity that are 
exclusively the domain of the States?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would rather it did not.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  You would rather it did not?   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Absolutely. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  It is a pity you have never said that before.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have been a federalist all of my political life.  I have argued that no money should 
go from the Commonwealth to local government directly; it should go through the States.  I have always argued 
that.  I argued against my own political party when the federal Government gave money for roads to local 
governments directly, which bypassed the State’s road program.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Will you point to me on the record where you have complained about the Cole royal 
commission, for instance, which is inquiring into areas that are specifically and exclusively the jurisdiction of the 
States?   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have not publicly said anything about that.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Will you take the opportunity to do that now?   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  I bet you won’t. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not know whether what the minister said is correct.  The Cole royal commission 
is inquiring into industrial relations, which is a state and a commonwealth issue.  If the minister wants to protect 
and defend Kevin Reynolds, he should stand up and do it.  He is entitled to do that all he likes.  I think some 
action should be taken against him.  That is just my view.  As far as I am concerned, local government is a 
creature of the State Parliament; it is not part of the Commonwealth Constitution, albeit that some people want it 
to be part of the Commonwealth Constitution.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  The local government is a creature of the States.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right.  However, the minister knows darn well that over time that has 
changed and we are now subjected to all sorts of penalties and pains by centralist federal Governments of both 
political persuasions.  The time has come for something to be done about that.  The time has come for the nation 
to have a debate about federalism, which I am aware has nothing to do with this amendment.  That time has 
come.  However, it does not help this debate to say that the Commonwealth’s role should be considered as part 
of an inquiry that I originally designed to look at the relationship of the State Government and Parliament with 
the regions of Western Australia and the local government authorities, which are part of the State Constitution.  
That is what this exercise is about.  It is not about bashing commonwealth-state financial arrangements.  The 
whole purpose of the exercise would be lost if that were to happen.  If the minister wants to go down that path, 
he should do it independently of this.  If he wanted some sort of support from this Parliament for a royal 
commission or an inquiry of that magnitude into commonwealth-state financial relations in any respect, I would 
be the first to put up my hand and support him.  However, I ask him to please not create the possibility of the 
inquiry I have suggested, which we all agree should happen, going down a path which it was never intended to 
go down and which will divert its attention, energy and resources into a very significant constitutional issue; that 
is, the relationship between local government, the State Government and the federal Government.  Let us stick to 
our business, which is the relationship between our Government and Parliament - at the state level - and local 
government and the regions of Western Australia.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  Our business is to act in the best interests of the communities of Western Australia, with all 
their complexities.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I give the minister a silly analogy.  We are all concerned about the defence of 
Western Australia and Australia.  However, it would be a waste of time for this Parliament to set up a select 
committee to inquire into the defence of Western Australia.  What would be the use of that?  It could be done.  
There is nothing to stop us, but the end result would not add up to a row of beans.  However, I hope that if this 
Parliament recommended to the State Government of Western Australia that we need to change the way in which 
we do business with the regions of the State, the State Government would take notice.  At the end of the day, this 
is the Parliament that dishes out the money.  Let us not make this inquiry so broad that nothing comes out of it.  
That is what I ask the minister to seriously and genuinely consider.  I want to know whether we, the Parliament 
of Western Australia, can work out a better way of making sure that the funds available to the Western 
Australian Government are better spent in the regions.  That is exactly what it is about.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  You are transparent.  You simply want to bash the State rather than allow us to understand 
the complexity of these issues.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Here we go.  It is now on the table.  I thank the minister very much for telling me 
what I thought but did not say. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  You want to bash the State by itself.  You do not want to provide an opportunity to 
understand the complexity of these issues, which could be resolved if we worked together with a holistic 
approach.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is it not amazing that the minister changes sides?  He has gone from being the 
greatest whinger unhung, as I said, to a statesman-like person who just wants to get to the truth.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  I will never be the greatest whinger while you are alive.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I brought this particular proposition to the House.  The minister might care to read 
my original speech.  I said that I have been on all sides of this debate in my political life.  I am not about trying 
to do the State Government over at all.  I am very interested in knowing whether we can find solutions to 
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ongoing problems, which the minister identified when he was in opposition and when he first became an eensy-
weensy little minister and flew his slimy jet to Broome.  This is a genuine effort.  If he does not want to engage 
in a genuine effort to do something about this, I am happy to withdraw the motion.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  I do.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It would be a waste of time.  The minister is now saying that we should have a 
commonwealth-state political battle and a committee bashing the Commonwealth.  I can see it now.  The 
minister will provide resources to the committee, provided the inquiry is all about bashing the Commonwealth.  
He should find his own vehicle for that.  He is a member of the Government.  I am a genuine member of 
Parliament who represents the north west of Western Australia and who wants to deal with the issues that have 
been around for a long time.  As I said, I do not have a firm view one way or the other.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  You are a genuine actor, I give you that.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not know how I can convince the minister that this is not about bashing 
anybody.  This is about asking why we have done things in the past.  The motion asks the committee to inquire 
into the rationale for state agreement Acts.  That was brought in by Sir Charles Court - one of us.  The committee 
will criticise the rationale if it is no good.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Are you going to let anybody else have a say in this debate or are you going to talk it out?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am responding to the two amendments that have been moved.  I brought a 
proposition to the Parliament.  Two hours and 10 minutes of this debate has been taken up by the minister.  I am 
now responding to an amendment he moved at the end of his speech, with no notice.  Hon Dee Margetts, in 
seeking to find some compromise, moved another amendment.  I am entitled to speak to those amendments.  I 
simply ask that we stick with the original plan.  If the minister wants to talk about commonwealth-state relations, 
he should do so in a separate exercise.   

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm  
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.01 pm]:  I will make a few 
comments.  Not having spoken previously in the debate, I will refer to the amendment on the amendment and the 
substantive motion.  The debate was getting a bit heated and, although I am not always a great fan of afternoon 
tea, it was an opportune moment on this occasion for the House to break. 

Hon John Fischer:  We will see how the member warms it up! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No.  I always try to be constructive and not create controversy.   

I think the general thrust of the motion is good.  That is why the Government has tried to ensure that if the 
committee conducts the inquiry, it is put into a proper context.  Paragraph (a) of the motion moved by Hon 
Norman Moore refers to “the rationale behind the local government rating system that has been applied in the 
past through state agreement Acts”.  Hon Tom Stephens has moved to amend that to refer to past and proposed 
rating systems in state agreement Acts.  There is general agreement about that.  There is no doubt that state 
agreement Acts and their implications, particularly for the north west of this State, have caused a degree of 
consternation.  I must be honest and say that, before becoming parliamentary secretary for state development, I 
did not have a great deal of interest in these matters.  However, the role has made me look at this.  I think Hon 
Norman Moore is absolutely right.  We can sit around complaining about things today but we must look at when 
the agreements were put in place - in many cases, 30 or 40 years ago.  Why were those decisions made and how 
were those positions on rating systems arrived at?  The next important state agreement Act will deal with the 
Gorgon proposal.  I do not want to allude to debate in another place, but, if the legislation arrives here from the 
other place, it will no longer be proposed once it receives royal assent.  It will become a past Act.  The process of 
how ratings are dealt with will have changed in that Act.  The Government has already started to move through 
and look at these matters differently.  We must look at the past and circumstances in which the Acts were 
developed.  To some degree, that is the scene setter.   

The Leader of the Opposition’s motion refers to “the distribution of state funding support to the State’s regions”.  
That is fine.  In parenthesis it also refers to “including royalties and the grants to local government”.  I am not 
sure whether he is referring solely to state grants to local government or commonwealth grants.  As members 
will be well aware, the source of local government grants has changed.  I am sure the Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development will correct me if I am wrong.  The Leader of the Opposition has 
included the issue of royalties because, in the regions of this State, people see royalties being collected and argue 
why they are not being returned.  One could get into hypothecation about funding from one source or another.  
There is often a clear misunderstanding about how much in royalties is collected.  We have heard that debate 
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before in this place.  Royalties are collected at the state level but, as a result of the State collecting those 
royalties, commonwealth payments are reduced.  In terms of the State’s kitty to spend at the end of the day 
compared with those of other States in the Federation, there is no doubt that the headline figure is not money 
over and above what any other State that did not have those royalties would have to spend.  Once royalties are 
introduced to the debate, we cannot divorce ourselves from looking at the relationship between the 
Commonwealth and the State in financial arrangements and the way in which the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission handles Governments’ sources of revenue.  By placing that clearly in the motion, the Leader of the 
Opposition opens up that area.  It is impossible to go around it.  As a Parliament, we would be misleading the 
people of the regions of Western Australia if we did not make it very clear that the way in which the 
commonwealth-state grants process is handled has a direct impact on how those royalties can be spent in 
Western Australia.  We do not collect the headline figure.  I accept that it is complex but, in terms of additional 
royalties, the estimation is that, for every additional dollar we receive, we keep 10c of it within Western 
Australia.  That is the same as if the Commonwealth were collecting it and redistributing it to the States.  This 
State receives approximately 10 per cent of total commonwealth allocations to the States.  Effectively, all 
additional royalties go into that system.  The Government has put together a package for the Burrup of 
approximately $130 million - possibly a bit more - to attract investment that will generate royalties for the 
region.  The State must find that money from its existing revenue.  I have had the fortune to attend ministerial 
council meetings on the east coast and this issue often comes up.  It is seen as a fight between States such as 
Western Australia, Victoria and New South Wales and mendicant States such as Queensland - although I still 
cannot work out how it gets into that category - Tasmania and South Australia.  My argument is that we need 
reform in that area in respect of capital investments in the regional areas of Western Australia so that we can 
generate more wealth for the nation that can be shared among everybody.  At the moment we must take that out 
of our existing pool.  The $136 million that we put into infrastructure will provide additional jobs in Karratha 
and Dampier.  In that sense, it will enhance our capacity to provide good education and health services in that 
region.  However, we must find the $136 million out of our big pool and put it into the regions so that people 
will be attracted to those regions.  If the other States helped us, we could generate more money that could be 
used around the nation as a whole.  However, they must help us in Western Australia to get it right.  I accept that 
we all have a role to play in supporting each other in the Federation.  However, the current system prevents this 
State from undertaking the developments that will enhance the nation, our regions and the economy of Australia 
as a whole.   

In that sense, I cannot see how we can have a debate about the way in which the State allocates its money to the 
regions if we say that we will build a barrier around this and we do not want to talk about commonwealth-state 
financial relations.  That is absolutely integral.  It would be like sitting down at home and wanting to talk about 
how someone would spend the income that he gets each week without considering how much must be paid in 
tax. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  It would not take long. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, exactly.  I am sure that if Hon Paddy Embry were to sit around the table with his 
family, they would say, “But you earn $106 000 a year”, or whatever the new salary for a member of Parliament 
is. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Don’t tell them! 

Hon John Fischer interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, it is, because there are other factors.  There are other costs.  In the Australian Labor 
Party, we pay a levy.  The bank is happy to lend me money based on that.  However, I must pay that.  

Hon John Fischer:  It is called a fee. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes.  Therefore, the bank cannot lend me the money to buy a house without considering 
it.  One needs to consider commonwealth-state financial relations.   

In moving this motion, the Leader of the Opposition wants to look at ways in which we can provide a better 
system.  Obviously, we must look at how we can provide equity in the regions of Western Australia and how we 
can ensure that services will be provided in those areas.  Although we would all strive to provide equal levels of 
service, regardless of where people live, everyone in this place would accept that that is impossible.  We will 
never be able to provide the same levels of service in every sense.  A pastoral station will never be as close to a 
hospital as someone who lives next door to a hospital in Perth or within the Perth metropolitan area.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Some services should be provided. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes, we could say that certain services should be provided at every level.  One thing that 
we must look at in the first place is how we decide that.  I have travelled around the regions of Western 
Australia.  The challenge for us in regional areas is to provide services.  However, in the metropolitan area we do 
not have social capital.  Compared with the metropolitan area, that is in abundance in regional Western 
Australia.  There is that sense of community.  A lot of those intangibles that exist and are significantly enhanced 
in regional Western Australia and add to the quality of life are non-existent in large parts of my electorate of 
North Metropolitan Region.  I find it interesting that members in this place, from the south west particularly, 
who often complain about the lack of services, never acknowledge the other benefits that their electorates enjoy.  
Certain parts of the south west are growing faster than metropolitan Perth.  One reason that is occurring is that - 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Certain members do.  I am not having a go at Hon Paddy Embry.  Ultimately, it is about 
providing quality of life, and services are one aspect of that.  There is a range of issues to do with community 
and social capital, and other matters.  I agree that there are differences from region to region and in the 
metropolitan area.  My parents live in the suburb of Bassendean, which has good social capital and a good sense 
of community.  Compared with where they lived previously, they love where they live now.  Within a week of 
arriving in that area, they knew more people than they had known in the suburb in which they lived previously.  
There is a sense of community.  However, in metropolitan Perth and the areas that I represent, that is an 
exception.  Huge areas throughout metropolitan Perth have a range of issues to do with quality of life that the 
Government must deal with. 
My point is that in dealing with services, we must look at the quality of life.  We must then try to allocate the 
resources.  It is not an easy mechanism.  However, we cannot start to talk about royalties without putting it into 
context.  I agree that we could spend 10 years looking at the way in which the State Government tries to allocate 
its money across the State of Western Australia, and the inquiry would still be continuing; or we could look at 
some broad principles.  We must do that in the context of considering the implications of commonwealth-state 
financial relations.  As Hon Norman Moore said - he will correct me if I am misrepresenting what he said - the 
changes that were proposed by the previous Minister for Regional Services, Territories and Local Government, 
Hon Wilson Tuckey, would have been a disaster for the State.  He had started to implement, by way of 
commonwealth government policy, a new process for funding local governments to try to bypass the States.  If 
that is occurring, we cannot deal with the issues of quality of life and the standards that we are trying to set for 
people in regional Western Australia without bringing back into the debate what is happening in that area.  The 
situation is the same with commonwealth road funding.  The Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development was seeking - 

Hon John Fischer:  Are you saying that in support of Wilson Tuckey’s centralist ideas? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, I do not support Wilson Tuckey.  On this occasion I agree with the Leader of the 
Opposition.  However, I am saying that that is occurring at the central level.  It is changing the way in which 
local governments in regional Western Australia are receiving funding.  We must look at their funding base.  The 
reason for doing that is to try to get some equity and to provide for a quality of life, which I accept is very hard 
to measure.  I also accept that the quality of life that people enjoy has within it different proportions.  In regional 
Western Australia, the quality of life could include the fact that there is strong social capital, but there is not the 
same degree of speedy access to services that people enjoy in metropolitan Perth.  Within that, there must be a 
balance.  When we are setting that balance, we must make sure that the services are set at a level that will attract 
people to those areas.  There must also be a high level of social capital that will make it attractive for people to 
move out of metropolitan Perth into those regional areas.  As a member for the metropolitan area, I believe that 
is one of the great challenges for us. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  I think a genuine attempt is made to do that in the large regional centres, but no attempt is 
made to do it in the outer centres.  It is all very well to refer to Geraldton, Bunbury, Albany, Mandurah or 
wherever.  They are along the coast.  Most of Western Australia is not along the coast, and many of those areas 
have almost no services at all.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I understand the comment made by Hon Paddy Embry.   
Hon Paddy Embry:  When we talk about a lack of services in the bush, we are not talking so much about the 
coastal fringe.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I accept that Hon Paddy Embry is not, but after listening to other members in this 
Chamber it is certainly my interpretation that they are talking about some of those regional centres as well.  I 
agree with Hon Paddy Embry: it becomes a challenge for everyone because we are not able to provide the 
services.  I accept that in some of those outlying regional areas it becomes a lot harder to provide the social 
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capital, although I was told that there was a lot of good social capital at the muster in Carnarvon on the weekend.  
Even though people live many kilometres apart, when they all come together for the muster there is a strong 
sense of community and bonding.  To me it is not just about trying to work with dollars and cents at the bottom 
and saying that everyone has to be given the same amount of money.  If that were the case, the regions would 
suffer.  Many people will not believe this, but if we allocate money across regional Western Australia purely on 
a per capita basis, the regions will suffer.  We are already putting far more money into regional Western 
Australia than we otherwise would if it were allocated purely on a per capita basis.  The question is: how do we 
get the balance to make those areas attractive?  It is valid to say that we are getting it right - or close to getting it 
right - in the regional centres, but that the outlying hinterlands - 

Hon Paddy Embry:  That is where the money is going.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  There is an interrelationship between those areas and the rest.  The problem is that even 
at the state level we are dealing with a very complex issue.  A part of that issue involves trying to decide what it 
is we are seeking to achieve.  To me it is about achieving a quality of life, and everyone has a different view 
about what the standards and quality of life should be.  I accept that that is an area of massive debate.  In any 
debate that involves funding for regional Western Australia, whether it comes from the State, the 
Commonwealth or from the region themselves, we should seek to achieve a decent quality of life and standard 
for people and a sense of attractiveness about those areas.  As I said, there is some benefit in making the regions 
of Western Australia more attractive.  We have to reverse what is an international phenomenon of people 
wanting to move into large urban areas.  As I said, I do not think we can do that in isolation.  I do not think we 
can look at how we can achieve those aims of equity and provide all those services in regional Western 
Australia, because what is equity?  I will use an analogy.  I talked to some teachers last week who argued that 
primary school teachers should be given more duties other than teaching time.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  So they should.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Is Hon Alan Cadby the shadow education spokesperson?  

Hon Alan Cadby:  No.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I was wondering whether we should add that to the list of election promises.   

The point I was going to make is that preprimary, primary and secondary school teachers all get a certain amount 
of DOTT time.  The argument is that primary school teachers should receive the same amount of DOTT time as 
high school teachers.  We have to work out the totality of time that teachers spend on their work; that is, in the 
classroom, during after-school activities and on weekends, including marking - 

Hon Alan Cadby:  You accept that they do that, do you?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Let me finish.   

Hon Alan Cadby interjected.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The system in this Chamber is that when a member is on his feet and has the call, he has 
his say.  When that member finishes, someone else can jump up and have his say.   

The PRESIDENT:  The member’s argument is compelling.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Thank you, Mr President.   

The PRESIDENT:  I trust that the member will engage his conduct according to those rules.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is always my intent, Mr President, to engage my conduct according to those rules.   

Hon George Cash:  Your failure rate has been significant!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The smiling crocodile is always lurking and ready to snap when we make a mistake.   

When I have finished making my point about DOTT time, I will welcome - even though the President will not - 
an interjection by Hon Alan Cadby.  We need to work out the responsibilities and functions of a primary school 
teacher and establish how many hours a week of work that involves over the year.  If it is determined that the 
preparation and marking of a primary school teacher involves 46 hours -  

Point of Order 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Time limits are attached to debates on substantive motions.  I suggest that teachers’ 
DOTT time is quite irrelevant to the motion before the Chair.   
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The PRESIDENT:  I trust that Hon Ken Travers will address directly the motion before the Chair and how, if 
passed, it will affect the principal motion.   

Debate Resumed 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Absolutely, Mr President.  Except for the unruly interjections, I would have finished this 
point a little while ago.  I was trying to give an analogy to explain my point to members.  Instead of saying that 
all teachers should have the same DOTT time, we should look at how many hours a week they are working and 
adjust their DOTT time so that if they are all working 44 hours a week their DOTT time is adjusted to bring in 
equity.  In the same way, not all places in regional Western Australia should get the same amount of money.  We 
should work out what we are hoping to achieve and then work out how to apply the resources to achieve those 
outcomes.  As a Government, we are spending a considerable amount of money on infrastructure in the Burrup 
because it will help generate more money.  We are spending considerable amounts of money on the upgrade of 
the Geraldton harbour because it will generate better income for the State.  I do not think that any member in this 
place would say that we should spend money equally on every port or place in Western Australia.  We have to 
focus the delivery of money into areas in which we will achieve the best outcomes.  It will not be possible to deal 
with that, particularly when paragraph (b) of the motion refers to royalties and grants to local governments.  
There is no way in the world that establishing a committee could give any meaning, substance or real 
contribution to the debate.  It could not assist the Government to achieve what a Government should try to 
achieve, which is a sense of equity from the distribution of funds in a manner that provided a level of equity and 
sustainability to the regions of Western Australia.  We cannot do that without looking at the whole pot.  We must 
look at all the sources of income and how they interrelate.  For that reason, we must deal with commonwealth-
state financial relations.  How we do that, how we have that debate in this place, and how we amend this motion 
to achieve those outcomes is something on which we must have constructive dialogue.   
The Minister for Local Government and Regional Development indicated to Hon Dee Margetts that her 
amendment is acceptable to the Government.  I think that is correct.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  That is right.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The Labor Party is engaging in this debate in a constructive way by saying that we need 
to look at this issue and determine how we can achieve better outcomes.  Some regional centres have the benefit 
of facilities that were bought for them by mining companies, and those facilities now generate income.  Other 
regional centres do not have those facilities.  Those factors probably need to be remembered when considering 
the revenue base of particular local governments.  I hope that, using a constructive approach, we can come up 
with a motion that will perhaps set some benchmarks, but at least help progress the debate.   

In conclusion, I hope the committee can deal with this matter in the current Parliament, but we should not set 
that kind of time constraint on it.  It could produce some interim reports and discussion papers along the way.  
Along with Hon Ray Halligan and Hon Murray Nixon, I served on the former Constitutional Affairs Committee, 
which worked very well.  We conducted a range of inquiries.  Often we would have up to 10 or 12 on the go at 
once.  One of those was an inquiry into the erosion of private property rights.  That inquiry is being continued by 
the committee to which we are considering sending this matter, the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration and Finance.  The work we did on that previous committee is continuing.  It seems like I have 
spent my life in Parliament on that matter, but the point I am making is that I hope the end product will be a good 
report that will help move forward the way these matters are handled by State Governments of either political 
persuasion.  I have been looking at that matter for some five years.  I would have preferred it to have been 
completed a bit quicker, but we as a Parliament should not be setting out the timetable purely to get the report 
out in time for elections.  If individual members want to write election policies, they should do that in their own 
time and not through the committee system of this House.  The committee system should try to get it right.  
Obviously it should try to get reports out as quickly as is possible, but the focus should be on getting it right.  
Even if the matter we are presently considering were limited to state issues - which would make it nonsensical, 
because we would be looking at only half the issue - it would still take a considerable time.   

I am more than happy to support the motion and the amendment moved by Hon Dee Margetts.  If other members 
have other ways of improving and enhancing this motion, I would be happy to consider them, as I am sure would 
the Government.  We are seeking to have a proper debate about these matters, and to make sure they are treated 
in the context of all the circumstances impacting upon local governments and their ability to provide quality 
services as part of a package of services provided by commonwealth, state and local governments to enhance the 
quality of life and to develop this State and this nation.  We are part of a federation and we should never forget 
that.  That should be the goal of this committee, and we need to look at that complexity, which we cannot ignore 
because it is the system in which we operate.  We may not like it but that is the system with which we must deal 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 15 October 2003] 

 p11979b-12001a 
Mr Tom Stephens; Deputy President; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Dee Margetts; The Deputy 

Chairman (hon Adele Farina; Deputy Chairman; Hon Ken Travers; President; Hon John Fischer; Hon Paddy 
Embry; 4.37 Pm 

 [23] 

and the context in which this committee will carry out the inquiry.  How we put the words down on paper to 
make sure that the committee does that inquiry is open to discussion and debate in this place.  The Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development has moved it forward to a degree, and Hon Dee Margetts has 
come in with a compromise.  Hopefully we can reach a good outcome that will move the debate forward.  

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [4.34 pm]:  I recognise that other members wish to speak within 
the time limit for this motion, so I will make my comments on the amendments reasonably brief in speaking to 
the amendments.  I have no problem with the proposal for changes to part (a) of the motion contained in the 
amendment moved by Hon Tom Stephens.  However, I am very much opposed to the changes to part (b), not 
because I do not agree that distribution between Commonwealth and State is in need of urgent review, because it 
certainly is.  However, that proposal is best put forward as a future follow-on to the committee’s finding on the 
original motion.  I want to see this committee’s deliberation come to a conclusion that will quickly bring some 
benefit to local governments in my region.  I congratulate Hon Norman Moore, because the original motion is 
very good.  Not long ago at a meeting of the Western Australian Local Government Association, the chief 
executive officer of the Town of Port Hedland, Tony Ford, said to the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development that if there were not changes within 18 months, his council would be broke and would 
be handed back to the minister.  We should be acting on the original motion so that some benefit can be passed 
on to local governments in the north west in particular.  A lot of them are in dire straits, which can be seen from 
some of the budgets that have just been brought down, and I certainly reflect on Port Hedland’s.  This committee 
will not come to a conclusion if we adopt the amendments that have been put forward.  We need to have a look 
at the way the State passes legislation to benefit local councils.  I would then be more than prepared - in fact, it 
would be necessary - to go back and look at the relationship between the Commonwealth and the State.  I will 
vote against the amendments because they are a red herring and will bog the committee down.  No benefit will 
come of them for anyone at this stage.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [4.37 pm]:  I agree 100 per cent with the remarks of Hon John Fischer.  
Generally, local governments in country areas - I take more notice of that than local government in the 
metropolitan area - are all suffering financial trouble.  Something needs to be done urgently.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [4.38 pm]:  We are approaching the end of the time allocated 
for this debate.  I have many things to say on this matter, but unfortunately movements have precluded me from 
becoming heavily involved in the debate thus far.  We need to focus on one of the fundamental issues.  Royalty 
provisions, which are the essence of this debate, are administered by part 5 of the Mining Regulations 1981.  The 
way that money passes into the state or even the federal revenue stream is one issue.  However, royalty rates 
across the board in this State were established at 10 per cent freight on board.  Their benefit to the State is 
reduced over time.  The committee, whatever it might be at the end of the day, should look at the issue of 
whether royalty relief to the major corporations, and/or the distribution of those royalties, should reflect the 
benefit not only to the State but also to the region.   

In that context, I listened to the comments of the members earlier and I concur with what they said.  However, to 
say that the Shire of Port Hedland or the Shire of East Pilbara needs to get all its royalties back is a nonsense 
because we would then disadvantage the Shire of Cue and many other councils.  There needs to be some equity 
in the way that royalties are accrued and how local government grants are administered.  I urge the committee, 
when it considers this matter, to refer to the two reports by Ray Hadlow.  He prepared a report for the Chamber 
of Minerals and Energy of WA on how it believed royalties should be returned to the region, and he also 
prepared another report for the Port Hedland council in 1989 that articulated the problems of local government 
grants in respect of royalties accrued.  As a former councillor in Port Hedland, I remind people that although we 
have moved forward in the way industry provides support for local government, that support is usually provided 
only in the form of capital infrastructure.  I can remember many instances in which councils have turned to 
major corporations and said, “Look, it is a very generous offer but we do not have the ability to sustain the 
maintenance of these projects.”  The Port Hedland council went to the then Mt Newman Mining Company Pty 
Ltd in 1987 or 1988 and sought some relief from what is described in its state agreement Act as a peppercorn 
rental.  At that time, the company had the temerity to offer the Port Hedland council more peppercorn rentals.   

We need to resolve the issues experienced in the north-west and in many parts of the State.  How will we, as a 
centralist, Perth-based Parliament, deal with and support the regions?  I have been a great advocate of 
decentralisation, as was the Burke Government many years ago.  There are many aspects of this relationship, 
such as fly in, fly out, decentralisation, work force patterns and all sorts of fundamental things.  However, we are 
slowly but surely causing the demise of many of the communities in the remote regions because Governments - I 
am not making this into a Labor or Liberal thing - are not returning to the regions enough money to sustain 
remote and rural communities.  The motion by Hon Norman Moore is to be commended.   
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The PRESIDENT:  The question is that the amendment in the name of Hon Dee Margetts be agreed to.  I will 
put the amendment in two parts as it contains two distinct parts.  The first part is to replace all words after “(b)” 
of the amendment standing in the name of Hon Tom Stephens, and to insert the following new paragraph (c) - 

the most equitable way of ensuring a secure financial base for local government authorities in the 
context of the operation of commonwealth-state financial relations.   

This proposed amendment essentially adds proposed paragraph (b) under the name of Hon Tom Stephens as new 
paragraph (c) of the motion.  It does not replace the Leader of the Opposition’s paragraph (b). 

Amendment (1) on the amendment put and passed.   

The PRESIDENT:  I put the second part of the proposed amendment to the amendment that states -  

To delete the word “State” in paragraph (a) of the original motion. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Can I seek leave to withdraw the second part of my proposed amendment?   

The PRESIDENT:  The question is now before the House and it would be better that we voted on it.  The 
member has conveyed the view that she has had second thoughts about that part of her proposed amendment.   

Amendment (2) on the amendment put and negatived.   

Amendment, as amended, put and passed.   

Motion, as Amended 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.48 pm]:  I am both pleased and 
disappointed on this occasion.  The majority of what I sought to achieve has been achieved.  Regrettably, the 
whole exercise will, as Hon John Fischer suggested, finish up being unachievable.  It is very sad that every time I 
seek to do something in this Chamber, Hon Tom Stephens regards it as a political exercise.  I have brought into 
this Chamber a motion that has sought to deal with an issue that I have admitted I ignored for many years.  I 
have come to the conclusion that something has to be done about the funding of the regions.  Hon Tom Stephens 
is of the view that I brought this motion into the House as a state-bashing exercise.   

To square the ledger, he decided to bring in a commonwealth-bashing exercise at the same time.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  You misconstrued things badly.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I can read the minister like a book.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  You can’t.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister’s motivations and strategies are so obvious that everybody knows 
exactly what he is doing.  As I have said to my colleagues, whenever the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development and whatever else he is gets involved in anything in the House, it comes down to gross 
blatant politics - forget any other motivation anybody might have.   

The committee will have to study commonwealth-state financial relations and state-local government financial 
relations.  Between now and the end of this Parliament, it must somehow try to come up with some 
recommendations that have some import.  Anything that the committee comes up with regarding the relationship 
between the Commonwealth Government and the local governments and the way the Commonwealth 
Government extracts royalties through the Commonwealth Grants Commission will, for all intents and purposes, 
be a waste of time, other than - 

Hon Tom Stephens:  Are you saying that the federal Government is that contemptuous of the States?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Other than it will have had a look at the matter and discovered that the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission gives money to Tasmania and South Australia and takes it off Western 
Australia, Victoria and New South Wales.  We already know that.  The federal Government will take no notice 
of what a committee of the Legislative Council of Western Australia has to say because it does not have to.  
However, the committee should inquire into what the State Government of Western Australia could do to help 
finance and support the regions.  One would expect - in fact one would demand - that the State Government of 
Western Australia would take notice of what the Parliament of Western Australia said, because that is what the 
Parliament is for.  It is there to scrutinise the activities of Government and to grant funds to the Government to 
spend on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The Commonwealth Grants Commission and the way in 
which royalties are spent around Australia are the prerogative of the federal Parliament, not us.   
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If the Labor Party were so concerned about commonwealth-state financial relations, I would have thought that 
Simon Crean would move in the federal Parliament for a significant inquiry into this matter so that the States 
could get a better deal.  However, he will not do that because he knows darn well that the royalties that are 
generated around Australia are spent by the Commonwealth Grants Commission to look after the States that 
need support.  There is no way he will take on the mendicant States.  However, that is where the solution lies.  
That is why it is my view that Australia must have a serious debate about what federalism means.   

To give former Labor Party Prime Minister Bob Hawke credit, he looked seriously at the matter, as did Malcolm 
Fraser.  However, since then, Prime Ministers of both persuasions have sought to get all the power they can get 
their hands on and centralise it in Canberra.  That includes the current Prime Minister, who is as centralist as the 
Prime Minister before him.   

The debate must be had at the national level, not in a Legislative Council committee.  The Legislative Council of 
Western Australia can make meaningful recommendations about the relationship between the State Government 
and the regions of Western Australia.  I hope that when the committee deliberates on this matter, it will work on 
the basis that that is the important issue.  Hon Robin Chapple and Hon John Fischer were spot on.  The minister 
knows that the Town of Port Hedland is about to go broke.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  Not only the Town of Port Hedland.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We know that.  The other three shires in the Pilbara are saying that it is only a matter 
of time before they are next.  I do not know what the situation is in Collie or wherever else, although I think it 
has a problem.  Four local authorities in my electorate are in serious financial circumstances.  There is an 
urgency about this matter, which is why the original motion sought to deal with it urgently.  Now it has been - I 
cannot reflect on a decision of the House - however, I tried to suggest that the committee deal with the urgent 
issues first.  It should look at the State Government’s relationship with the local authorities and deal with the 
urgent problems with which they are faced and then worry about the broader issue of national commonwealth-
state financial relations.  Although the committee will make its own decisions about how it carries out its 
inquiry, I urge it to consider that course of action.   

When I realised that this motion would be amended along the lines it has been amended, I initially thought that I 
should withdraw the motion and, as Hon Dee Margetts said, spit the dummy.  The member was right; that would 
have been spitting the dummy and it would have been the wrong thing to do.  I will now support the amended 
motion because an inquiry, albeit a faulty inquiry, may deliver some benefits to the Parliament if the committee 
is able to make some recommendations between now and the next election.  If that is not done and if the 
committee looks at the broader issues, it will not deal with the particular problems that led to this motion being 
put before the House.   

Although I will vote for the motion, as I said, I am pleased and disappointed.  I again urge the committee to look 
at what is urgent and important right now and to deal with that now and to worry about the other things later.   

Again I make an offer to the Minister for Local Government: if, on his own volition, he brought a proposal to 
this House to do something about commonwealth-state financial relations in a way that was not simply another 
inquiry for an overburdened committee, I would be the first to put up my hand and agree with him.  I have been 
arguing for as long as I can remember that the State of Western Australia gets a raw deal, or has been recently, 
from the Commonwealth.  Some States are getting more than they deserve.  If the minister wants to do that, he 
will get my absolute support.   

I thank members for their contribution to this debate.  Members, particularly city members, have now recognised 
that things are tough in some parts of regional Western Australia and that something must be done about it.  The 
State Government of Western Australia, which is responsible for local government, has an obligation to make 
sure those problems are resolved as quickly as possible.   

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 
 


