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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust) took the chair at 2.00 pm, read prayers and acknowledged country. 

DEPUTY CHAIR OF COMMITTEES 
Resignation — Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust): Members, I will read a letter that I received — 
Dear Madam President 
I hereby submit my resignation as a Deputy Chair of Committees in the Legislative Council effectively 
immediately. 
I have enjoyed the occasions when asked to perform the duties of the President or Chair of Committees 
and thank you and Hon Simon O’Brien, Chair of Committees for your guidance. 
Yours sincerely 

Hon Laurie Graham MLC 
The letter is dated 15 May 2018. 

Appointment — Motion 
On motion without notice by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That Hon Adele Farina be appointed as Deputy Chair of Committees. 

BRIDGETOWN CAMP SCHOOL — CLOSURE 
Petition 

HON COLIN HOLT (South West) [2.02 pm]: I present a petition containing 468 signatures couched in the 
following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament Assembled, 
We, the undersigned, are opposed to the closure of the Department of Education Bridgetown Camp 
School at the end of 2018. 
The Bridgetown camp school experience enriches the lives of up to 2,000 children every year and gives 
children the opportunity to experience farm activities, nature play and physical challenges. 
The decision to close the facility has not been adequately considered and we therefore respectfully request 
the Legislative Council to investigate: 

• The importance of affordable school camps for disadvantaged families 
• That the camp school residential facility provides unique opportunities for personal growth 

and social development 
• That there are no other comparative facilities or services to replace the camp school 

experience 
• The negative economic impact on the local area 

And for the Legislative Council recommend the Government to reverse the decision. And your petitioners 
as duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 1357.] 

PESTICIDE USE 
Petition 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [2.04 pm]: I present a petition containing 105 signatures couched in the 
following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia 
in Parliament assembled. 
I, the undersigned resident of Western Australia, respectfully notify you of my duty to keep you informed 
of MY WILL on any matter that comes before the parliament or that should come before the parliament. 
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I, therefore, respectfully request the Legislative Council to be informed of MY WILL and to support and 
initiate the following actions in the interest of public health and the natural environment: 

1) a Royal Commission into the regulation, importation, sale and use of pesticides, related illnesses 
and environmental harm to fully explore systemic failure, evidence of harm to humans, animals 
and environment, 

2) a Moratorium on the use of pesticides on public land in urban areas, including the falsely claimed 
“safe” weedkiller Glyphosate that in 2015 was listed by the WHO’s cancer authority as 
a Class 2 A Probable Carcinogen, 

3) a Moratorium on the growing of pesticide reliant Genetically Modified crops such as 
Roundup Ready GM Canola, 

4) laws to restrict government land management policies and practices that promote the use of 
pesticides and that result in greater pesticide residues in our bodies and natural environment, 
serious human illness and tree disease. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray 
[See paper 1358.] 

HERBICIDE USE 
Petition 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [2.05 pm]: I present a petition containing 171 signatures couched in the 
following terms — 

To the Honourable President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We the undersigned request the Legislative Council to call on the WA Government to suspend the use of 
herbicides registered as scheduled poisons under the Health Act WA (Pesticide regulations) to control 
weeds on footpaths, roads, verges and other high use public places such as children playgrounds and 
parks, so as to protect the specific vulnerability of children’s health, public health and the environment. 
Currently the WA Department of Health and the WA Department of Local Government allow scheduled 
poisons to be used in public places without adequate warnings to pedestrians or adequate record keeping 
of the types, quantities, efficacy or adverse experiences caused by the application of these poisons. There 
is an urgent need to audit the use of scheduled poisons currently used in the WA urban environment and 
remove all permissions to use those pesticides that are banned overseas, are endocrine disrupting 
chemicals or are listed as suspected or known carcinogens, mutagens, developmental and/or reproductive 
toxins. Instead we call on the WA Government to support safer alternative weed control in the urban 
environment through steam or manual methods. 

[See paper 1359.] 

PAPERS TABLED 
Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 
Notice of Motion 

1. Environmental Protection Amendment Regulations 2018. 
Notice of motion given by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. 
2. Town of Claremont Waste Local Law 2017. 
3. Rights in Water and Irrigation Amendment Regulations 2018. 
4. Shire of Woodanilling Animals, Environment and Nuisance Amendment Local Law 2018. 
5. Shire of Murray Health Local Law 2018. 
Notices of motion given by Hon Martin Pritchard. 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION 
Extension of Reporting Time — Motion 

Resumed from 10 May on the following motion moved by Hon Dr Sally Talbot — 
That the committee be granted an extension of time in which to report from 12 June 2018 to 28 June 2018. 

Question put and passed. 
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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 10 May on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 1340A–D 
(budget papers 2018–19) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 10 May 2018. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [2.12 pm]: As with last year, I hope to make a short contribution to 
the economic literacy of the house by bringing us up to date on the economic position faced by the state and a more 
general discussion about economic outcomes. We have started a journey in the Legislative Council towards 
economic literacy. We would think that would be a standard place at which most members of Parliament might 
start. I have to say that as I walk around the state of Western Australia and talk about this campaign of economic 
literacy, members of the public and journalists are occasionally a bit shocked to realise that that might not 
necessarily automatically be the case. However, we have a way to go in our discussions and I hope to pick up on 
some of the threads of the state budget that we started with last year and get, ultimately, to particularly the 
interaction of state and federal budgets — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is only one person on their feet. They have only just started; we are 
going to be doing this for a fair bit of time over the next couple of weeks. Let him have his say and please listen 
to him in silence. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, Madam President. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Start again. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Does Hon Nick Goiran think I should start over? No. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! No own goals from your own team, please. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, Madam President, I appreciate your good advice. 

Last year we started this debate with a discussion about the key failing of the budget in 2017–18; namely, the lack 
of a plan to manage state debt. In effect, the state has said that it will manage debt much like a household budget 
and that it will be paid down slowly over time. We have had 12 months of this government and its second budget. 
Members might remember my discussions last year about how the first budget is quite easily the budget we blame 
the previous government for because that is pretty standard. However, the government has to start to take some 
responsibility for the second budget. Let us look at how the development of the debt reduction strategy is coming 
along because I think it is important. In last year’s budget the debt reduction strategy was based on a new 
section of the budget that was called “Repaying Consolidated Account Debt” and a debt repayment account was 
set up. It looked a bit like this. The government expected to put in $230 million, effectively, up to the end of the 
2017–18 financial year—a $230 million reduction in debt. I have tried to ask some questions through the year 
about how much interest the state pays during the year and how that might compare with the debt reduction strategy 
on the consolidated account. As debt comes to a point at which the interest bill approaches $1 billion a year, we 
can expect, perhaps, that $230 million in the debt reduction account is a very modest contribution to the reduction 
of the debt, which is going up by $1 billion in interest, effectively, alone. 

In the out years, the debt reduction account ran at $36 million, $35 million and $38 million, which were fairly 
small amounts, I have to say, and fairly small contributions to the reduction of state debt. The first thing I did as 
I browsed through the budget papers was stop to look at the table showing “Repaying Consolidated Account Debt”, 
which is on page 50 of budget paper No 3 for those who want to look at it in the not too distant future, and compare 
that with page 53 of the previous budget. We discover that to the end of 2017–18, when the government projected 
$230 million of debt reduction, it achieved $98 million in the debt reduction account. The proposed consolidated 
account debt reduction of $230 million was decreased to $98 million. I suspect that there was a carryover of the 
one-off unanticipated special duty income of $169 million, because that appears to have moved across, without 
much explanation, I have to say, into the 2018–19 financial year. The government has managed to add $106 million 
of RiskCover return of surplus capital and a return, on a one-off basis, of surplus agency cash of $79 million. 
I thought it might be interesting to look at that. Perhaps the minister in his reply to the debate could identify which 
agencies had the surplus cash of $79 million that is paid into the consolidated account debt. 

Let us look at the government performance in paying this debt. In the 2017–18 financial year, the budget estimate 
was $230 million, but the reality was $98 million. It then went to very small amounts. The government has 
estimated that it will put into this debt account $355 million in the coming year, of which nearly $250 million will 
be unanticipated special duty and a return of agency cash. RiskCover will put a bit more in the current financial 
year of, apparently, $106 million compared to future estimate amounts. The future estimates of repaying the 
consolidated debt account again go back to $62 million for 2019–20, $42 million in 2020–21 and $38 million in 



2666 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 15 May 2018] 

 

2021–22. The first point I make about how last year’s budget has progressed to this year’s budget and the debt 
repayment strategy put in place by the government is that it failed to achieved its targets in the first year. It has 
held some of those impending funds over to the second year, but how much confidence can we have that it might 
turn up in the second year? The government has put in a total of $595 million for this financial year and the forward 
estimates for “Repaying Consolidated Account Debt”. That is not bad, but we compare that with the interest bill 
of $1 billion a year. During the same period, the interest bill is about $4 billion. How does that look? If we are 
repaying debt like a household—I think this is a very apt comparison—and our strategy is that the repayments will 
be around a quarter of our interest bill over that period, I suspect that the bank might assess our net worth and our 
capacity to pay. I suspect that the bank might take a fairly firm look at our financial credit risk. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Or you can tax your kids. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am still looking for a good way to tax mine but we will come back to that in a little 
bit. The truth is that this is going to happen because this is multigenerational debt. I will go through the causes of 
that debt in more detail because I am sure members of the government will have much to say about where that 
debt originated, and I do not have a problem with that over time. 

Right now, the government’s strategy for repaying debt is to pay off a quarter of the interest that it will rack up 
this year and over the forward estimates. I would have said that that is a fairly dangerous strategy. The reality is 
that the financial situation of the state will change a little from the beginning of this period and these financial 
statements to the end. By 2021, the government is banking on a couple of significant changes. It is banking on 
those changes to start changing its debt reduction strategy. If we look at its forward estimates, the government is 
suggesting that debt will go down from where it was predicted to be. It will not go down. We need to be a little 
cautious about the debates here. We will spend some time over the next period looking at some of the specifics. 
I know that most members in this house and most people listening around the state glaze over when we get into 
the detail of economics, but this is fairly critical stuff. 

The government will tell us that it has had a massive achievement by reducing the expected net debt of the state 
from $43 billion to $40 billion. By all means, the government is to be congratulated for reducing the upper end 
expected net debt. That is absolutely true. Members should not be confused that the government is making 
a significant impact to pay down debt. This is not the household making additional payments to pay down debt; 
this is simply saying that by increasing revenues and, with some credit to the government, some reasonable 
expenditure management, it will not get to the high level of debt that was previously predicted. This is not 
a situation in which the government is saying, “By good budget management, we are starting to work hard on that 
downward spiral.” In the final out year, the government predicts that it might make some small contribution to the 
overall debt payments of the state. In the final out year, it might start to go a little negative. We can read those 
numbers into Hansard quite happily because they are important. Under these estimates, it looks like net debt will 
peak at $40.85 billion in 2019–20 and will go down the next year to $40.4 billion and the next year to $39.7 billion. 
At the end of this process, there is a small payment back in—at that point, looking at half a billion dollars a year, 
so $1 billion over two years—towards repayment of net debt. That is a good thing. That is a positive. At that rate, 
how long will it take to pay off the net debt of Western Australia, assuming we can keep that rate of half a billion 
dollars a year? It is pretty simple maths. It is $40 billion of net debt at half a billion dollars a year. If we continue 
the current rate of debt repayment, it will take 80 years. Last year we had some discussions about the length of 
time a member might have to stay in the chamber to see us get back to zero debt. On that theme, we talked about 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse, being the youngest among us, maybe having the chance of getting there, but at 80 years, 
he will probably be fairly optimistic. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Ye of little faith. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I do not like to speak ill of a member but I have yet to see him down at the gym. 
I said last year that if he was going to make the full debt recovery process, he should be down at the gym doing 
his very best to extend his political life span. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I was out for a jog and at the gym at six this morning. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Well done. I am not guaranteeing that the minister will make zero debt either. 

Kudos to the government for slowing the rate of growth of debt and then starting to bring it back a little, but the 
current rate of debt repayment will be an 80-year process. I guess the question then remains: how does that outcome 
change? Some of the figures in the budget are actually quite pleasing. As we have had a correction of economic 
growth across the state, both the state’s economy and the state’s fiscal economy—that is, the economy of the entire 
state and all its businesses versus the budget and the government’s economy—are starting to increase. These classic 
“green shoots” are floating around. I am very pleased to see estimates of revenue growth for the state, which 
stagnated from 2014–15 to 2015–16; 2016–17 is on page 5 of the budget papers at 1.6 per cent. I noted that some 
accounting mechanism showed that it was 7.3 per cent in 2017–18. We have to be a bit careful with all sets of 
figures and take them with a grain of salt, as 7.3 per cent in that financial year would have been an amazing 
outcome. We will give the government the benefit of an altered measurement. In the current budget, we are looking 
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at 2.4 per cent revenue growth followed by four per cent and then effectively 5.2 per cent. At 5.2 per cent, we are 
back to the current budget prediction of greater than average long-term growth in revenue for the state government 
of Western Australia in a couple of years. Where are the green shoots? There are some green shoots in revenue for 
the government. I am interested to see where that comes from. I give credit to the government because when we 
look at its expected expenses on the same page, we see that it has been good at maintaining expenses growth at 
a particularly low level. Some kudos to the government for that, particularly when it comes to wages. I will cover 
wages in a bit more detail later because that is a continuation of the debate that we started last year. 

I am particularly interested to see where the additional funding will come from that makes revenues improve because 
that revenue increase is the largest contribution to the so-called budget repairs and the capacity for the government to 
start to make debt repayments in 2019–20 and 2020–21. Members might be interested to see where significant growth 
comes from. Again, we are continuing our tiptoe through the budget papers. Page 67 of budget paper No 3 gives 
us a fairly good look at general government operating revenue. A very good chart is on that page. When members 
have a chance, they should look at it in their own time because it will tell them that government revenue comes from 
an estimated actual of $28.8 billion in 2017 up to $33 billion as a forward estimate in 2021–22. 

Taxation does increase a little, as we would expect, because if we see the economy growing at five per cent, payroll 
tax will go up and various property taxes are expected to rise. From the current budget of $8.8 billion, it is expected 
to go up to $10 million. It will go up $1.2 billion. Royalty income remains fairly stagnant at a bit over $5 billion. 
Revenue from public corporations peaks at $2.3 billion in the financial year we are just finishing and it is estimated 
to be around $2 billion in the forward years. Other income remains fairly similar at about half a billion dollars. 
Sales of goods and services increases a little from $2.5 billion to $2.8 billion. Where is the increase in general 
government revenue coming from? Members will be very interested to know. When we look at that chart, we see 
that the 2017–18 estimated actual of commonwealth grants is $9.6 billion. By the time we get to 2021–22, it is 
$12.5 billion. Three billion dollars, of a total of about $3.5 billion, of increased revenue for the state government 
of Western Australia, which gives it the capacity to start to improve its budget and pay down debt, comes from 
“Commonwealth grants” on page 67. The improvement in the budget bottom line is coming in commonwealth 
grants. That is very nice to see, but every time the government says that good financial management is responsible 
for the outcome of the budget, and our capacity to finally start paying down a sliver of debt, we should remind the 
government that that good financial management, as written in its budget, equates to—three little lines—increased 
federal government grants. That is where it is coming from. As I said, the government will take credit for some good 
financial and expense management, and we will get to that in a bit more detail, but the capacity to pay down debt 
and to have a debt strategy in the longer term is based on increased federal grants. Those increased federal grants 
are going to come in a couple of ways, and for the sake of completeness we should look at that in a bit more detail. 
Last week was both state and federal budget week, and anyone who heard the announcements would know that the 
commonwealth government has put some significant infrastructure funding into the state of Western Australia. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: But no GST solution. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am going to come to that, Minister for Environment. I am going to come to that in 
some detail. I am absolutely happy to have that debate, but let us look at the infrastructure component for starters. 

It has always been the view of both sides of this house that additional investment in infrastructure is a good 
outcome. In my view, over the last few years of, let us call it low GST return, it was the only outcome the federal 
government could engage in to provide some financial reward for Western Australia. If members think that the 
money that the federal government puts in for infrastructure does not help the state bottom line, a lot of the projects 
that the federal government puts money into is money that the state then does not have to find for its own 
infrastructure projects. There is a significant transfer of funds from the infrastructure projects that the state would 
have had to fund much more from its own revenue into the consolidated account to pay for those general services. 
If the argument is that infrastructure investment by the commonwealth does not help the bottom line or the 
provision of services, that is not true. It is not a dollar-for-dollar transfer. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: So how come you guys weren’t able to do it? You’re all on the same team. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Hon Alannah MacTiernan, there was investment under the previous government. 
Let me come up with an example of that. Hon Simon O’Brien is a South Metropolitan Region member. What was 
that highway called? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Roe 8. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Roe 8! Shall we talk about Roe 8 for a while? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Other people will have an opportunity to speak at a later stage. Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
has the call, and you might not want to incite people. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, Madam President; I will do my best. 
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Investment in infrastructure gets transferred across into consolidated funds, which allows the government to do 
many more of the things it was otherwise going to do. The Minister for Environment is correct in saying that that 
is not the same thing as this so-called fix to the GST, so let us look at the GST situation in a little bit more detail. 
Like a lot of other things that we will come to later in this discussion, the GST is one of those very emotive debates 
that is not necessarily based in economic literacy. A couple of weeks ago I was particularly pleased to attend 
a function in Bunbury at which the guest speaker was the chief economist of the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia. I put the question to him, because it is put to me quite frequently, that the reason 
the debt level is as it is in the state of Western Australia is purely due to the GST. In a number of speeches in this 
place I have said that in my view that is not the case. I am happy for members to go back and look over Hansard. 
I think I started that with my inaugural speech back in May last year. I was particularly pleased to hear the chief 
economist of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia say exactly the same thing. 

Let us look at that in a bit more detail. Just to remind people of where we are, the GST is effectively the new 
method that the Commonwealth Grants Commission uses to equalise revenue and expenses across all the states of 
Australia. It is not a new process; it has been floating around since the 1930s, and Western Australia, for the most 
part, has done reasonably well out of it. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: No, not when you analyse that properly. You’ve got to go right back all the way to 
Federation. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will show the minister some charts in a while, but I have gone right back into the 
process. Only the charts that are already tabled papers, Madam President! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Excuse me, I heard that. Hon Dr Steve Thomas has the call. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, Madam President. 

As a recap, in Western Australia we had the greatest economic boom that I think the country has ever seen—
certainly the greatest economic boom in the last hundred years or so. As a result of that, our own revenues increased 
dramatically. As expected, according to the rules that have existed since the 1930s, the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission mechanism put in place an equalisation process under which, by my calculation, of the somewhere 
between $60 billion and $80 billion of additional revenue on top of normal long-term economic growth, around 
$30 billion was redistributed to other states over the period of that boom. This means that we kept somewhere 
between $30 billion and $40 billion of that additional revenue, and over that period of the boom we borrowed 
another $33 billion. As a result of decisions made, in the forward estimates we will borrow another $10 billion on 
top of that. 

Before we get into the debate about precisely what the debt is that the current government inherited, members need 
to understand—I do this for all members of the house—that forward estimates are actually important. I said that 
in my inaugural speech, and I said that in my budget debate contribution last year. Forward estimates are important, 
because the $10 billion growth in debt from $33 billion to what was going to be $43 billion, and is now going to 
be $40 billion, was actually written into the forward estimates of the 2016–17 and 2017–18 budgets, and it is in 
the forward estimates, excluding the last year, in the budget before the house today. That growth of debt is actually 
a part of the forward estimates. This is why I urge all members to become aware of and comfortable with the use 
of forward estimates, which are a critical government tool, to work out expenditure into the forward years. Do not 
get into a debate right now about whether the debt is currently $33 billion and is going to $40 billion. That 
expenditure has been written into the forward estimates for some years. The inevitability of that is that we play 
with the outcomes. At the end of that process we move from $43 billion to $40 billion, as I said before, as a result 
not of any other significant government decision, but of increased revenues. That is what is occurring in the budget 
process. If we recognise that, we have to recognise that there will be a correction. There is going to be a natural 
correction of GST coming into the state, because the boom, and the mining and construction boom in particular, 
has gone off. That is not to say that there is not still something of a boom. Iron ore production in Western Australia 
is still massive. The total volumes have not gone down significantly. One of the things the government, or the 
Treasury—whoever wants to take the credit—has done in the budget process is predict forward estimates of the 
iron ore price particularly well. I refer to page 2 of budget paper No 3. 

Under the heading “Key Budget Assumptions”, the estimated actual for iron ore prices is $68. The budget estimate 
for 2018–19 is $62 and the predicted prices over the forward estimates are $61, $62 and $63.50. With the exclusion 
of the boom times, going back 110 years, iron ore prices have been remarkably stable. A chart I referred to in my 
first speech last year showed that the price of iron ore coming out of Western Australia had sat between $US50 and 
$US60 a tonne in 2006 dollars, apart from when the boom occurred between 2002 and 2014. In fact, in 2014 it 
saw a correction to the normal long-term price. Today’s price is, I think, $US66 a tonne in 2018 dollars. Inflation 
has been fairly low, so $US66 in 2018 is probably right in that middle range between $US50 and $US60 a tonne 
in 2006 dollars. The price of iron ore has not significantly differed, but the budget is finally starting to get it right 
in that it is starting to predict average and lower-end average iron ore prices. That is important for this reason: if 
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we were to predict high iron ore prices and the prices were to go down, we would have a major budget black hole. 
If the government were to base its expenditure on higher iron ore prices and the iron ore price was on a ride—in 
the boom, particularly between 2010 and 2014, both state and federal governments did that; they started predicting 
that iron ore prices would stay at boom levels—it would have a major budget black hole if it were to put that 
expenditure into the general expenditure of the government. If it were to put it in at the lower end—that is, if the 
government predicts that iron ore prices might stay at the bottom end of that range at $US60 a tonne, which is 
exactly what the budget does—the variation is most likely to be up, not down. That means that a government will 
get more money in its budget than it expected. Probably the best person at that was, I suspect, Eric Ripper, who 
was very, very good and parsimonious at putting in predicted prices, and we had these wonderful windfalls at the 
end of each budget, which he would invest in all sorts of things. I said last year that I am happy to give credit to 
him for some of it—there were some good outcomes in that—but that was the clever part of the process. If iron 
ore price predictions are low and they come in much higher, there will be a windfall, which obviously the state 
government does not pay tax on. If that happens in business, of course, the federal government comes along and 
takes a fair proportion of that out in tax. But at a state government level, that does not happen. This is the 
government’s hedge. 

Hon Aaron Stonehouse: What did he attribute the windfall to in the end? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think Eric Ripper—god bless him; he is not dead yet—understood that he was at 
the beginning of a boom. That accounting process gave him a huge amount of money to spend at the end of the 
process, rather than attributing it in advance to projects that he would, when the money is not there, have to find 
another way to fund. I will give him that much credit. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It is more than that, member, because I had been in the processes with him. It was to 
contain the excesses of those who wanted to spend the money. Eric would always go to the bottom end of the 
estimation so that it would put a bit of a brake on expenditure, which would have been a handy thing to have had 
in the last few years. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am sure that was part of his thinking, as was having a couple of billion dollars to 
invest in something. Remember, we are talking about the early 2000s when a billion dollars was a lot more money 
than it seems to be today. He quite liked having a billion dollars to spend. If by putting in lower iron ores prices it 
reduced the capacity of other ministers to demand expenditure, he probably thought that would be a fringe benefit, 
as a Treasurer probably would. I am sure that he quite enjoyed the process. 

But here we are. As we can see, commonwealth grants will increase significantly. Iron ore pricing is set at, let us 
say, a very realistic, if perhaps slightly pessimistic, level, which it should be. Every Treasurer should be a little 
bit pessimistic. That being the case, the government will try to find a revenue increase. Page 67 of budget 
paper No 3 shows that royalty income will effectively stagnate at around $5 billion, which is a little pessimistic. It 
is surprising what half a billion or a billion dollars of additional iron ore revenue could relate to. It might be a fairly 
useful thing to put into additional expenditure, for example, in the election year in 2021. Alternatively, it might go 
towards debt reduction. I know where I think it should go, but let us see what history dictates with this particular 
outcome. I think that it is quite pessimistic. 

The government’s agenda is really based around this increase in revenue from the commonwealth government. 
Some of that will be infrastructure expenditure and some of that will be the natural correction of GST revenue. 
I know that members in this chamber are very economically literate, so I am sure that they have taken some time 
to look at the federal government’s budget that was released a couple of days before the state budget. A couple of 
interesting things are included in it. Obviously, we welcome the significant investment in state infrastructure. 
I know that people say that a bland budget is a good budget—I want to come back to that later at a state level—
but, in reality, the federal budget was interesting because I noted with some interest that no money was set aside 
for alterations to GST distribution. I think that is a good introduction to an in-depth debate about the GST. In my 
view, as I have said in this chamber before, it is going to be very difficult to make significant changes to the GST 
distribution, with the various states all having to agree or the federal government coming up with a few billion 
dollars of compensation in the meantime. I urge those who have been very optimistically saying that we are about 
to see significant change to be a little pessimistic in the process, as every good Treasurer should be, so that any 
change might be a positive one. I would hate to see our expectations raised that all of a sudden the argument that 
Western Australia should get 100 per cent of its per population GST back will suddenly appear over the horizon 
like a shiny armoured knight on a white steed. We are being optimistic if we think that is about to be the case. The 
first evidence of that is that there is probably no funding in the federal budget for that particular outcome, which 
means that it would have to be funding in the federal budget in the coming months of an election year. That might 
be very good for winning seats in Western Australia, but it is probably not very good for winning seats in 
South Australia, the Northern Territory or Tasmania. Let us try to be realistic about how this goes. 

As I have said previously in this chamber, we can agree to implement every recommendation of the 
Productivity Commission’s report on GST distribution without changing the GST distribution to the states one 
iota. The reason for that is—I have read this out previously in this house—the recommendations effectively state 
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that the government should look at various models. It suggests one that it might look at, but it does not state that 
this is the model that we should have. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry says that this is the model that we 
should have and it, to some degree, takes credit for the production of that model. But the reality is that the 
government can accept all those recommendations without impacting, at any level, on the GST distribution 
between the states. That is my first point. We can accept the recommendations and not change the outcome. 
The second point I make is—I do not know whether anybody else did—that I read the submissions. A set of 
submissions were put forward in the lead-up to the interim report, which came out in the second half of last year. 
There was then a second round of submissions, mostly coming in around December, which I have read since that 
time. This is particularly pertinent, because I understand that the final report was handed to the federal Treasurer 
today. The federal Treasurer will examine it over some months and at some point in the future it will become 
a public document. I am sure that the government has made every effort to improve the situation of 
Western Australia. I am sure the Productivity Commission will be made aware of how hot an issue it is. But it also 
has been made aware that in the process Western Australia has not necessarily argued its case from a position of 
economic literacy. I encourage members to browse some of the submissions to see what Western Australia is up 
against and, in particular, the submission from the Treasurer of Victoria, who makes very plain his opinion on the 
economic position of Western Australia and how it has come to that position. The basis of that argument is that it 
is very difficult to pull out one tax, the goods and services tax, and say that it is the cause and the root of the 
problem and that we need to fix that one piece in isolation of all the other economic influences, expenditure 
mechanisms and revenue sources of the state government. To pull out this one piece and say that it is the be-all 
and end-all is a very difficult argument to maintain before the Productivity Commission. 
The Productivity Commission does not make the final report. This group will make a recommendation to 
a government, which then gives a direction to the Commonwealth Grants Commission, which makes a second 
recommendation back to the government, which then puts it in its budget papers. The first chance to gauge the impact 
of that is in next year’s budget. It is no small task to get some change. Major change is obviously a major task. A small 
change in itself would be very welcome. I hope that the Commonwealth Grants Commission takes account and notice 
of recommendations, particularly those about the lag times. The lag periods worked very well for us during the boom, 
so we got all our GST plus a bit, plus all the additional revenue of the state. Bear in mind that those revenues went 
up significantly. Iron ore revenue went from a couple of hundred million dollars or $300 million to $5 billion. It was 
not only iron ore revenue. Payroll tax went from $700 million to $3.5 billion, yet we ask the commonwealth to 
consider the GST in isolation and suggest that the recommendations should state that we treat this one thing in 
a completely isolated manner. It will be very tough for the commonwealth government to do so. 
Even if the Productivity Commission comes out and strengthens its initial suggestion, it can keep the same 
recommendations and change nothing. It can beef up its recommendation to state that the commonwealth should 
directly shift its measure, under the proposal from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, 
which will give additional billions of dollars to Western Australia. To be honest, I do not expect that to happen 
because the other arguments may well hold sway. The Commonwealth Grants Commission, hopefully, will make 
some recommendations on the time limits for payments, the lag period and in particular the treatment of gambling 
taxes, which I think Hon Alannah MacTiernan and I both agreed on over numerous years. We said so when 
debating last year’s budget. I think that the Commonwealth Grants Commission will make some recommendations 
that benefit Western Australia, but I urge members to have a little bit of worthy pessimism that all Treasurers 
should have; a golden answer is not necessarily to be delivered as Western Australians might think. 
Campaigns that make it all or nothing belittle us as economic managers and diminish the role of and the knowledge 
that we should have as parliamentarians. That is why we get the Chas Hopkinses of the world forming little splinter 
groups. Do not worry; those come on both sides of politics. We have been sold this very simplified message that 
“Just give us more” is the simple answer and that is enough of an argument. My view is that it would be wonderful 
if the golden goose suddenly appeared. However, I do not think that will be the case. In those circumstances, good 
budget management, a good wages policy, which I acknowledge the government has in place, and a better debt 
reduction strategy, which is something the government does not have in place, will be critical for the future of 
Western Australia; otherwise, it will be an 80-year plan to get rid of the debt inherited by Western Australians. 
A major effort is required. 
We have diverged a little. I would like to move on to a couple of other budget assumptions, particularly on 
page 2 of budget paper No 3. In my view, there are some fairly optimistic figures. We have talked about the benefit 
of being a bit pessimistic in budget figures. There are some fairly optimistic figures for the growth of both gross 
state product and state final demand, particularly in the upcoming year. I note that state final demand is predicted 
in 2018–19 to contract again by 2.5 per cent. I suggest that that is probably a realistic figure and on that pessimistic 
side of budget broadcasting that allows us the capacity to make use of extra income if the economy expands faster. 
However, state final demand is expected to grow by 3.75 per cent in the three out years after that. That suggests to 
me that the predictions for growth of state final demand are potentially a little rubberstamped and are not 
necessarily to be taken at face value. We have too much trust placed in them. There are certainly some green shoots 
around the economy. 
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I presume that members are aware of the difference between gross state product and state final demand. Gross 
state product is the entire state income including exports. State final demand refers to the domestic economy; it 
takes out the getting close to a billion tonnes of iron ore exports et cetera. The domestic economy is final demand. 
Gross state product is expected to grow next year at 3.25 per cent, which is an increase of three-quarters of 
a per cent on the current financial year. That is perhaps a little optimistic, but I guess fairly close to reality. We 
could accept those. Then there is pretty solid growth of 3.75 and three per cent in the forward estimates. State final 
demand takes out those export components of iron ore and the potential growth of things such as lithium, which is 
a particularly sexy commodity at the moment. Lithium is a good product and its production will expand. I note in 
the budget that lithium royalties are expected to increase significantly with the growth of demand for batteries. It 
is in the budget papers. I think lithium royalties, which are very small at the moment, get to over $100 million in 
the forward estimates in the budget papers. We will come to that in a bit no doubt. Lithium will be one of those 
growth areas for Western Australia. The south west does very well in that area. It has the biggest and most 
productive lithium mine in the world at Greenbushes. It is in the process of doubling. It might just double again. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It will have hot competition from the Pilbara, which will be good. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: A bit of competition never hurts. Kalgoorlie would also like to be a centre, but I think 
that horse might have raced away. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: There is an opportunity at Kemerton. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I was going to come to this later, but the Albemarle proposal is an opportunity for 
the Kemerton Strategic Industrial Area. Obviously, the South West Region has a vested interest. I understand that 
Kwinana likes to think that if we put everything there and focused it in a small area, everything could be provided 
in the local area. However, putting in a plug for the south west and Kemerton, that is a major project for the south 
west and we would like to see Albemarle jump in. 

Hon Aaron Stonehouse interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We do not worry about the South Metropolitan Region, Hon Aaron Stonehouse. You 
guys have plenty already. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I am on your side on this one. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Excellent; thank you. A bit of cohesion and bonhomie in the Parliament—we will 
see how long it lasts.   

Obviously, lithium is the sexy mineral at the moment. Significant increases in royalties are predicted and hopefully 
increased activity, so we should spread it around between Kwinana and Kemerton, or the south west region if not 
Kemerton, because there are a couple of other spots we could look at. There are some environmental issues around 
Kemerton that will have to be sorted out, but that is a major opportunity for Western Australia. 

Back to state final demand. I think those figures are a little optimistic. All it would take is a 0.5 per cent or one per 
cent drop in state final demand for the government’s budget to look remarkably different. Generally that will come 
under risks, and we will come to some of the risks in the budget in more detail later, but I think it is quite optimistic 
to say that state final demand will move from minus 0.25 per cent in 2018–19 to plus 3.75 per cent in 2019–20. 
That is a four per cent turnaround in state final demand—which is the domestic economy—over one year. That is 
pretty significant. That is going back to the boom growth we experienced between 2000 and 2014, and I think 
there is some risk that the state will not achieve that. I have to say to the Minister for Environment that I would 
have been a bit more pessimistic in the forecasts of growth in state final demand. I think that might come back to 
bite the government in the not-too-distant future. 

Before we move off debt, if members look at the back of budget paper No 3, they will see the detailed financial 
projections. Of the total public sector net debt of $39 billion at the end of 2018–19, $26 billion is general 
government debt, which effectively leaves $13 billion in government trading enterprises. That is going to become 
a bit more important as we discuss those government trading enterprises in more detail because the vast majority 
of that is held in something that I considered to be a rapidly declining asset, Western Power. 

As I have said previously, the issue is not that the sale of Western Power is essential because it will reap massive 
amounts of money. I like to think of myself as the slightly pessimistic Treasury spokesman, so I like to think that 
we might not actually achieve through the sale of either half or all of Western Power the sort of income that we 
might think we would. However, it is in my view a rapidly declining asset. With regard to Western Power, I will 
try to keep the relevant budget paper pages available so that members can come back and look at it in a bit more 
detail. Western Power is in budget paper No 2, volume 2, page 655. Its activity in the future and asset investment 
program is on page 657. I encourage members to look at that at some point. Western Power has an asset investment 
program of billions of dollars over the forward estimates. There is a great little piece on page 657 that outlines 
how it is going to be funded. Under the heading “Funded By”, it shows borrowings for 2018–19 to be 
$249 386 000; for 2019–20, $291 483 000; for 2020–21, $259 996 000; and for 2021–22, $257 141 000. That is 
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a grand total of $1.05 billion. To keep up that asset investment program, Western Power is going to borrow another 
billion bucks. When we had the discussion last year about the sale of Western Power, its debt was in the region of 
$8 billion. It would appear to me that Western Power’s debt is not necessarily going in the right direction; it is 
a bit like current government debt and appears to be going a little deeper. 

For those who are opposed to the sale of Western Power, I suppose that is not a bad thing, because the deeper into 
debt it goes, the less saleable it is likely to be. But I suggest to honourable members that, particularly if they take 
my view that Western Power is a diminishing asset even before we add additional debt, the continuing weakening 
of its financial position means that the debate over its sale is coming rapidly to a close because it will not be worth 
selling. The debt it will be carrying in the not-too-distant future will, in my view, be higher than the price we might 
get for it, so I am perfectly happy for a future government or even this government to float the idea of the sale of 
Western Power. If it were to float the idea of the sale of Western Power now, it might get something for it. 

Hon Diane Evers: Or you might get what they have over east. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: In terms of delivery of services, we can come back to that. My view is that if we do 
not sell Western Power now, over time we will add a bit more debt to it as more people talk about going off the 
grid and the energy system diversifies. I will talk about energy in a little more detail as we go portfolio by portfolio. 
This particular part is a discussion about debt levels and the economic position of the state of Western Australia. 

The point that I make this year is exactly the same as the point I made last year, except that this year I have a bit 
more evidence for it: the value of the asset is going down and the debt on the asset is going up. There will be a time 
in the not-too-distant future when, as I say, the entire argument will disappear because Western Power will be 
valueless and we will be stuck with a valueless asset. By 2020–21, we may well be stuck with an asset that is 
approaching a negative value. Even if we were to try to sell it, we might end up with less money than we owe on 
it, and that process continues. I suspect that might be the government’s strategy: if it waits long enough, it will 
owe so much on it that it will never get rid of it. 

Again, is that the equivalent of household management? This is like borrowing to buy a holiday home down in 
Dunsborough or somewhere else in the beautiful south west, like Eagle Bay or Bunker Bay. If someone bought 
25 years ago in Bunker Bay, they would be rich by now; it was very cheap and very cost effective. But if they 
bought over the last five years, they would want to have had fairly deep pockets. This process is about buying 
something overvalued and adding the interest debt and maintenance costs onto it to maintain it. The holiday house 
that someone buys for $1 million might be a fairly cheap beach hut these days. Hon Rick Mazza probably knows 
the real estate down there fairly well. For $1 million they might have got a pretty good deal; they are borrowing at 
six per cent and adding on $60 000 a year in interest and a few maintenance bills because it is pretty salty down 
there, so all the corrosion starts to eat in a little bit. It is costing them $75 000 a year, every year, and they are 
actually not improving the value of the place. That is the debt strategy we are looking at in relation to 
Western Power. I urge the government to have a look at that before it is too late—before a completely valueless 
asset becomes a debt burden around the neck of Western Australia. It is a yoke that we do not necessarily have to 
have, and it would happen remarkably quickly. If the government has the capacity to sell it now, it should have 
a serious look at doing so, because it is not going to get any better.  

I will move on to a few particular issues around this budget by looking a little bit at not only last year but also 
decisions made this year. It was not so long ago that the government made some pretty big announcements about 
emergency services, in particular an announcement about a rural fire division. I will make a few comments about 
that before I come back to some more general stuff. 

The rural fire division will effectively be funded from an increase of about $80 million in the emergency services 
levy. It has been very hard to get information out of the government about exactly how that money will be spent. 
It is very hard to get an in-with-one-hand, out-with-the-other conversation happening with this government. I have 
found it particularly difficult. I have been trying to get some answers by asking questions about it in Parliament. 
We have worked out a few little bits. I am pleased to see that the budget papers identify rural fire division support. 
Of the $80 million over four years that an increase in the levy will bring, $3 million a year, about $12 million over 
the four years, will go to the rural fire division. Honourable members, particularly those in a regional area, when 
the discussion about a rural fire division comes up, let us say a couple of things. The increase in the ESL is by 
a vast minority funding the rural fire division; the majority of it is going to fund other things. Some of that other 
funding is not necessarily a bad idea, but the government has been a little clever in its marketing of this particular 
proposal. A total of $3 million a year will go to the rural fire division. 

The first thing members need to know is that the rural fire division will not actually fight fires. The rural fire 
division will not be an operational arm of the Department of Fire and Emergency Services. I think most volunteers 
in the fire system were probably a little surprised to discover that that will be the case. There was a feel in a lot of 
areas. I have spoken to fire volunteers around the state and there are lots of different opinions as to what it should 
look like. There are areas in my electorate in which the current system, which is managed by DFES, works 
remarkably well and the people there would like no change, thank you very much. In those places in which it 
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works well—around the capes and the south west are prime examples—absolutely it works well with the various 
groups, including volunteers, DFES managers and I am going to call it the Department of Parks and Wildlife 
because I hate the name DBCA. I wish the Minister for Environment would change the name back to something 
that makes a bit of sense. DBCA is an impossible name to say. DPaW is much nicer. Those of us who have been 
around for a while still find ourselves falling into old habits and calling it CALM. DPaW was much more 
manageable. The current fire management system is fine in situations in which DPaW, DFES and the volunteers 
all work well together; however, more work needs to be done in those areas in which it does not work. Plenty of 
volunteers out there are under the impression that the rural fire division will be a separate firefighting division 
within DFES, but that was not the government’s announcement. I think a lot of people have been caught napping. 
They thought that the rural fire division was actually a rural fire division—it is not. It is a small level of 
administration that will ultimately be co-located with the Bushfire Centre of Excellence. The $3.6 million a year 
is not for a bush fire fighting management team; rather, it is for an administrative body. 

I will just throw this out there. Let us have a small discussion about the $18 million Bushfire Centre of Excellence. 
Obviously, better and more coordinated training is welcome. That will take some investment, so $18 million from 
the $80 million put together by the ESL will go towards that. I imagine that most of that will be construction 
funding for the centre. My view is that the Bushfire Centre of Excellence, which has a training centre, should be 
located somewhere in the south west. I am on the record as saying it should be somewhere between Pinjarra and 
Manjimup, but not too close to the Perth metropolitan area and not so far away that it is impossible to get to. 
Call me a cynic if you will, but I note that there is a very strong move, recommendation and push from the 
Minister for Environment that it be housed at Mundaring. Mundaring has a bit of bush around it. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Member, can I say that I have not been involved in any conversations and I’m certainly 
not pushing for any location. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Okay. I am pushing for a location a bit further away from the city. In my cynical 
view, I suspect that a fair proportion of Mundaring might be in the electorate of Darling Range and the electorate 
of Darling Range might be poignant. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think there is plenty of room in the electorates of Warren–Blackwood and Vasse, 
for example. There are plenty of other alternatives in the south west land division in which the Bushfire Centre of 
Excellence and the home for the rural fire division, such as it is, could be located. I will be cynically disappointed 
if it ends up in Mundaring, particularly if the announcement comes during the Darling Range by-election. I think 
that that would be an immensely cynical position. I hope that does not happen, of course, but that is just my cynical 
nature coming out. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Member, I assure you that I have not been involved in any conversations but I certainly 
have heard people say that the centre needs to service groups right around the state, not just the south west corner. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I agree with that. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: If that were the case, would it be fair to send people from Kununurra, Geraldton or 
wherever to Warren–Blackwood, for example, after they have travelled to Perth? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I absolutely agree. Perhaps if the government put funding back into the volunteer 
fuel card, that would be easier for them. Take off the $1 million cap a year. I am here to help the Minister for 
Environment. I have a solution for him. I will be very interested to see where the Bushfire Centre of Excellence is 
to be located and when, particularly, that announcement will come out. I hope my cynicism is completely 
unfounded and misplaced, I really do. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Cynicism aside, let’s just agree that it’s a fantastic initiative that will make a big difference 
to regional Western Australia. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Is it your position that it should not be in Darling Range? Is that the position of your 
side that it not go in Darling Range? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: My personal position is that I am on record as saying that it should be located 
somewhere in the south west land division between Pinjarra and the greater Pinjarra region and Manjimup. That 
is 250 kilometres of ground in which it can be built. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I’d just be interested to know whether you’d be opposed to it going in Darling Range. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Surely the government would not announce that it is being built in Mundaring during 
a by-election period? Surely such a thing would not happen, so that we have plenty of time to debate this issue. 

Several members interjected. 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Dr Steve Thomas has only unlimited time and your unruly interjections, 
members on my right, are extending that time! 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: He’s the Fidel Castro of this! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I have not got the moustache and beard for that! 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Raúl is still alive but has Fidel not passed away by now? I think Fidel has gone. 

Obviously, the government would not and should not announce the location of the Bushfire Centre of Excellence 
in Mundaring, but if it lives up to the intent of the announcement, it will create better coordination between 
volunteers, DFES staff and DPaW. Sorry, minister, I once again call for the minister to change the name DBCA 
to something else. It is just too hard to say. I will call it DPaW for the time being. DPaW still exists as 
a substructure, I understand. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: You’ll get used to it, member. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I have tried for a year to get used to it and I still cannot do it. I am asking the minister 
personally as a favour to please change the name to something else that makes sense, even if it goes back to what 
it has been called before. I would rather call it CALM again. 

Hon Donna Faragher: I still call it DEC but there you go. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: DPaW, the Department of Fire and Emergency Services and the volunteers need to 
be able to train and get better outcomes, in particular better coordination. I note, Minister for Environment, that 
the DPaW guys are taking a lot more volunteers out on training exercises and that is a very, very good outcome, 
whereby they have started to get a lot better coordination. An issue we need to work on over time is continued 
training of those in charge of a fire scene. As we go further up the ranks, as it were, of volunteers in particular, it 
becomes a little onerous. That coordination still needs tweaking to make sure that training happens in a more 
coordinated manner. Otherwise, we will start losing people who have the capacity to manage a fire. They will say, 
“That’s all too hard now; we just want to turn up fire to fire and go home again. We don’t necessarily want to be 
responsible for the outcomes.” That is an issue that will have to be dealt with over time. Perhaps the investment in 
the Bushfire Centre of Excellence might accommodate some of that, and I hope it does. 

As part of the $80 million raised through the ESL at a separate announcement—which we understand, because it 
gives the government two bites at the media cherry as it were—the government announced $19.5 million over the 
forward estimates for marine rescue. The marine rescue groups have been underfunded for an enormously long 
time. That investment is also a welcome investment. I am not convinced that the investment in the rural fire 
division, the centre of excellence and marine planning could not have come from other areas and whether an 
increase in the emergency services levy was required to fund those outcomes. It is fairly typical, as we said during 
the payroll tax debate, that the left wing of politics, the socialist end of the political agenda, is more interested in 
taxing more and then dedicating that funding to something. I am not convinced that general taxation revenue could 
not have funded the increase in activity in Fire and Emergency Services. However, that is the decision the 
government has made, so we have to accept it. 

There was also $8.7 million for cab protection on the big red trucks and the big white trucks. I do not think anyone 
would object to that. There was also $8 million set aside for volunteer fire brigade station upgrades. I am pleased 
to see that Margaret River is one of those because it needs doing and I am sure the others are equally worthy. I was 
a bit intrigued to see that the Kensington career fire station was also given $8 million for an upgrade. I am not 
convinced that people understood the announcement of the rural fire division and of the increase in the ESL itself, 
which most of us attributed to activity in the rural fire division. When it was announced, there was $80 million 
funding and $40 million for activity, and I could not figure out where the other $40 million was to go. Information 
has been slowly trickling out ever since. The amount of $19.5 million will go to marine volunteers. It is fairly hard 
to argue with that, I suppose; marine volunteers is a worthy cause. The amount of $8 million to upgrade fire 
stations is pretty worthy, but the Kensington career fire station will have an $8 million upgrade, and it may well 
need it and it may be a good investment—it is a fairly old fire station. Is it in the South Perth region? It is certainly 
in the South Metropolitan Region. 

Hon Sue Ellery: South Metropolitan for sure. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is in the South Metropolitan Region for sure. I am not sure precisely which seat it 
sits in outside of that, but I do not think, when the Minister for Emergency Services, in April, about a month ago, 
made the rural fire division announcement that he said that some of that money would be going into new career 
fire stations at Kensington, also apparently Cockburn at some point, and Vincent. Vincent may not be related to 
the ESL, but certainly Kensington, initially, and the Cockburn career fire stations in metropolitan Perth are part of 
the increase in the ESL. That might be a reasonable outcome but it demonstrates, I think, a less than open, honest 
and accountable process because that should have been part of the announcement from day one. If the intent was 
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that the increase in the ESL was going across the spectrum of emergency services—that might be a reasonable 
outcome—people should have been made aware of that. I think the government worked fairly hard at trying to 
manage the backlash from regional areas when it said the increase to the ESL was about a rural fire division, when, 
as I say, $12 million of the $80 million is about a rural fire division and the rest is for other things. It may be 
a universally good income — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I understood that the increase was greater in the metropolitan area than in the regional 
areas. The quantum of increase was greater. You would expect then some metropolitan facilities to be covered 
by that. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: My point is that that should have been made clear on the day so that people saw in 
one hit the entirety of what was planned. This was the government’s solution to the rural fire division as put 
forward in the Ferguson report. In my view, the reality is that the government has not met all the recommendations 
of the Ferguson report. Sometimes governments do not do that. Sometimes they say, “Well, this report might say 
X but that’s not a financial or a political reality and we will do something different.” But the government needs to 
be up-front and open. I suspect we might see something similar in the GST realm in the not too distant future, but 
governments at least need to be up-front about this. The reality is that the rural fire division is another 
administrative arm of DFES. I have been asking questions because I think it is important for the firefighting 
community of Western Australia to understand precisely what these things mean. Last week I tried to extract some 
of this in question time. I asked — 

Will the rural fire division manage bushfires in rural areas … ? 

The answer was that bushfires would still be managed at a local level. I also asked — 

Will the rural fire division manage the supply of equipment … ? 

The answer was — 

The rural fire division will not manage the supply of equipment to volunteer bush fire brigades. However, 
the executive director of the rural fire division will be involved in the process. 

I am very interested to know precisely what the Minister for Emergency Services believes the rural fire division is 
there for because it will not fight fires and it will not provide the equipment to fight fires. I imagine that the 
operations division will still take care of most of the staffing provisions as required. The question is: exactly what 
will the rural fire division be doing? As I say, I do not think it has met recommendation 15 of the Ferguson report, 
which states that the rural fire service is to “have responsibilities and powers relating to bushfire prevention, 
preparedness and response”. I would like to know exactly what responsibilities and powers relating to bushfire 
prevention, preparedness and response the rural fire division will have. The response to the question basically was 
that the executive director will report to the commissioner on bushfire matters, but the division will not manage 
bushfires and it will not manage the supply of equipment. What precisely will the rural fire division subset be 
doing? It will be getting $3.16 million a year. I would be delighted to know exactly what the rural fire service will 
be doing because it does not appear that it will have much to do with what bushfire volunteers thought it would be 
doing when they supported the process. 

Just as a note, because this has been an ongoing battle of mine—other members have taken an interest in this—
since the announcement of the last budget, we have seen that the volunteer fuel card has been capped. It was 
capped under DFES grants for metropolitan firefighters and it was capped under royalties for regions funding for 
regional areas. I will do a quick comparison of those because some of those things have not changed. Turning to 
page 374 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2, the 2016–17 actual in the table for the volunteer fuel card is 
$1.9 million. The 2017–18 budgeted figure was $909 000. The estimated actual for 2017–18 is $1 million. At that 
point, the government has already started to apply its cap, applying the estimated actual for the next financial year 
of $1.823 million in the financial year we are currently in. The 2017–18 budgeted figure was $909 000. The 
estimated actual, which is for the financial year that we are in, is just over $1 million. The application process for 
emergency services volunteer fuel cards did not start until about February this year. For the first six months of the 
financial year, volunteer bush fire fighters and volunteer fire services did not have a system in place to apply for 
the volunteer fuel card. For the first half of the year, emergency services workers could not get support. In the 
second half of the year, the government expected to spend $1 million. Members can call me cynical, but if the 
government is going to put a $1 million cap on a program in the metropolitan area, and spend $1.9 million in its 
first full year of operation, being 2016–17, it is pretty handy not to open applications until about halfway through 
the year and give people half the year to try to expend as much of that volunteer fuel card budget as possible. No 
wonder it will come in at about $1 million. The reality is that it was open for only half the year. 

Page 374 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2 also shows that the volunteer fuel card is budgeted for $1 million 
a year out of the Department of Fire and Emergency Services budget. I will be interested to get an answer to this 
question at some point: can we expect the government to make sure that the volunteer fuel card applications go 
out halfway through the year every year to make sure that it meets its cap of $1 million or will it do the reverse of 
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that and put the cap on, so it can have the first half of the year, use that and get its $1 million worth of activity at 
that point and then it will cut it off so it gets none in the second half of the year? Maybe the government could 
alternate, so in the second half of this year and the first half of next year, it gets a whole year in and then it has the 
second half of next year and none the first year after, so it gets a year without and then a year with and a year 
without. Is that how this process will be managed from now on? I am astounded that there is not a better way of 
doing this. That appears to be the government’s policy on this program—that is, to put in a bit at a time and cut it 
back to $1 million a year. It has almost got to the point of being cut back to $1 million a year by planned 
bureaucratic incompetence—strategic bureaucratic malfeasance—to get it back to $1 million a year. 
I am pleased to say, funnily enough, that the estimated actual expenditure for the volunteer fuel card in the royalties 
for regions budget, as shown on page 177 of budget paper No 3, is $1.0 million while the actual in 2016–17 was 
$1.8 million. It is not quite half but it is getting fairly close. I suspect that the cap is more firmly applied in the 
royalties for regions budget, so perhaps the Minister for Regional Development has a firmer hand on the till than 
the Minister for Emergency Services so she does not need to split the year in two, like the Minister for Emergency 
Services does. I am intrigued to see how that might pan out. That cap is in place. It was like drawing teeth to get 
that information out of the government last year but we can now see it in action, or at least see it in action for the 
first six months of the current financial year, making sure that the budget comes in somewhere near its 
expectations. I am very intrigued with that outcome. I will be interested to see how the government manages it 
next year, to see which end of it comes in. 
We have moved into the realm of royalties for regions so perhaps we should spend a little more time there and 
look at some of the basics and then some of the greater specifics of the royalties for regions budget. It is very 
difficult to look at the royalties for regions budget without making some comment on the Langoulant report, which 
dropped a few months ago. I thought the Langoulant report made very interesting reading; it was a good report. It 
made some significant recommendations, most of which are very good and some of which may haunt the current 
and future governments in time if they do not get those mechanisms absolutely right. I remain of the position, 
which I enunciated last year, that the royalties for regions program should stay in place but we should look at the 
name because I do not believe any government program should carry the name of an election slogan. As I said last 
year, I would happily support it being the regional development fund of Western Australia or some alternative, 
rather bland and bureaucratic name so it perhaps better reflects its intent. 
A couple of significant issues stem from the Langoulant report. One of the major ones will be an issue of legacy. 
Let us be up-front about this. I have said publicly to my constituents in the south west that I believe there was 
significant wastage in the program. I have apologised for that wastage, as I have with other government programs 
that I think have not gone well. That is what we do when we are grown-ups; we give credit for those things that 
do well and we accept responsibility and apologise for those things that do not. I think I have done so ad nauseam. 
I am happy to refer members to previous comments rather than do it all over again. In relation to those projects 
that were particularly good in the south west, I have congratulated the government on Busselton foreshore, 
Bunbury foreshore, Centennial Park in Albany and Augusta boat harbour. They are very good projects. In my 
view, a bunch of projects have left the state with a significant legacy issue that will have to be dealt with. This 
program has developed a bunch of infrastructure projects that the proponents will not be able to manage in the 
future. There is no ongoing management plan or costing that will allow these projects to stay in their current state 
for the medium to longer term. That is a significant issue that local governments particularly, in conjunction 
with the state government, will have to address. I accept that under the current government proposals, the 
Minister for Regional Development has been left with the royalties for regions budget funding pretty much every 
election commitment outside the metropolitan area — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Which is what we said we were doing. A very specific election commitment is that 
our regional election commitments would be met from the RforR budget. That was very transparent, as you would 
know. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I accept that that impacts on the capacity the government has to move money around 
in the royalties for regions budget. What is going to become a fairly glaring fact in the not-too-distant future is that 
a lot of the projects that were funded previously, and I am no more a fan of what was it—petunias in the main 
street; I forget which particular flower it was — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: And singing toilets. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I asked the minister questions about singing toilets in last year’s budget. My position 
was that we could get out the Bunbury singing toilet and simply update the songs and perhaps redevelop 
a significant investment with some 2018 music. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I thought we could put it on Gumtree.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, and the government might put Western Power in with it and try to sell it as 
a job lot. Perhaps we will talk about saleyards in a minute and how we might start putting them in. But update the 
music in the toilets, although it might be dangerous which songs we choose. We might have a little competition at 
some point. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Don’t It Make My Brown Eyes Blue. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I was thinking more of Taylor Swift, minister—Look What You Made Me Do, maybe. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I am going to see Taylor Swift. Are you going? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I could not go and not take my kids, and I do not think we are in a position for them to 
turn up. I am a bit hip; a bit of Taylor Swift is okay, but in terms of the singing toilet, Look What You Made Me Do 
is probably better than her previous hit, Shake It Off. I think we need to be a little bit cautious about what songs 
we put in there. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Beethoven’s last movement? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am a little concerned about where we are going with this, so I think we should stop. 

There are a whole pile of legacy issues throughout regional Western Australia, not so much the petunias in the 
main street because they can just die off and be left as empty pots, but a number of projects that were significant, 
multimillion-dollar investments, particularly cultural and sporting facilities, that are going to either be significant 
burdens on the local governments that have put them in place or struggle to remain open over time. I would like 
to see the government address that and give us an appraisal of what it looks like. It might be a good issue for 
a parliamentary committee to look at, but I would think that the Department of Regional Development, in 
particular, would be able to give us some idea. I am sure the Minister for Regional Development will be giving an 
address on the budget at some point, and she might take on board and make comment on where additional 
investment might be needed to maintain those projects and what sort of risk is entailed. A risk assessment is in 
place in every budget, and it is often one of the most interesting bits of reading. I will come to that in a minute, 
because there is a bit in there that the Minister for Environment needs to be particularly aware of. The risk 
assessment of all these projects under royalties for regions is particularly important. The government is going to 
need to come up with a funding stream somehow, be it additional taxation, royalties for regions funding or 
something, to maintain these projects, or it will see some of these projects falter. Faltering and falling might be the 
best outcome in some of these instances. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Something like an RforR levy that we could impose on people in the regions? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am open to anything the government might come up with. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: A Steve Thomas RforR levy. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will be interested to see what the government does with this over time, because in 
my view it is an inevitability, and it is not just in the more remote areas. This is not just an issue for the wheatbelt 
or the north. Projects in the south west as well will struggle to be maintained without some sort of additional 
funding. This is not new. It is not an issue just for the current government; it has been around for a while. As 
a good example, look at the Albany Entertainment Centre, which is a beautiful building, but it has some 
maintenance issues, and the City of Albany has basically decided that it cannot afford to maintain that nice building 
in its current state and has handed the keys back to the state government. I think we will see that repeated time and 
again without some sort of project or process that covers the ongoing maintenance and management costs of those 
projects. That is very important for the royalties for regions funding, if there is one thing that is missing in the 
overall royalties for regions paper that starts on page 169 of budget paper No 3. 

A good trick I use is to take the royalties for regions funding list out of the previous year’s budget and compare it 
with this year’s budget. It is a pretty good way to examine how the money is moving around. I have to say that it 
is fairly stable, as most of the budget is fairly stable. This is one of those bland budgets, is it not? If honourable 
members are looking for good entertainment in the political spec sphere, there is a great program called 
The Hollowmen. The original bibles were Yes Minister and Yes, Prime Minister. 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse: They were great shows. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, they were great shows. I think they are learning documents. The Hollowmen is 
also very good, and it has now progressed into a new program called Utopia. A great episode of The Hollowmen 
is the budget episode, in which the Treasury officials walk in and say that it is a great budget—the status quo is 
preserved and there are no big movements; it is just a great status quo budget. Members who have seen the episode 
might remember that at the end we see the whistle effect. Something must be announced, and unless the audience 
whistles, it is effectively not good enough. They work out when the whistle comes in, and in the end they announce 
a $100 billion future fund because that gets the biggest whistle. This budget before us today is, in large part, the 
Treasury officials walking out saying, “This is fantastic”, and if there was a whistle event in this budget, it was 
infrastructure funding from the federal government. If there was a whistle, it was for $3.2 billion of federal funding 
for major infrastructure projects. Well done to the government for getting that investment in place, some of it in 
the South West Region. I was a bit surprised to see a $700 million project—the Bunbury outer ring road—get 
funding, and I will come back to that in a bit more detail. That is fantastic, but this is a very plain sailing budget 
otherwise; it was quite bland, and the boffins in Treasury will be very happy and impressed. 
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Before I move on from royalties for regions, something that came up in last year’s budget was the agriculture 
development fund. I wondered what this was for last year, and I asked the question in budget estimates about what 
this fund was all about. The answer was that the government was not sure yet. The government might decide that 
it will go to a major project it wants to develop. I am always cautious about budget expenditure that is not 
apportioned to anything because I tend to read that as “slush fund”. One of the issues of the royalties for regions 
program was that it was a bucket of money announced for things that were not identified in advance. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: There were levels of funds that they were talking about. You were having each region 
being given an unallocated bucket of $100 million. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is right. I am not defending it. I am someone who has actually said that there 
were issues with it, so I am not defending it, but on a smaller scale the same thing exists in the agriculture 
development fund. I was a little cheeky, I must admit. When the debate was happening around the closure of the 
Schools of the Air and the cutting of the gifted and talented program, I said that for funding those two projects, 
a $20 million fund was available for agricultural development, but the government did not know what it was going 
to spend it on. Maybe, just for the moment, because the government does know what it is going to spend the money 
on, put it across to the Schools of the Air. We then learnt that it was actually set aside for wages. The planning of 
this is not necessarily a reflection on the minister, but this is a question of accountability and openness. Over the 
years we have seen the Department of Agriculture and Food’s staff numbers reduced. I have to say that it is an 
absolute shell of itself. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Again, we agree. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I asked the minister questions about this during question time. I asked how many 
full-time employees in the Department of Agriculture and Food are funded out of royalties for regions’ funding. 
Not only has the Department of Agriculture and Food’s funding been slashed over many, many years and its FTEs 
reduced by about half from the time that I was heavily involved 10 years ago—there were in the region of 1 500 or 
1 600 FTEs and now that is down to 800; that figure effectively has been halved—but it is also the case that it has 
been shuffled across and royalties for regions is propping up the department. The answers to my questions stated 
about 57 FTEs in the Department of Agriculture and Food—I will check this—were being paid for by royalties 
for regions and between 110 and 120 FTEs were part time. That is the sort of stuff that $20 million worth of what 
one otherwise might be considered to be a slush fund might have gone to. I suspect that we will find that it is wages 
and that the activity in the department is perhaps being propped up by royalties for regions. That is not necessarily 
a bad thing, but this is the question. If the minister is to be taken at her word that that money is being set aside for 
wages, I am prepared to accept that. 

As it turns out, three or four days later, the government reversed its decision on Schools of the Air and the gifted 
and talented program. I am pleased about those decisions, particularly the decision about the gifted and talented 
program. The public sector has a history of not necessarily encouraging peak performance from our brightest 
students and a lot of time has been spent on lifting our bottom quartile to the middle of the education spectrum. 
The public sector is not necessarily very good at getting the absolute best out of our best students. I am pleased 
that that decision was reversed, particularly for the Bunbury gifted and talented course, which, I suspect, was 
introduced by Hon Peter Collier. I will wait for him to sit down and I will ask him. It is my view—I declare an 
interest; I am a member of the school board in Bunbury—that that is a good outcome. That reinvestment is a good 
thing. I am pleased the government reversed its decision. We can call it a “backflip”, but it is usually called 
a backflip when we want to ridicule it and a “reversed decision” if we think it is a good move. Let us say in this 
case that the government has reversed its decision on this matter, and I am very pleased that it did. However, this 
is the sort of thing that becomes important in the budget papers. If that money—it is still in the budget papers—is 
set aside for wages, I think an open and accountable explanation will be required. I am sure the minister will have 
the opportunity to fill us in on a bit more detail in the not-too-distant future. 

Hon Peter Collier, was it you who introduced the gifted and talented course at Bunbury Senior High School? 

Hon Peter Collier: At Bunbury. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thought it was. We monitor it. It is still in its infancy and it has a way to go, so this 
will boot it along a little bit more. This will be better. 

Last year we talked about the Collie futures fund. The town of Collie continues to face hardships. I know it is easy 
for members of the opposition to some degree, let us say, belittle what is in effect a bucket of money with an 
unknown expenditure at this point. As I have said, I am concerned that royalties for regions has been a bucket of 
money and we did not know where it was going to be spent. I was concerned about that, although I think we have 
now isolated where the agricultural sciences research and development fund is going. The Collie futures fund is 
important for a town that is undergoing a major restructure of its economy. It is incumbent on the government to 
give more direction on where that expenditure is going. Let us do the basics. Twenty years ago coal was being 
mined in Collie. That six million tonnes a year was split between two companies, and they were getting paid by 
the government. Effectively, most of the coal was going to the government for the production of power. That is 



 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 15 May 2018] 2679 

 

when coal was $66 a tonne. That was close to $400 million worth of economic activity. In 2006, the new 25-year 
contracts for coal for power generation were signed under—I forget who the energy minister was at the time—
Treasurer Eric Ripper and the Carpenter government. The then Premier, Alan Carpenter, was quite proud of those 
savings for the state, and, to some degree, that is fair enough. Then the price went down to about $33 a tonne; the 
price of coal effectively halved. We went from having $400 million a tonne worth of economic activity down to 
$200 million worth of economic activity over a couple of years. In a town the size of Collie, with a bit under 
10 000 people, that has a significant impact. It meant that the coalmines had to economise significantly and at 
different rates. One coalmine economised much more quickly than the other. That meant that Collie is undergoing 
a 10-year adjustment period. That adjustment is still in train. The latest round of enterprise bargaining agreements, 
which have finally been agreed to after a year or two of difficult negotiations, have not been easy on the town of 
Collie. It can be seen in the main streets and in the turnover of shops. I have said to members on my side of the 
house as well as the general public that I think that that reboot of the Collie economy is critical and that I am not 
opposed to, in this case, a $20 million fund being set up to help Collie readjust. I just think we need greater clarity 
about how that money might be expended, because the last thing we want is to see that money go into projects that 
have a limited life span or limited capacity to develop. For example, it is my view—it is not the first time I have 
said this—a biomass plant in Collie is an immensely problematic proposal, not because the site is at Collie but 
because all biomass plants are currently very problematic. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Are you aware of the pelletisation plant, for example, just out of Albany, where the 
pellets can be successfully fed into coal-fired power stations? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: They can be. There are some potential options but the economics of them are not as 
easy as people may think. It is my view that the best hope that this project has of success is in the realms of waste to 
energy, so a combination process that uses waste to energy in that region. Waste to energy is an interesting concept. 
When the Minister for Environment has some time I will have a more detailed chat with him about the 
waste-to-energy debate. There are two things: firstly, most people get the waste-to-energy debate wrong. They assume 
the whole thing is about the production of energy. The efficient disposal of waste is more important than the 
generation of energy; the generation of energy is something of a by-product. The removal of the waste gives the 
greatest bang for our buck. In my view, the south west region requires some assistance to manage its waste. In the 
same way that lithium is the sexy mineral at the moment, waste to energy is the sexy power model and everybody is 
looking at it. Modular units are being developed around the world and companies around the south west are looking 
at exactly that technology. The reality is that the state still has an oversupply of electricity. It does not need significant 
additional generation capacity. I know that the Minister for Environment and I disagree on the model. I very much 
believe in the right-wing view of investing and supporting individuals to get off the grid and become independent, 
and lithium will hopefully play an important part of that in the future. The minister has said that he is as interested in 
the large-scale renewable sector; I tend to think that you can bypass that a fair bit. In this case, this has a separate 
funding election commitment; its funding is separate from the Collie futures fund, but it is an example of how I think 
we need to be extremely practical about how we advance and diversify the Collie economy. 

I think that the biomass plant is the most problematic of the election commitments. I encourage the government to 
look at some flexibility in that election commitment, because it might find that a waste-to-energy plant may well 
be a better use of that investment. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: You’re not suggesting we break our promise, member, are you? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The government could rename it and potentially have a better chance of delivering 
it. I am trying to help. I am not Kevin, but “I’m here to help”. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It sounds very The Hollowmen or Utopia—“Let’s rename it!” 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We are delivering a different outcome as well. The problem with biomass is fuel 
source and economics at the end of it. The advantage of waste to energy is the waste management component. 
I note that the government took back some money that had been set aside in a very long and problematic waste 
fund and I am the first to acknowledge that it was supposed to go to the Shire of Dardanup, which sold the land 
for more money et cetera. I am happy to have that debate in more detail, but the reality is that the state government 
will have to lead the way across the south west. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You think logistically it would make sense to do that in Collie and bring all the waste 
up to Collie? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is an option. The logistics need to be looked at and we might find that the plant is 
at the lower end of the Collie shire and not necessarily in the town of Collie. If it is a waste-to-energy plant with 
an emissions profile like most waste-to-energy plants, we do not want it at the town site anyway. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: We do not want it in the airshed. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes; we do not want it in the airshed. It can still be a supporting unit for Collie not 
in the town site. We would look at various sites. It requires the capacity to plug into the system. I think that stuff 
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should be looked at as an alternative to saying that we will build a biomass plant in Collie. Ultimately, my point 
is not to undermine that proposal. I think the government will need to look at it differently. The Collie futures fund 
needs greater parameters around it. I am always nervous about a committee. I do not know how many committees 
are based around Bunbury and Collie. There is a parliamentary committee. There is a committee for Bunbury. 
There is a committee for Collie and Bunbury combined. We forget that a camel is a horse designed by a committee. 
We could probably spend $20 million on committees, and that would take care of the expenditure. I suggest that 
there should be fewer committees and a better outlined plan for how we might expend both the commitment for 
the biomass plant and the Collie futures fund, which has the capacity to deliver some good outcomes. We would 
not think so given its airshed issues, but Collie has some of the best environmental assets going around. 
Wellington Dam is excellent. Personally, I would get the powerboats off Wellington Dam and shift them back on 
to Stockton Lake and ideally, eventually, one day, Lake Kepwari. I note with interest that the election commitment 
to open Lake Kepwari within the government’s first six months has not quite been managed. I chatted to the local 
member and I think he was a little optimistic. Potentially, it will be delivered at some point. I understand that the 
work is still being done. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Lots of work has happened on that. Obviously, there is a private landlord, if I can call 
them that, at this stage, who needs to agree to relinquish Lake Kepwari. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I know. There are legacy and liability issues that need to be taken care of. There is 
a reason that it has not happened automatically and it is not necessarily easy. I am saying that that election promise 
was a bit optimistic in an election campaign that he won comfortably anyway. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: The member for Collie–Preston keeps on our back and reminds us how important that is 
to the community. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I note that the member for Collie–Preston commented that the Bushfire Centre of 
Excellence should also be in Collie. I wish him luck with those conversations and phone calls. There are some 
good assets in Collie. We might look at increasing the facilities around those water assets. We try not to tell 
anybody about Honeymoon Pool, because it is too nice an asset for anyone else to come to. The locals tend to try 
to keep that one under their hat. For any other members from other regions, there is no such thing as 
Honeymoon Pool—thank you very much! Glen Mervyn Dam is in the Shire of Donnybrook–Balingup, but it 
relates more closely. It is in between the two towns. I have been at Stockton Lake, where campervans coming from 
the eastern states go in packs. They are like campervan bikie gangs without the leathers! They arrive there in 
a group and there are virtually no facilities when they get there. There is a major tourism component. If we are 
talking about diversifying the Collie economy, we need to acknowledge that the facilities around Wellington Dam, 
Glen Mervyn Dam and Stockton Lake need upgrading. We might turn that into a destination rather than a through 
area by some investment in those environments. We have the Motorplex there. Personally, I have zero interest in 
motorsport, but a lot of my friends do, and if we are going to put them somewhere, the Motorplex in Collie is 
a pretty good location for them. Some potential investments from that Collie futures fund would diversify that 
economy and shift it away from the reliance in those old days of “We are a coal and energy town.” 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You would have seen in our plan for Collie that we had lots of tourism-style elements 
in that. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am pointing out where the government can make it better. I am here to help. I am 
here to take what it puts out there and improve it, because we on this side of the chamber are very helpful and that 
is what we are all about. 
I will quickly refer to a couple of issues on which we might be given some clarity from the government over time. 
The South West Emergency Rescue Helicopter Service appears to be funded from a group of different sources. 
Some royalties for regions money is going into it. Some Department of Fire and Emergency Services money is 
going into it. I would like a breakdown of that at some point to show where that will come from in the longer term. 
It would be a fairly useful product that we could all look at, because that gives us an indication of longevity. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: That would have to be an estimates question, member. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It might be an estimates hearing question, but I will chase up that one. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You would have to look at what happened when we came to government. We had 
only one year of funding, I think. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: History is history, minister, and we are interested in what is happening going forward. 
I will quickly refer to a couple of other royalties for regions figures. Perhaps this is also a question for the budget 
estimates hearings, but I refer to “Putting patients first”. The Southern Inland Health Initiative, as it was so-called, 
has been kind of redistributed under other headings. The line items “Emergency and Acute Workforce” and 
“Digital Innovation, Transport and Access to Care” probably take care of some of that. An indication of how the 
Southern Inland Health Initiative has been redistributed would be useful. I am keen to see whether funding is being 
maintained under this system. I think royalties for regions was contributing to the patient assisted travel scheme. 
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Where does that sit in the budget now? It becomes hard to itemise it. When the government changes the budget 
process and where expenditure goes, it becomes difficult; this budget is not the best I have ever seen at identifying 
where things have come from and gone to. Far be it from me with my cynical nature to suggest that some of that 
might be deliberate. I am sure that it is an accident of fate and the drafting pen.  

However, I will give members a good example. We will talk about this project in a bit more detail too. By my best 
guess, the Department of Transport rolled over $10 million in last year’s budget of what is known as RADS—the 
regional airport development scheme—for the proposal to expand the Busselton–Margaret River Regional Airport, 
which is something we might explore in a little more detail in time to come. In this budget it appears that significant 
funds have been rolled over into the 2018–19 budget year. However, the budget note to say so did not come with 
it. Last year’s budget made clear that the department had rolled over $10 million from RADS from 2016–17 to 
2017–18. This year, it does not say that it has rolled over $10 million from 2017–18 to 2018–19. If we read the 
numbers, we could assume that to be the case, but it does not say so explicitly, so we do not necessarily know that 
that is the case. Some clarity around that would be good. That process in the last budget was useful because it 
identified where things had moved. I know RADS does not fall under the Minister for Regional Development’s 
portfolio, it is Department of Transport, but as one of the minister’s — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It is actually in there. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am assuming that the money is still in place and has been rolled over, but in the 
Department of Transport’s part of the budget it does not explicitly say so. 

By the same token, I think there is some royalties for regions money that should still be in place for that budget. 
We will have a greater discussion at some point about moving forward and whether an airline has been signed up 
for that project. I noted the Minister for Regional Development’s comments on radio this morning in which she 
said that an airline has not been signed up, and I think she is correct on that. Whether one will be in time will be 
an interesting discussion point, but I thought the minister was correct in what she said earlier today. But the budget 
papers are a bit less clear and a bit less open and accountable in 2018–19 than they were in 2017–18. That is a good 
example of that clarity—the rolling over of specific funding for a specific project. It was outlined in 2017–18 and 
was not outlined in 2018–19, and I think that is to the detriment of the budget process. It is a set of budget papers 
that has, to a large degree, remedied some of those earlier errors of severe over-optimism in some predictions, but 
I think the clarity has diminished. I would like to see that rectified. 

Because this is the consideration of the tabled budget papers, we have the opportunity to talk about a few specific 
projects and I would like to take the opportunity to do so, particularly with regard to the South West Region. Just 
before I move on from general remarks, though, I note that the Minister for Environment seems to have again done 
fairly well in his portfolio areas, so he obviously has a bit of pull in cabinet. His natural resource management budget 
is looking reasonably good. I keep looking in this budget for something to throw rocks at him over and have not done 
so well to date, but I live in hope and I will see what I find in more detail during the budget estimates process. 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: He is a good minister, is he not? He has done very well! 

We have talked about waste management, and that is one area for which we will have to look at more significant 
investment, particularly given China’s decision not to accept what it calls contaminated feeds. We are going to 
have to make some decisions around significant improvements in our recycling programs, and not only to gain 
access to Chinese markets, because Western Australia is not a big user of the Chinese marketplace. I can tell 
members that the Indonesian marketplace will start to feed off. This is going to spread elsewhere. As the material 
that was going to go to China has to look for a home, it is going to start filling the places that Western Australia 
traditionally has not used, including, in particular, Indonesia. We are going to have to get far better at reducing 
contamination in waste streams and how we manage that process. I suspect that when we see some significant 
investment in alternative environment areas, waste management is probably going to be one of the big ones. I know 
the container deposit scheme will be the first cab off the rank and that other things are happening. I think there is 
a major way to go in waste management. It will need some significant investment. That might result in a significant 
discussion about the waste levy and what it looks like. 

We have heard the arguments about cost recovery of energy and water prices, and I will finish on the impact of 
the budget on households in a little while. Cost recovery of waste management is one of those discussions and 
debates that we are going to have to have, particularly the Minister for Environment and I, over the next three 
years. We will have to look at the way in which we manage this to come up with a better, more efficient way of 
managing waste streams and have a genuine discussion about recycling. Some of the basics will be that 
Western Australia, with a small population over a large area, will struggle to effectively recycle in remote areas. 
We are effectively talking about the metropolitan area and the south west and how we might better manage those 
streams. It has to be regionally based. That is where local government is going to struggle to provide those services. 
Whether we are looking at two or three major recycling units or potentially a smaller number of less efficient ones, 
that is a debate for the next couple of years. But it is a debate that we are going to have to have. 
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Hon Stephen Dawson: Member, I welcome that debate. I know you have a keen interest in the area. I don’t want 
to let regional areas down; there are opportunities in the regions. We need to think outside the square. In 
Fitzroy Crossing at the moment, the Marra Worra Worra Aboriginal Corporation has a recycling scheme and 
a small facility there. If it can be done in Fitzroy Crossing, we can do it in other places around the state. I would 
welcome a dialogue with you. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, it is one that is coming and it is one that I do not think local governments can 
handle on their own. 

I will address a couple of specific issues around the south west before we come back to the basics of the impact of 
the budget on households et cetera. I want to make some comments on a project that has, I guess, been more 
problematic than anything else and that is the seagrass wrack that has developed around Port Geographe. At best 
estimates, there is currently somewhere between 15 000 and 20 000 cubic metres of seagrass sitting on the 
foreshore in front of Port Geographe—something that the previous government spent $28 million trying to remedy 
through the construction of groynes and by attempting to re-establish sand in that area. It is my understanding that 
under the previous proposal, it was expected to take at least five years for the sand to re-establish itself on 
the foreshore on the western side of the groyne, which would prevent the build-up of seagrass. I think 
Hon Colin Tincknell, who spends a bit of time down that way, would be well aware of the sulphurous result of 
that level of seagrass. This problem is not necessarily the making of the current government, but it needs to be 
addressed. There was a significant shortcoming in the interim plans. The best experts of the day said that if we put 
this in place, it would take five years to collect enough sand to keep the seagrass out at sea. I am prepared to accept 
that maybe that was an accurate assessment. But in the meantime, particularly in the last 12 months, the seagrass 
has built up to a point at which it is keeping the sand from accumulating. The process that the project was designed 
to do, which was to put the sand there to keep the seagrass out, has been prevented because the sand has been 
prevented from accumulating. The original plan was that when the seagrass built up to 60 000 cubic metres, the 
Department of Transport would be obligated to do something about it—either pick it up and move it or try to send 
it back out to sea. However, if it is not 60 000 cubic metres—in this case it is less than 20 000 cubic metres—it is 
still sitting there preventing the solution to the problem from taking place, but it is not big enough to trigger the 
required activity by the Department of Transport. I think this is a failure of the agreement that was signed—a deed 
of arrangement, I think—between the City of Busselton and the government of the day that stated that unless it 
reached 60 000 cubic metres, the government would not bother picking it up and it would become the 
City of Busselton’s problem. It could well be argued that the City of Busselton should have said, “Hang on 
a minute! Sixty thousand cubic metres is far too much, because that will interfere with the proposal; maybe it 
should be 10 000 cubic metres.” The problem is this: if the scientific supposition is that we are trying to put the 
sand in place to prevent the seagrass from collecting, and the seagrass will not let the sand accumulate, that 
five-year plan might turn into a 10 or a 15-year plan. The problem will not go away. There needs to be 
a reassessment of this. We can blame the committee, blame whoever, at this particular point. It does not matter 
whose fault it is—local or state government; everybody probably shares in it. The reality is that something has to 
be done; otherwise there will still be the accumulation of seagrass that prevents the sand from filling in that space, 
and that will not change unless some activity happens. Currently, 15 000 to 20 000 cubic metres of seagrass is 
sitting there. It has been there all summer; it has just been sitting there and nothing has happened to it. We are back 
into the winter season and it does not appear that it will blow out, so one would assume that more will be collected. 
It might reach 40 000 cubic metres by the end of this winter, which is still only two-thirds of the way to the trigger 
point at which the Department of Transport has to do something. It will then be even worse in becoming the final 
solution, because it is doing a better job of keeping the sand out, which is supposed to provide the final solution. 
Governments, state and federal, need to sit down and work out how we might circumvent this piece of problematic 
engineering. Something needs to be done to prevent that getting to 40 000 cubic metres. Perhaps we should be 
collecting seagrass and putting it in there so that it reaches 60 000 cubic metres. I can imagine Hon Colin Tincknell 
with his bucket and spade at Port Geographe. Hon Colin Tincknell, we have to get to 60 000 cubic metres. It will 
take a lot of his little buckets to achieve that. He had better bring all the grandkids and everybody else because it 
will take a lot of work to get 60 000 cubic metres of seagrass into that environment. I would like to see something 
different done. Hon Colin Tincknell might be bucketing seagrass for as long as Hon Aaron Stonehouse is trying 
correct the budget deficit. At 80 years, it will take him a while. Something should be done about that seagrass. 

Whilst I am down in the south west, I note that the state and federal governments have put significant money into 
the Bunbury Outer Ring Road. I suggest that a smart government would recognise that the northern end of that 
road will be quite slow and problematic. The final route is yet to be sorted. A fair bit of that land has yet to 
be purchased. A smart government might negotiate with the federal government to include the dualling of 
Bussell Highway between Capel and Busselton as the southern extension of the Bunbury Outer Ring Road because 
it will take longer than the out years to deliver the northern end. Here is another piece of free advice to the 
Minister for Transport through the Minister for Environment: a smart government might negotiate and say that 
whilst it gets to the northern route, which has to cross rivers and have flyovers, which will be expensive and tough, 
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it might just snaffle a bit to finish off the Bussell Highway dualling between Capel and Busselton. On public 
holidays it is very, very busy. I drive on that road a lot. I drive it at five o’clock or six o’clock in the afternoons 
most days without any problem whatsoever. But there will come a time when that changes. Every time a section 
of the Bunbury Outer Ring Road is completed, the bottleneck is moved a little further down the path. That 
bottleneck is currently sitting near Eelup Roundabout and around Bunbury. It will eventually become the single 
lane or multiple single lanes between Capel and Busselton. I would have thought that a smart government might 
have shuffled a bit of that funding in the first couple of years for a better outcome of its election commitment. It 
is well worth looking at. 

I will look at a couple of fairly short issues. I have made some fairly strong comments about the Boyanup Saleyard 
and its potential replacement. I remain astounded at the regional saleyard strategy, which, from memory, goes back 
as far as Hon Kim Chance, who, as agricultural minister, was a proponent of the regional saleyard strategy. It was 
a four-saleyard strategy. I am going back to 2004, 2005 and 2006, and maybe even 2007, when Kim Chance 
championed the replacement of the Midland saleyards with, ultimately, saleyards at Muchea, the replacement of 
the Katanning saleyards, an upgrade of the Mt Barker saleyards, which are known as the great southern saleyards, 
and the replacement of the Boyanup saleyards. It was a $100 million project, of which $79 million was realised 
from the sale of the Midland saleyard once all the mitigation activity happened. The sale of the Midland saleyard 
was offset by the need to mediate what was effectively a contaminated site. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: And to build Muchea. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, I am coming to the build-Muchea bit. Basically, after the mitigation process, 
$79 million was realised from the sale. It absolutely beggars belief that during the next eight and a half years of 
the $100 million regional saleyard strategy, which was $79 million self-funded, $21 million did not come out of 
royalties for regions to fund the remainder of the project. I cannot understand how that happened. I cannot 
understand how a program that was to deliver infrastructure into regional areas for regional industries could not 
have completed the last 20 per cent of funding of an otherwise self-funded program that included four saleyards 
instead of three. As we know, history shows that Midland was sold and Muchea was built. We could argue whether 
or not that was gold-plated; I am happy to have those debates. Katanning saleyard was rebuilt and that seems to 
be operating fairly well. Money was put into the Mt Barker saleyard, particularly to the Shire of Plantagenet to 
pay off debt, but some structural improvements were made during that process. That left a couple of million dollars, 
and that couple of million dollars on its own obviously was not going to rebuild the Boyanup saleyards. It is like 
saying to someone—this is ridiculous to suggest—that if they want to build a $400 000 house, we will give them 
10 per cent for it and they have to somehow make that stretch. For the $20 million saleyard in Boyanup, we will 
give them the remaining $2 million, but that is all that is left. Obviously, that was never going to be delivered and 
there was no chance that the project could proceed under those circumstances. I fail to understand how a program 
that was designed to support rural industries was not stepped up at that point to finish the regional saleyard strategy. 
I suspect that if no money is left in the coffers for that program, the poor old Shire of Capel will have no choice at 
the end of the process but to extend the lease for the existing saleyards sitting right in the middle of a little country 
town. I do not know how we can manage to get to that outcome after eight and a half years as part of a $79 million 
project. It astounds me that that was not completed and I think that is an absolute shame. The Shire of Capel and 
the community of Boyanup will be picking up the pieces of that for some time to come. As I say, I think that is an 
absolute shame. 

There are a couple of other things I want to mention. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2693] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

HARDSHIP UTILITY GRANT SCHEME — APPLICATIONS 

356. Hon PETER COLLIER to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Community Services: 

In relation to the hardship utility grant scheme, for each month from 1 January 2017 to 30 April 2018, what was — 

(a) the number of inquiries received; 

(b) the number of applications received; 

(c) the number of applications approved; 

(d) the total value of the grants paid; and 

(e) the average value of the grant? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(a) The Department of Communities has information only about the applications to the hardship 
utility grant scheme. Initial contact occurs between customers and utility retailers. Retailers have 
initial contact with customers and have a responsibility to assist customers who are unable to pay 
their bills on time by entering into arrangements that support customers’ ability to meet their 
financial obligations. Retailers must also apply their hardship policies before considering HUGS. 

(b)–(e) I table the attached document. 

[See paper 1360.] 

ELECTRICITY RETAILERS — RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS IN ARREARS 

357. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Energy: 

(1) What is the total number of residential customers either in arrears or on payment plans for their electricity 
bill for December 2017 and January, February, March and April 2018? 

(2) What is the total value of outstanding debt for those residential customers who are either in arrears or on 
a payment plan for their electricity bill for December 2017 and January, February, March and April 2018? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 

Due to the high level of research required to answer this question in the time frame, we ask the honourable member 
to place this question on notice. 

MEMBER FOR DARLING RANGE — WORK HISTORY 

358. Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN to the minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services: 

I refer to the minister’s answer on 10 May 2018 to my question without notice 353 regarding the former member 
for Darling Range, Mr Barry Urban. 

(1) Did Mr Barry Urban submit a personal and work history for any of his applications for a position with 
the Department of Corrective Services, or make any statements regarding his personal or work history as 
part of any application? 

(2) What precise step-by-step process did each of those applications for positions undergo, and what 
approvals needed to be obtained or were obtained, and from whom, before Mr Urban took up those 
positions with the department? 

(3) Has the minister or the commissioner undertaken any check of those histories or statements to determine 
whether they contain assertions that have since been found by the Legislative Assembly Procedure and 
Privileges Committee’s second report to be false or questionable? 

(4) If yes to (3), which assertions in which applications have been found to be false or questionable? 

(5) If no to (3), why not? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The Minister for Corrective Services has provided 
the following. 

(1) Yes. That résumé provided by Mr Urban contained the following educational qualifications: Degree Phys. 
Ed and Applied Social Sciences, BA Hons, University of Leeds, UK, completed July 1994; Certificate of 
Higher Education—Policing, University of Portsmouth, UK, completed May 1995. 

(2) Reference checks of Mr Urban’s suitability for employment and validation of work history are undertaken 
by the employing business area and these records are not held within central employment records. 

(3) Yes. The commissioner is currently considering what action, if any, to take in light of the 
Legislative Assembly Procedure and Privileges Committee’s second report. 

(4) The qualifications as set out in the answer to (1), which are the same educational qualifications as stated 
in the Legislative Assembly Procedure and Privileges Committee’s second report. 

(5) Not applicable. 
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COMMUNITY KINDERGARTENS 
359. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the answer given to question without notice 173 asked on 28 March 2018 regarding community 
kindergartens and the minister’s response, and I quote — 

When a community kindergarten has fewer than the required projected enrolments, the department will 
consider an extension on a case-by-case basis. 

Will the minister identify all matters that will be considered by the department in determining whether an extension 
can be granted to a community kindergarten? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
If enrolment numbers are close to the required threshold and the community kindergarten parent management 
committee can demonstrate other enrolments are likely, an extension will be granted for up to six weeks. A final 
decision must be made by the end of term 3 in the school year. This enables kindergarten places to be found for 
the students in other public schools and for staff to be placed. As an example, in the second half of 2015, the 
department worked closely with Mount Helena Community Kindergarten where confirmed enrolments were low. 
The community kindergarten, which had been operating for over 45 years, was given additional time to attract 
enrolments. The office of early childhood liaised with the parent management committee assisting with advice. 
The host public school and relevant department personnel were kept informed of the progress of efforts being 
made to increase enrolments. Mount Helena Community Kindergarten opted not to operate in 2016 but it is 
operating today. 

CHILD PROTECTION — CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE — ROEBOURNE 
360. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the Leader of the House’s answer to my question without notice 338 asked on 10 May 2018 in which she 
informed the house that the Minister for Child Protection continues to get regular updates from the department to 
assure herself that adequate safeguards are in place for vulnerable children in Roebourne and surrounding areas. 
How many of the 184 victims of child sex offences in Roebourne are currently residing with a person either 
charged with or convicted of one or more child sex offences? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
The minister has received seven questions in the Legislative Council and a grievance and several questions in the 
Legislative Assembly on this matter and her response remains consistent. As stated in previous answers, the 
minister continues to get regular updates from the Department of Communities to assure herself that adequate 
safeguards are in place for vulnerable children in Roebourne and surrounding areas. The minister is satisfied that 
the Department of Communities continues to undertake the necessary actions to protect and support children and 
families in Roebourne. As the minister previously advised, the priority is to maintain the safety of the children and 
young people in Roebourne and surrounding areas. The minister has offered the honourable member a briefing 
regarding the West Pilbara plan, which he is yet to accept. 
Should the honourable member have any — 
Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Because you actually want the answer to your questions. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Leader of the House, just stop. Hon Nick Goiran, please let the minister provide that 
response to you. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you, Madam President. 
Should the honourable member have any information about any child or children who may be at risk of harm, the 
minister would ask him to take appropriate action to report these concerns to the Department of Communities 
and/or the Western Australia Police Force. 
It is a perfectly reasonable response. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! The only people slowing down question time are the two who are interjecting. 
Sadly, Hon Jacqui Boydell, it always seems to happen by the time we get to you. I now give Hon Jacqui Boydell 
the call and I know that people will listen to her question. 
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BROOME PORT — GANGWAY 

361. Hon JACQUI BOYDELL to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to an article in the Broome Advertiser of 10 May entitled “Gangway blow to ship visit”. 

(1) When was the minister first advised of the need for the Kimberley Ports Authority to acquire a gangway 
to allow passengers egress from ships? 

(2) Has the commonwealth funding of $375 000 allocated for acquisition of this gangway been expended? 

(3) What conditions were placed on receipt of the commonwealth grant? 

(4) What steps has the minister taken to fix this issue immediately to prevent further cruise ships from 
avoiding Broome? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Transport. 

(1)–(4) The Kimberley Ports Authority advised in July 2017 that it had funded a concept design for an all-tide 
gangway system, with an estimated cost of up to $750 000, to enable improved passenger disembarkation 
at the port of Broome, and that Tourism WA had approved a funding application of $375 000. 
Tourism WA was administering a commonwealth funding allocation. 

The state government also took the decision soon after to invest $7 million to improve accessibility at the 
port of Broome to provide 24/7 vessel access for large cruise ships through the channel optimisation 
project. The project consists of a capital dredge, a new marked entrance channel and general 
improvements to berth accessibility. KPA advises that the design and construct tender for the proposed 
gangway system did not identify a safe design solution for an all-tide gangway for all cruise vessels from 
its wharf. 

The construction component of the tender, which closes on 25 May 2018, will deliver an improved 
gangway system to meet the needs of almost all cruise vessels. The first payment is to be made in the 
2017–18 financial year following execution of the grant agreement. The second payment is to be made 
in the 2017–18 financial year following receipt of a letter from KPA confirming an order has been placed 
for a gangway. KPA advises that over 50 cruise vessels visited Broome in each of the 2016 and 
2017 years. Operators of two vessels have this year indicated that the gangway system will not meet their 
needs for all-tide access to a gangway. 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES — RURAL FIRE DIVISION 

362. Hon RICK MAZZA to the minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services: 

In the minister’s press release regarding the launch of the rural fire division on Friday, 13 April, he said — 

“Our State is moving into an era of enhanced bushfire management with record funding that will 
strengthen efforts to keep our communities safe and provide even greater support for our bushfire 
volunteers.” 

(1) Does the minister stand by his statement of 9 May 2018 to the lower house in response to a request for 
his support of bushfire volunteers in Wiluna, in which he said — 

I suggested that they convert to a volunteer fire and emergency services brigade so that it can be 
not only a bush fire brigade, but also, because of the isolation of Wiluna, trained in structural 
firefighting and the use of breathing apparatus, which I think will be far more appropriate for 
the town. 

(2) Was the minister suggesting that the McGowan government will not support local government–managed 
volunteer bush fire brigades when added capabilities are required unless they convert to Department of 
Fire and Emergency Services–managed volunteer fire and emergency services brigades? 

(3) If yes to (2), how does this translate to providing more support for our bushfire volunteers, as he claimed 
the RFD would do in his recent media statement? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The Minister for Emergency Services has provided 
the following answer. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) No. 
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(3) A key direction for a restructured DFES that incorporates the new rural fire division is the strengthening 
of volunteer relations across all volunteer groups in all parts of the agency’s business. The minister will 
hold one or two volunteer advisory forums each year. The volunteer advisory committees, or a suitable 
alternative, will be reinvigorated or established if necessary. Two volunteer liaison officers will be 
employed in the office of the commissioner. One of the key functions of these positions will be to assist 
these committees to function effectively. There will be 11—one in each region—volunteer support 
officers appointed to assist brigade units, with the administration required to function effectively and 
enhance support within DFES. 

CONFISCATION OF PROCEEDS OF CRIME — AUDITOR GENERAL’S REPORT 
363. Hon AARON STONEHOUSE to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer the minister to the Auditor General’s recent report on the confiscation of the proceeds of crime, specifically 
to the statement in the key findings on page 8 that, and I quote — 

Police’s Proceeds of Crime Squad (POCS) follows guidance material to identify the greatest number of 
assets it can seize in each relevant criminal case. 

Will the minister table that guidance material; and, if not, why not? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The Minister for Police has provided me with the 
following answer. 
The proceeds of crime squad investigation guide is not disclosed to the public as the methodology contained in the 
guide declares police methodology on how systems are checked to identify and freeze assets linked to crime use, 
crime-derived and drug trafficking declarations. The release of this information would negatively impact on 
current and future investigations and prosecutions. 

SHARKS — HAZARD MITIGATION — DRUM LINES 
364. Hon COLIN TINCKNELL to the minister representing the Minister for Fisheries: 
On 13 February this year, the New South Wales government concluded a six-month trial of 
a Shark-Management-Alert-in-Real-Time drum lines shark mitigation system. I am aware that the McGowan 
government has been awaiting the outcome of those trials. Upon the publishing of those results, and assuming the 
findings are positive, I ask the following. 
(1) Does the government plan on utilising this technology here in WA? 
(2) If no to (1), why not? 
(3) If yes to (1), how long is it expected to take to manufacture; and where does the government plan on 

deploying and/or trialling this technology? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The Minister for Fisheries has provided the following information. 
(1) The NSW SMART drum lines trials referred to in the question are ongoing and scheduled to finish this 

month. The McGowan government has always said that it would watch the drum line trials in NSW and 
await a thorough scientific assessment of their effectiveness in making beaches safer. Without a scientific 
assessment, it would not be appropriate for a minister to commit to these drum lines at this time. 

(2)–(3) Not applicable. 
YOUTH JUSTICE SERVICES 

365. Hon ALISON XAMON to the minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services: 
(1) Does the minister still intend to move Youth Justice Services from the Department of Justice to the 

Department of Communities? 
(2) If yes to (1), why? 
(3) If yes to (1), when? 
(4) If no to (1), why not? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The Minister for Corrective Services has provided 
the following answer. 
(1) Yes, as per cabinet’s decision last year. 
(2)–(4) The government is still considering the best way to transition Youth Justice Services. A cabinet 

submission will be presented for consideration in due course. 
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TRANSPERTH — RAILCARS 
366. Hon SIMON O’BRIEN to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
(1) What is the total amount the government proposes to spend on the purchase of passenger railcars? 
(2) What is the amount proposed to be spent over each of the financial years from 2018–19 until the final 

year of commitments entered into or proposed to be entered into? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) A total of $1.6 billion has been allocated over the period 2017–18 to 2027–28 to procure new Transperth 

railcars, with $29.5 million to be expended in 2018–19. 
BROOME PORT — GANGWAY 

367. Hon KEN BASTON to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
This question is similar to one that has been asked before. I refer to the article published in The West Australian 
of Wednesday, 9 May 2018 regarding the delayed acquisition of a gangway at the Broome port. 
(1) Can the minister provide a guarantee that this gangway will be available for use at the Broome port before 

the end of this calendar year? 
(2) If yes to (1), what steps is the minister taking to ensure that this occurs? 
(3) If no to (1), why not? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(3) A gangway construction tender is closing on 25 May 2018. The new gangway will reach 10 metres above 

the wharf deck for faster, safer, compliant and more efficient passenger disembarkation and will meet the 
needs of almost all 2018 cruise vessels. A 26-week lead time is anticipated for construction, not including 
transport and commissioning on-site. 

AUSTRALIND — PASSENGER PLATFORMS UPGRADE 
368. Hon COLIN HOLT to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to upgrades to passenger platforms on the Australind line. 
(1) Which company is undertaking the work on the platforms? 
(2) Please provide the tender documentation for the building of the platforms. 
(3) Please provide a breakdown of project costings for the new platform at Yarloop on the Australind line. 
(4) When will the Cookernup and North Dandalup platforms be upgraded to universal access? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Work is being carried out using a number of existing Public Transport Authority subcontractors and 

suppliers under the supervision of the PTA’s network and infrastructure facilities coordinator. 
(2) The fabrication work for the Yarloop platform was subject only to a request-for-quote process. A tender 

process was not required due to the cost of fabrication being under procurement tender thresholds. 
(3) The breakdown of project costings is: Yarloop design consultancy, $80 000; Arc Infrastructure cost 

allowance, $50 000; and construction, $445 000. 
(4) It is anticipated that the North Dandalup high level platform will be constructed in financial year 2018–19 

and the Cookernup platform will be built in financial year 2019–20. 
KALGOORLIE HEALTH CAMPUS — MAGNETIC RESONANCE IMAGING MACHINE 

369. Hon ROBIN SCOTT to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
(1) Is the minister aware of a commitment made by the federal Leader of the Opposition in his budget reply 

speech of Wednesday, 9 May 2018 to the effect that a Shorten-led ALP federal government would issue 
20 licences across Australia for magnetic resonance imaging machines? 

(2) In recognition of the genuine need of goldfields residents, and in acknowledgement of the sincerity of 
1 688 citizens who have signed a petition asking the Legislative Council to do all in its power to secure 
an MRI machine for the Kalgoorlie regional hospital, will the minister write to Mr Shorten asking him to 
put Kalgoorlie at the top of the list for one of the MRI licences that Mr Shorten has promised to issue if 
he becomes Prime Minister? 

(3) If no to (2), why not? 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) The minister has welcomed the recent announcement by the federal shadow Minister for Health and the 
federal Leader of the Opposition indicating that if federal Labor is elected, they will approve 20 new MRI 
licences nationally. I understand that the current federal government has granted only four MRI licences 
in almost five years in office. The Minister for Health will write to the federal Leader of the Opposition, 
the federal Minister for Health and the federal shadow Minister for Health requesting strong consideration 
for future MRI licences in Western Australia, including a high priority for Kalgoorlie. 

(3) Not applicable. 

PERTH AND PEEL STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT 

370. Hon CHARLES SMITH to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to the state government’s announcement last month that it has decided to suspend work on the strategic 
assessment of the Perth and Peel regions until a critical review of the ongoing costs, risks and benefits for 
Western Australia is completed and can be considered by government. 

(1) As part of its review, will the state government also revise its population growth projections? 

(2) Does the state government concede that the “Perth and Peel Green Growth Plan for 3.5 million”, in its 
current form, allows for unacceptable levels of land clearing and natural habitat destruction? 

(3) Will the state government now consider the implementation of an overarching state population strategy 
aimed at protecting WA’s natural environment, as well as the quality of life of incumbent residents? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided by 
the Minister for Planning. 

(1)–(3) Population growth is outside the terms of the review of the strategic assessment of the Perth and Peel 
regions. The state government has delivered an integrated land use plan through the Perth and 
Peel@3.5 million frameworks that balances social, economic and environmental factors at the highest 
strategic level to accommodate projected population growth. 

PARKS AND WILDLIFE SERVICE — PRESCRIBED BURNING 

371. Hon DIANE EVERS to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the prescribed burning program conducted by the Parks and Wildlife Service, noting that when a burn 
has been completed, it is assessed against the objectives set out in the prescribed fire plan. 

(1) Are reignitions sometimes required to meet the burn objectives and success criteria of the prescribed fire 
plan? 

(2) If yes to (1), is the percentage of forest burnt considered as a factor in the post-burn assessment? 

(3) If yes to (2), what percentage of forest burnt triggers the decision to reignite an area? 

(4) If yes to (1), what other criteria are used to inform the decision to reignite an area? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) The percentage of forest burnt is a consideration wherever it is specified in the burn objectives or success 
criteria, which is the case in most instances. 

(3) Any percentage below that outlined in the success criteria may trigger a judgement as to whether further 
ignitions are necessary. Area-related success criteria may apply to the whole burn or to individual fuel 
types or specific areas within a burn. 

(4) Each burn has several objectives or success criteria and all are assessed when considering whether to 
reignite. These criteria are tailored to individual burns and can address matters such as fuel loads, fire 
intensity and interaction with other responsible authorities. In addition, an important consideration in all 
instances is public and employee safety and the need to minimise the potential for a burn to escape. 

I would be happy to organise a briefing for the honourable member from the Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attractions on the matter. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY — 2016–17 ANNUAL REPORT 

372. Hon TIM CLIFFORD to the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to page 40 of the Environmental Protection Authority’s 2016–17 annual report. Will the minister please 
provide an update, by item, on what the government has done to provide clarity on — 

(a) benchmarks for lower-emissions technologies; 

(b) WA-based greenhouse gas emissions targets or offsets; 

(c) emissions reporting requirements and transparency; and 

(d) differentiation between policies for emissions caused during electricity generation versus other 
sources of emissions? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 

 (a)–(d) The McGowan government is committed to playing a positive role on climate change. I note the 
Environmental Protection Authority’s 2016–17 annual report and the request from the 
Environmental Protection Authority for a climate change policy review. As a first step, I have 
conducted a stocktake of climate change actions across government, including climate change 
adaptation and mitigation policies, projects and programs to guide our future approach and 
priorities, including in relation to lower-emissions technologies. In view of the repeal of the 
national carbon price, I have asked the Environmental Protection Authority to inquire into the 
greenhouse gas conditions currently in place on the Wheatstone liquefied natural gas project. 
I have also asked the Environmental Protection Authority to inquire into and report on the 
implementation of conditions and definitions in ministerial statement 800 for the Gorgon gas 
development on Barrow Island. In addition, I have reinstated the climate change unit within the 
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation. This unit is currently examining the 
various policy options that may be available to the government. 

PUBLIC SECTOR COMMISSION — INDEPENDENT REVIEW 

373. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Public Sector 
Management: 

I refer to page 71 of 2018–19 budget paper No 2, which advises, in respect of the Public Sector Commission — 

An independent review of the Commission’s capabilities, functions, structure and performance is 
underway. The review commenced on 9 April and is due to be completed in July 2018. 

(1) How much will this independent review cost, and what is the breakdown of these costs? 

(2) What process was followed permitting the appointment of Ms Carmel McGregor, PSM, to complete the 
review? 

(3) What progress has been made in the recruitment of a new Public Sector Commissioner? 

(4) Will the Premier commit to undertaking all appropriate consultation prior to appointing the next 
Public Sector Commissioner? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) The independent review of the Public Sector Commission is being supported by the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. The review is currently underway and costs expected to be incurred relate to 
engagement of the reviewer, travel and accommodation. Staff of the secretariat are current public sector 
employees. The total cost of the reviewer, travel and accommodation is anticipated to be less than 
$250 000. 

(2) A specialist is required to undertake the review of the Public Sector Commission. Ms Carmel McGregor, 
PSM, has considerable experience and was a former Deputy Australian Public Service Commissioner and 
member of the Prime Minister’s advisory group on reform of Australian government administration. 
Ms McGregor is eminently qualified to undertake the role and was engaged by the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. 

(3) The recruitment of the Public Sector Commissioner is currently underway. The position was advertised 
in The Weekend West and The Weekend Australian of Saturday, 21 April 2018. Applications closed on 
Monday, 14 May 2018. 
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(4) Section 17(2) of the Public Sector Management Act 1994 requires that, before appointing a Public Sector 
Commissioner, the Minister for Public Sector Management shall consult the parliamentary leader of each 
party in Parliament prior to making a recommendation to the Governor as to the appointment of the 
commissioner. As the Minister for Public Sector Management, the Premier intends to comply with section 
17(2) of the act. 

POINT PERON CAMP SCHOOL — CLOSURE 
374. Hon JIM CHOWN to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the minister’s answer to question without notice 351 asked on 10 May 2018 in relation to the formula used 
to arrive at camp school deficit figures. I also refer to the minister’s answer to question without notice 141 asked on 
22 March 2018 in relation to the actual deficit figures from camp schools. Using Point Peron camp school as an 
example, its annual report states that it was allocated a total budget from the department in 2017 of $1 131 362. 
The school returned $766 824 in locally raised revenue to the department, arriving at a deficit for the camp school 
of $364 538 for 2017. Please explain the discrepancy between the minister’s answer to question without notice 
141 and the figures published in the Point Peron camp school annual report 2017. 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The financial summary provided in the camp school’s annual report 2017 relates to the operation of the camp 
school at the school level, but includes transactions that are eliminated when consolidated at a departmental level. 
The response to question without notice 141 was based on the departmental level. The transactions eliminated 
include item 9, transfer from reserve or deductible gift recipient in the “Revenue—Cash & Salary Allocation” 
table; and item 14, camp school fees to central office, camp schools only, in the “Expenditure—Cash and Salary” 
table. Furthermore, the Point Peron financial summary does not include the salaries, wages and associated on-costs 
in the “Expenditure—Cash and Salary” table, but this item is included in the total cost of operating the camp 
school. Using Point Peron as an example, the reconciliation between the two sets of figures is provided in tabular 
form. 
I seek leave to have the information incorporated into Hansard. 
Leave granted. 
The following material was incorporated — 
Expenditure (2017 Actual):         

  $ 
Point Peron Annual Report 2017 items 1-14  1 189 021.07 
Less – Item 14 Camp School Fees transferred to Central Office -  766 823.50  
Add – Salaries wages and on-costs paid centrally by the Department +  976 228.88    

1 398 426.45 

Revenue (2017 Actual):         
  $ 
Point Peron Annual Report 2017 items 1-12  882 772.34 
Less – Item 9 Transfer from Reserve or Deductible Gift Recipient -  111 832.98    

770 939.36 
2017 Point Peron Operating Deficit 

 
-627 487.09 

 

OPTUS STADIUM — PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE 
375. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to question without notice 287, asked on 12 April. 
(1) Has advice on tabling the industry participation plan for the Optus Stadium pedestrian bridge now been 

received? 
(2) If yes, will the minister table the industry participation plan; and, if not, why not? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) I table the attached document. 
[See paper 1361.] 
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GOLD ROYALTY RATE INCREASE — TREASURER’S COMMENTS 

376. Hon ROBIN SCOTT to the minister representing the Treasurer: 
An article in the Kalgoorlie Miner of Monday, 14 May 2018, about the annual post-budget breakfast held on 
Friday, 11 May, quotes the Treasurer as advocating a 3.75 per cent gold royalty. 

(1) Was the Treasurer correctly reported? 

(2) At the annual post-budget breakfast did the Treasurer describe the current 2.4 per cent gold royalty as 
“discounted”; and, if so, why? 

(3) Is the Treasurer aware of the vital need for the gold industry to maximise exploration so that the 
Western Australian gold inventory of proved and probable reserves increases each year by more than the 
quantity of gold mined? 

(4) Is the Treasurer aware that whenever a senior representative of government expresses any cost increases 
to the gold industry, investors become nervous and enthusiasm for exploration is dangerously 
undermined? 

(5) Will the Treasurer undertake not to attempt any increase in the gold royalty during the current 
parliamentary term? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Yes. The 2015 mineral royalty rate analysis recommends increasing the gold royalty rate to 3.75 per cent, 
which would equate to the benchmark return for all commodities of 10 per cent. The gold industry 
currently pays a royalty rate of 2.5 per cent. 

(3) The McGowan government has secured the exploration incentive scheme, which supports exploration 
and development of the mining sector across WA, with gold explorers being a major beneficiary. The 
geoscience data from the EIS is freely accessible for the benefit of all Western Australian prospectors and 
exploration companies, allowing them to continue to discover Western Australia’s gold reserves. 
Western Australia’s gold reserves are increasing, suggesting that new discoveries are outpacing 
production. Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety data shows reserves increased in 
2016 and 2017. Geoscience Australia showed an increase in WA’s accessible economic demonstrated 
resources in 2015 and 2016. 

(4) See the answer to (2). 

(5) In last year’s budget we committed to a 1.25 percentage point increase in the gold royalty rate, reflecting 
that the gold sector’s discounted royalty rate equates to just half of the benchmark return for all other 
commodities. This modest increase would have had a net impact of around $14 an ounce. Since that time 
the gold price has risen by $142 an ounce. Although the government is not seeking to reintroduce the 
royalty increase in this year’s budget, we believe an increase in the rate remains justified. 

NON-GOVERNMENT HUMAN SERVICES SECTOR — INDEXATION POLICY 

377. Hon ALISON XAMON to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the November 2008 Western Australian government indexation policy for the non-government human 
services sector. 

(1) Why has this policy been abandoned? 

(2) Will the government commit to reinstating the policy? 

(3) If no to (2), why not? 

(4) If yes to (2), when? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) The November 2008 Western Australian government indexation policy for the non-government human 
services sector was reviewed and amended by the previous government in December 2015. The policy 
continues to be in force. 

(2) See the answer to (1). 

(3)–(4) Not applicable. 
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QUESTION ON NOTICE 1074 

Paper Tabled 

A paper relating to an answer to question on notice 1074 was tabled by Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
(Minister for Regional Development). 

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [5.06 pm]: Members will be pleased to know that I am nearing the 
end of my introductory remarks. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Close to the beginning! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, I am close to the end of the beginning. I will then start on the middle before 
I get to the beginning of the end. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: But, first, a recap! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Perhaps I will not recap. We have done remarkably well, honourable members. I will 
continue to briefly speak about a few critical issues to the south west. I have spoken generally about economics in 
considering the budget papers and I know that members will be keen to look up the page references I have cited 
to make sure that they have a full literate economic understanding of where we are going in the future. As with 
most appropriation debates, I can now speak about almost anything. 

Here is one for the Minister for Regional Development on page 176 of budget paper No 3—“Koombana Park 
Facilities”. It should come as no surprise to any member that I raise this, given my not infrequent criticism of the 
proposal for the car park at Koombana Park. There is $3.3 million allocated in the 2018–19 budget for this project. 
For those not aware of what is happening in the south west, the magnificent Koombana Bay foreshore project is 
supported by both sides of Parliament—certainly by the Liberal Party and the Labor Party. Across the road from 
the Koombana Bay foreshore, across Koombana Drive, is a block of land on which it was originally proposed to 
build an office for the then Department of Parks and Wildlife. That office is now not going to be constructed. As 
a result, across the road from Koombana foreshore is Koombana car park, which is a car park across the road from 
a car park with a busy road in the middle and nothing else. There is an interpretation centre, which is basically 
a little bit of a roof with a couple of signs on it, that is also an education centre, as far as I can tell. Effectively, it 
is a car park. 

This is not even a criticism of the current government, because it was not the current government’s project 
originally; however, we need to end this project and save $3.3 million. It is my view that this block of land should 
be put out to the private sector. We desperately need investment and tourism in the south west, and in Bunbury in 
particular, because most people do not go to Bunbury for tourism outcomes; they go around Bunbury to Busselton, 
Margaret River, Yallingup, Dunsborough and all those lovely spots. We need some development in Bunbury and 
the Koombana car park should be stopped. It is not a project that has any future as a car park. People have to walk 
across Koombana Road to get to Koombana beach. It is a prime site for perhaps a four-star hotel or a tourism 
venture of some sort, and it is a bad site for an isolated car park. From that project alone we could make $3.3 million 
worth of savings, money that might save—I do not know—Moora Residential College or something similar. 
Because we are here to help, we are trying to find savings for the government so it can invest wisely. This project 
is a prime example—$3.3 million in the current budget for the Koombana car park facilities, which in my view 
should be stopped immediately. 

I will comment on tourism in the south west more generally because we have a few upcoming issues. The first 
thing I need to say is that tourism in the south west needs to reinvent itself. It is a fantastic place. It has some great 
vineyards all the way from the Geographe wine region to Margaret River. We need some reinvestment and 
reinvention of that package. Some of that is about a higher class of hotel. Four-star-plus hotels need to be developed 
down that way. 

I guess I have built a reputation for going out on a limb, not infrequently, and I will do so again today. I made 
these comments publicly before, but members may not be aware of them. The debate on sharks in the south west 
has started to do some significant damage to the tourism reputation of the south west. My constituents and 
constituents of other members of the South West Region, particularly those who rely on tourism or are beachfront 
and rely on water activity, are starting to struggle. I will give members an example. A friend of mine was travelling 
overseas and when he went to Germany a couple of weeks ago, he was asked where he comes from. He lives in 
Bunbury so he said that he comes from Bunbury. They said, “Where on earth is that?” He told them 
Western Australia and asked whether they had heard of Perth. They had not heard of Perth so he asked whether 
they had heard of Margaret River. Normally, people have heard of Margaret River because it is an iconic tourism 



2694 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 15 May 2018] 

 

destination. We would expect them to say, “Yes, it is a wine and tourism district”, but they said, “Oh, you mean 
the place with the sharks?” One of the issues is that we are famous for sharks. I will talk a bit about shark mitigation 
measures and how we might improve safety. The reality is that if we become more famous for risk than we do for 
good tourism outcomes, we have a significant problem. There has been a hysterical reaction that is not doing my 
constituency, and particularly my tourism constituency, in the south west a lot of good. 
Members should not believe anything that they read that states that a CSIRO study found that there are twice as 
many sharks off Western Australia as there are off the east coast. I advise members to read the study, because that 
is not what it states. I have this unfortunate issue of having to explain it to people, because it is very easy to run 
around and say that these attacks are happening because we have twice as many sharks. The CSIRO has effectively 
confirmed that its study has been misused in the debate. The CSIRO study states that based on a study of genetic 
diversity—we expect adult genetics to vary a certain amount within a certain population—there are twice as many 
adult great white sharks in the area from Mornington Peninsula to Exmouth as there are from Mornington Peninsula 
to the coast off Rockhampton. I absolutely accept that that is the case. Mornington Peninsula is south of Melbourne, 
at the bottom of Victoria; it is freezing cold and there are penguins and fur seals. The study suggests there are 
twice as many adult great whites from there to Exmouth as there are from there to Rockhampton. The tricky part 
is that the distance from Mornington Peninsula to Exmouth is twice the distance from Mornington Peninsula to 
Rockhampton. This study suggests that the density of great white sharks is probably about the same. That is 
roughly what we would expect because it is an alpha predator. The top predators tend to establish fairly stable 
populations. They move from patch to patch based on food availability, but we tend to get fairly stable populations 
of alpha predators. 
The study suggests that there is an estimated adult white shark population of 750 in the eastern population and 
1 460 in the south-western population. But on my calculation of the map, the eastern population is spread along 
4 340 kilometres and the south-western population is spread along 8 600 kilometres. In effect, if we measure the 
population per kilometre of coastline, the eastern population from Mornington Peninsula to Rockhampton has one 
shark per 5.8 kilometres of coastline. The south-western population is from Mornington Peninsula to the west. 
That includes the Great Australian Bight, all of South Australia, half of Victoria and the rest of Western Australia. 
The south-western population has one adult great white shark per 5.9 kilometres of coastline. It is one shark per 
5.8 kilometres in the east and one shark per 5.9 kilometres in the west. Basically, it is the same. As I said, as an 
alpha predator, that is roughly what we would expect. 
No doubt interactions with large predator sharks are increasing. The study suggests that the population is relatively 
stable and I am happy to take the CSIRO at its word. I think it is usually a fairly reliable resource centre. I am 
prepared to accept that the population of the adult sharks—that is, the four-metre-plus big guys—are stable. That 
does not count for the population of juveniles, but juvenile white sharks are not the sharks that are taking human 
beings. What is the difference? The difference is that there are a lot more people and a lot more people using the 
water. Government has a role to try to minimise the risk. In my view, there is a role for the use of drum lines when 
appropriate. There is a good role for the use of Shark-Management-Alert-in-Real-Time drum lines that are 
strategically placed as a part of a research program, to measure where sharks are moving. We need more 
information on their travel patterns. We need more information on interactions that are occurring. 
Hon Colin Tincknell: Based on what you just said, why then is Margaret River and the west coast known as shark 
territory compared with the east when the numbers are similar, the population is greater over there? Should they 
not be having more bites — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The population density is roughly the same. We will find that interactions are 
sporadic and tend to occur in certain areas where we have a change of conditions. Recently Margaret River had 
a large number of whale carcasses, a whale disintegrating on the beach and a large salmon run, which increase the 
proportion of sharks in that area. 
Hon Colin Tincknell: There is more mitigation going on in the east coast than there is going on in the west coast. 
Is it a perception thing? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Let us get down to the scientific details here. More mitigation is happening in certain 
areas, but it is not up and down the coast. If we look at the population up and down the west and east coasts, we 
see that the cost of mitigating the risk on the entire coast is phenomenal. No-one is suggesting that we would 
mitigate the risk on the entire west and east coasts. I will give members an example of where we have strong 
mitigation practices. Hervey Bay in Queensland is the retirement capital of Australia. A huge sand island, 
Fraser Island, sits off the coast, which means that the water is shallow and warm and there is no surf. It is not a surf 
beach so people can swim there in comfort and with ease. It is a great beach for kids and retirees. Half of Australia 
retires there. Half of my extended family has retired there. Hervey Bay had what we called shark nets for 40 or 
50 years. Obviously, in those small areas, that mitigation measure is quite effective. It kills a lot of sharks and gets 
a lot of bycatch, but we can manage it in small areas. However, we cannot guarantee safety up and down the coast. 
There is more activity in specific areas. The same thing will have to occur here in time. As interactions increase 
because the human population increases and uses the water more, we will need greater mitigation activity in certain 
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areas. We do not call it shark netting any more. That is passé. We call them eco-barriers. They have improved 
dramatically. The capacity of eco-barriers to minimise bycatch and damage is much greater than it was, but they 
are still a part of that control program, as are drum lines on occasion. I refer to SMART drum lines, tagging more 
sharks, greater research, and monitoring using aeroplanes, helicopters and, increasingly, drones. 

All of those things are part of an overall package and, like everybody else, I exhort the government to continue. 
I say this because I note that in the budget there is additional funding for shark mitigation measures. That is a good 
thing. A lot more work and research is to be done in this space, but can we do it in a slightly less hysterical manner 
so that we do not drive tourism away from the south west, as is currently occurring? Yes, we need to do more and 
to have a good debate on this process. The upper house could probably have an excellent debate on shark 
management and mitigation and, in particular, risk mitigation techniques. I would be really keen for us to talk 
about how to manage those processes and to minimise the risks without the need to shut down some of our tourism 
industries in the south west region because of its reputation. The fear is increasingly palpable. People have got to 
the stage at which they are frightened to let their kids swim at Peppermint Grove Beach, and we need to find a way 
to circumvent that. We need a reasoned and sensible discussion about all the adequate mitigation measures for 
minimising risks, whilst at the same time not scaring the horses; that would be a really good debate for a committee 
or this chamber. I do not think we have managed to do that so far. But, as I say, there is some specific funding in 
the budget for that program. I would like to give members the reference; I will give members the reference when 
I find it. 

We talked earlier about risks, particularly risks to the budget. That obviously includes income risks, transfer duties, 
spending risks, interest rates, the exchange rate and the price of iron ore. There is one I find particularly interesting, 
and it is an issue that I will take up with the Minister for Environment in the not-too-distant future. I refer to page 
62 of budget paper No 3 and the heading “Forrestfield–Airport Link Project—Disposal of Contaminated Spoil”. 
I will read this into Hansard with your permission, Mr Deputy President. It states — 

There is a risk that the Forrestfield–Airport Link project may exceed its approved budget. Spoil 
(i.e. excavated soil) from tunnelling has been found to contain minor concentrations of poly-fluoroalkyl 
substances (PFAS). There is a risk that this spoil is unable to be reused and instead must be disposed of 
in landfill at an additional cost to the project. The State is contributing to the National Environmental 
Management Plan for PFAS, which is expected to provide general guidance on the reuse of soil containing 
minor concentrations of PFAS. 

I have been asking the government for nearly a year to find out the extent of PFAS contamination in 
Western Australia, and particularly what its impacts might be on the Forrestfield–Airport Link. We are looking 
ultimately at something like a million cubic metres of soil sitting on an unlined site out at Forrestfield, with 
potential leakage into the groundwater, while somebody in government tries to determine what to do with this 
contaminated soil. If this were a completely private project by a private developer, there is every chance it would 
be deemed to be contaminated waste and the waste levy would apply to a million cubic metres of soil that could 
not therefore be used as fill. Obviously the thinking is, “Here’s a million cubic metres of fill.” A million cubic 
metres of clean fill is worth a fortune; every developer is looking for clean fill to put into development, but this 
has PFAS, a contaminant, in it, so it is sitting there while the government tries to determine what the impact of the 
PFAS is going to be, and that is absolutely critical. It amuses me to know that if this were a private sector project, 
it would be up for millions of dollars in waste levy, but the government will excuse itself of that and, I suspect, 
find a way to reclassify this stuff. 

Hon Colin Tincknell: There’s a long history of government not looking after things like that, compared with business. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, absolutely. 

I will be extremely interested to see how the Forrestfield–Airport Link tunnelling ends up. Of course, the tunnelling 
stopped for a while when there was a bit of subsidence in the soil above, and that happens; there is a bit of publicity 
about it, but the reality for projects with sandy soils is that there is always a bit of a risk of subsidence. However, 
PFAS contamination of a million cubic metres of soil is a massive issue for the government to address. 

I asked a question of the Minister for Environment on this issue last week. Towards the end of last year I asked 
him to give us all the PFAS detections in the state, and he did. I had to put the question on notice, though, because 
it was too hard to provide and answer on only two days’ notice. We put it on notice and we got the answer back 
after a month. This time around I gave the minister a week’s notice and asked what additional PFAS detections 
there had been since the ones that came up in response to my previous question—from November 2017 up to now, 
only six months. The minister’s reply was that I should put the question on notice, so I am wondering how many 
PFAS detections there have been since November 2017, if a week’s notice is not sufficient time in which to provide 
an answer on the number of detections. I suspect this is a much bigger issue than people realise, and I think we 
might find that it is far more widespread than people think. We might find that the mitigation costs are going to be 
quite extensive and that there are two separate rules—one for government and one for everybody else. But let us 
see how that pans out. 
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I have a couple of last little bits to cover before I finish up. It is incumbent upon the government to give a better 
running account of machinery-of-government savings. It is very difficult to find in the budget an express amount 
for machinery-of-government savings in 2017–18, and it is very difficult to find predicted savings in the forward 
estimates. Admittedly, there are going to be a few costs involved in the first year with redundancy payouts. I note, 
of course, that of the proposed 3 000 redundancies, only 2 000 are in train; there are still 1 000 to be met, so there 
is a fair bit of work yet to be done. I also note that the majority of those are in certain departments, but I would 
have thought the machinery-of-government changes could have been far better itemised and I am hoping that in 
his reply to the second reading debate the Minister for Environment can give us some detail on the savings expected 
and the savings already realised from the machinery-of-government changes implemented by the government. 
I think that would be very useful. 

There are a couple of last issues before we move on. The opposition is obviously here to help and to assist as best 
we can. We have thrown up a few options. As I said earlier, I think the government should have a close look at the 
sale of Western Power while it still can, before it becomes completely valueless. I would also like the government 
to have a bit of a look at some of its other infrastructure because, as I said earlier, on current proposals to pay down 
debt, it is an 80-year plan, on the assumption that the money, in the lead-up to an election year, is not siphoned off 
into election commitments of some form or another. This is an 80-year plan to pay off debt based on early 
government budgets, so the government is going to have to look at some serious savings. It cannot just pin its 
hopes on the federal government increasing revenues, including GST and other federal government revenues. 
There will have to be some significant savings and, I suspect, some infrastructure sell-offs. Western Power is 
a little problematic because it is a rapidly diminishing asset. I suspect we are also going to have to go back and 
look at port infrastructure and its value and how it might also play a part in balancing the books of 
Western Australia. I look forward to a discussion over the next couple of years about where that might go and 
what opportunities might be realised. I realise that that is a bit out there, but every time I get up to speak I tend to 
be a bit out there—there you go. 

Hon Colin Tincknell interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think the honourable member will have to look at this one and see where we end up. 

Let me finish my contribution with this prospect: the government has been fairly effective in expenditure control—
we give it credit for that. It has also been very good at raising taxes. It has put up the emergency services levy and 
it has put up the price of electricity and water. In fact, it increased the price of water late last year at a time when 
the Economic Regulation Authority released a report that said that, overall, water was overpriced. The price of 
water at the delivery-of-water stage was slightly under, but households were being gouged on the price of 
wastewater and sewerage services. This government is very good at putting up prices. I note that federally both 
political parties, Liberal and Labor, have announced tax cuts for working Australians. In its budget, the 
Liberal Party announced tax cuts. Let us say that those savings are $530 per annum when we get there. 

Hon Darren West: To the banks? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: These are the personal tax cuts, honourable member. I did note that the federal 
opposition leader was even more generous. Members will have to assess how reliable the numbers are, but the reality 
is inescapable; that is, federally, both parties are offering at least $500 in tax cuts to working Western Australian 
families. Of that $500, this government is reaching into the back pocket and taking back $300 in increased fees and 
charges. We have increased fees and charges at a point when inflation is low and wage increases are minimal, yet 
the charges imposed on Western Australian households are going up significantly, and will continue to rise 
significantly. We will get tax cuts from the federal government. Out of the handout of, say, $500 at least—there 
might be a change of government and the tax cut might be more generous; who knows if that could be delivered—
we will lose 60 per cent as the state government reaches into our back pocket and takes out money. I think the 
workers of Western Australia will understand that it is in with one hand and out with the other. I suspect that they 
will know that. If that process continues, they will remember that all the way up to the next election. 

I have been over a large part of the economic parts of the state. This is not a whistle budget; rather, it is a very 
standard Treasury-happy budget. All the major announcements are out in advance and we are left with the simple 
reflection that debt will not go down significantly. It is still an 80-year plan. There is still no plan for debt and no 
plan to manage that into the future. The working families of Western Australia will continue to subsidise the 
expenditure plans of the government for many years to come. That is the result of the budget before the house. 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.34 pm]: 
I thank Hon Dr Steve Thomas for a very interesting discussion on everything from the budget and sharks to a seagrass 
wrack and back. It was a fabulous contribution, but I disagree with him. I think there is a real whistle factor in this 
budget, and it is the fact that we have begun to turn the state’s finances around. What Treasurer Ben Wyatt has done, 
and what the whole McGowan government has shown with its fiscal discipline of reducing the expenditure rate so 
extraordinarily, is actually a whistle factor and it should be a whistle factor to someone like Hon Dr Steve Thomas, 
who, on his own admission, is a bit of a finance nerd who loves to get in there and deal with the numbers. Achieving 
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this level of expenditure control is a massive achievement. We are going from a situation in which the 
Barnett government in its first term of government had an annual expenditure growth rate of 13 per cent. It pared 
that back to about four per cent in its second term, but over its entire term of government, year on year it was 
a 6.4 per cent growth factor in expenditure. For us to be able to show fiscal discipline and bring that back to 
1.2 per cent per annum so that we can reduce the burden on households, turn around the state’s finances and create 
a better fiscal environment for all businesses in the state is an achievement. The member made reference to the 
fact that on the current trajectory it will take 80 years to relieve ourselves entirely of debt. Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
is unfortunately detained on urgent parliamentary business. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: No, he’s in the chair. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Has he just popped out? 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: No, he’s in the chair. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: He is in the chair. There he is; he has moved around. I was looking at him! 
He talked a lot about the importance of fiscal literacy. It is very unfortunate that Hon Dr Steve Thomas was not 
elected back into Parliament eight years ago because he would have been a very, very important addition to the 
skillset of the Barnett government because certainly it did not appear to grasp very much of this. The point about 
debt is that it is not the absolute size of the debt; rather, the net-debt-to-revenue ratio is the critical factor. It is our 
ability to support a level of debt from the revenues that are generated. When we were in government in the early 
2000s, a limit of 45 per cent net-debt-to-revenue ratio was set. Every time a minister put up a proposal at the 
Expenditure Review Committee, the chart would come out and the question would be asked, “Does this take us 
above 45 per cent?” I do not think we ever crossed 45 per cent. Basically, we hung around 43 per cent. But under 
the Barnett government, we were operating at 87 per cent net-debt-to-revenue ratio. That, folks, is almost banana 
republic territory. The challenge is not to get us down to zero debt; rather, it is to do two things—reduce our debt 
and increase our revenue to increase the level of economic activity and confidence across the state so that we get 
revenue growth while at the same time we pare back the debt figure. We need to remind people of this because it 
took the Barnett government a good eight years to totally trash the state’s finances and we will not be able to turn 
that around overnight. We must keep reminding people about the framework of the settings in which we came into 
government, the degree of mismanagement and why it has landed us in this position. Again, I point to the fact that 
when members opposite came to government, the debt was $5.8 billion, around 43 per cent net-debt-to-revenue 
ratio, and when they left, during time after time of record revenues, the debt had gone from $5.8 billion to 
$33.8 billion. That is pretty extraordinary. It was in the year when forward estimates projected out to over 
$40 billion. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: What is it due to go to under your previous budget; is it $47 billion or something, is it? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No; absolutely not. It will go up to around $42 billion and then it will start to 
reduce. The key mechanism we have at this time is to contain expenditure and go out and, as I say, develop a level 
of economic activity so that we can enhance our revenues. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas was a little bit critical of the fact that we have done well getting commonwealth funding. 
I think that is a tribute to the work we have been able to do with the commonwealth government. It points to one 
of these really peculiar things that went on in the last eight and a half years when Mr Barnett and the blue team 
generally were not prepared to engage with the commonwealth. They were not prepared to get in there. I used to 
see this when I was in the federal Parliament. I would see all the other states constantly making submissions to the 
federal government, virtually having embassies set up in Canberra, clawing back every dollar. We were hopeless 
over that period at every level getting commonwealth dollars. In my own area, I see it all the time. We were offered 
$1 million a year for five years—a small amount—to run our medfly laboratory. No; they turned it down; they did 
not want it. They were not prepared to meet. We see in the Grains Research and Development Corporation, our 
main grain body, how our level of funding has gone down. We contribute 35 per cent and get about 20 per cent 
back. This is written all across the area. We were not there. When we go to federal forums, we are told that the 
WA government had not been engaged; it had not been engaged in northern Australia. Look at Bruce Highway 
and the hundreds and millions of federal government money that is put into northern roads. The vast majority has 
gone to Queensland and the Northern Territory because we were not in there engaging. We take it as something 
that we have done. We have been able to go out there and show the Turnbull government that we are a competitor 
government; we are a force in Western Australia. Many of the seats in the upcoming federal election have become 
marginal, so we are beginning to get some money. That is a good thing. We should be celebrating that, and we 
absolutely take credit for that. 
I refer to some examples of absurdity. In 2008–09, we could have got $1 billion to invest in the Pilbara interconnected 
grid, which would have driven down power prices in the Pilbara, but, no, the former government did not want that; 
it wanted Oakajee. That Pilbara program was shelved and the federal government then supported Mr Barnett’s 
claim for Oakajee because there was very little else that he had put on the table. What happened to that $300 million 
of federal money? It sat for eight years in an account and was never used, so the development of this state was 
held up because of the desire for this vanity project, a project that was not ready at that point to go. 
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Reference was made to Roe 8 and that we would have built Roe 8. What a joke! The former government had eight 
and a half years to build Roe 8. It was supposedly its dream project, although I note that Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
referenced Hon Simon O’Brien when he was talking about this. I always remember this beautiful vision captured 
in 2000 when I think Hon Simon O’Brien said presciently at a rally down at Roe 8 almost 18 years ago that he did 
not think Roe 8 would ever be built. He turned out to be absolutely correct. We are very pleased that we have been 
able — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What I actually said was, “You might find it hard to reconcile the presence of a major road 
with this locality”, and that I did not know whether it would ever be built. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: He did not know whether it would ever be built. That is perhaps not quite as 
prescient as I had thought, but, as we know, this is a project that will never be built. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: At that stage, we did not know about Roe 5, 6 or 7. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: He should have known that because we had made a commitment to it and, of 
course, we did that. I think we built Roe 4, 5, 6 and 7. We built the first one in less than a year. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You avoided all the wetlands doing it, didn’t you? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We certainly avoided any Ramsar-listed wetlands in developing it. 

I will take this opportunity to comment a little on the GST debate. Hon Dr Steve Thomas took the view that many 
of the arguments against the horizontal fiscal imbalance that we believe exists with GST are not well founded 
economically. He suggested that if we look at the financial assistance grants or various equalisation processes that 
had been underway since the 1930s, I think he said, we would see that, generally speaking, WA had done pretty 
well on balance. I disagree with that. Although I understand that horizontal fiscal equalisation has a role to play, 
I have to say that from what I have seen, I believe that the federal government structures have always been set in 
such a way that seems to disadvantage Western Australia. As our economic structure is so different from that of 
the eastern states, the metrics of the eastern states are considered to be the norm—and to the degree that we vary 
from that, we suffer. Even at the very point of Federation, the mechanism chosen to fund the commonwealth was 
customs. It did not choose land tax or anything else; it chose customs duty. That in itself was massively 
disadvantageous to Western Australia because at that stage Western Australia had a relatively large customs base 
and a very low land tax base because most people were living in tents. The massive influx of people who had come 
into the goldfields were not people who owned land; they represented such a massive percentage of the population 
that we had not developed a land tax system. But we had relied on customs as our basic form of economic 
development—customs in things coming from both overseas and the other colonies. With that being taken away 
to fund the federal government, that put Western Australia at particular disadvantage in two ways; firstly, we 
suddenly had a massive drop in revenue and, secondly, we had only just begun to develop our manufacturing 
sector. We had our gold rushes much later. Our manufacturing sector was just beginning to take off when it was 
swamped with all these goods from the eastern states where manufacturing sectors had been developing over 
50 years. 

I could go on chapter and verse but I want to point to another key area in which Western Australia has been 
disadvantaged. Members may recall that Bob Menzies was always very happy to support BHP, the 
Big Australian—the major Liberal donor. He did not want WA’s iron ore deposits to be developed and exported 
to the Japanese steelmakers who were BHP’s competitors. For over a decade, we were denied the right to export 
iron ore when we should have been allowed to do it in the postwar period. After the collapse of the terms of trade 
in the late 1950s and early 1960s, that discrimination against Western Australia’s economic development had to 
go and finally our iron ore industry was allowed to export. 

Members should believe me when I say that the more we go into this, the more they will see that there is real 
substance to the chronic disadvantage that WA has suffered. I will not go into it now, but we should look at the way 
remoteness is assessed—for instance, how Melbourne is the capital of Tasmania for the purposes of GST, to try to 
make it more remote in order for more money to be handed out. Adelaide is the capital of the Northern Territory for 
GST purposes, and the remoteness allowance increases only up to 1 474 kilometres and thereafter, so things do not 
get more remote or more expensive. In the Western Australian context, being the only state with that level of 
remoteness, of course it is massively more expensive to service schools, hospitals and police stations in remote 
communities. We have done very well to get more of those federal dollars. We can take pride in that. It helps us 
develop this state while at the same time clawing back on the debt and deficit that we have been left with. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas admitted that there was wastage in some royalties for regions programs but that positive 
things came out of it. We would all agree with that. That is true. This government and local governments will have 
to deal with these issues in the future. Ratepayers in many of these regional communities will also have to deal 
with this as they seek to fund buildings or else they will see expensive pieces of infrastructure going to waste. 

We are very pleased that we have been able to deliver our election commitments. Hon Laurie Graham, who was 
at our budget breakfast, and Hon Darren West were very keen to learn of our commitments to Geraldton Hospital, 
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which was a significant development in the budget—a big announcement. We have been trying to manage a pretty 
difficult portfolio but we are trying to work out how we can deliver those benefits. Funding of $122.8 million has 
been allocated across the midwest, including $73.3 million over the next five years for the redevelopment of 
Geraldton Hospital. 
Our ministers travelled across the state in the post-budget period. 
Hon Donna Faragher: Did you go to Moora? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We went to the larger towns. We have not been to Moora but I have a trip 
booked. My next trip to Moora has been booked. I am very much looking forward to going there. 
Hon Donna Faragher: They will be very pleased to see you. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is good. I am sure that they will be very pleased to welcome me back. 
I find that all our members who went out were welcome, including Hon Darren West, who went to Northam, and 
Ben Wyatt, who went up to the Kimberley. I went to the Pilbara and the Gascoyne. I was well received in the 
Gascoyne; we did not just go to Labor areas. Minister Simone McGurk went down to Bunbury, Bill Johnston went 
over to Kalgoorlie and Minister Sue Ellery — 
Hon Peter Collier: Why are you filibustering? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am not filibustering. I am making some pretty important comments about 
our budget and responding to the comments that have been made by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. 
Hon Peter Collier: That’s what the representative minister does. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Order, members! 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Sorry. I am giving my budget speech as I think appropriate. 
Hon Peter Collier: That’s fine. Don’t come to us and ask to get legislation through because it’s not going to 
happen. It’s your call. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It is important that we talk about the budget. 
Hon Peter Collier: And that’s what the representative minister does. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No. Of course we want to talk — 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I have five more minutes — 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! There has been a trend of interjections across the chamber for the 
entire part of the budget debate. I think it is time we stopped it. Hon Alannah MacTiernan has the call and she 
should be heard in silence. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I want to reiterate a couple of points. We are spending $3.4 billion on regional 
infrastructure over the next four years. The development of the Western Australian Jobs Act 2017 and our local 
procurement architecture really means that there is absolute potential to drive diversity within our regional 
economies and for the investment of that $3.4 billion to become a massive opportunity for local businesses 
throughout Western Australia. We will be working very hard once this is all fully established by the key date of 
September 2018. That expenditure will translate into an enormous fluorescence in local businesses. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas talked a little about hypothecated funds. The concern that was expressed in the 
Langoulant report was that when we have very large sums of money—in many cases, funds of around $100 million 
in each region—there is a need to go out and find things on which to spend it. We have some funds that are not 
allocated but they are much smaller and much more clearly focused. For example, as the member indicated, the 
Collie futures fund is absolutely important if we are to develop a transition for the town of Collie out of coal 
burning into a new future. We are very focused on doing that. It will be a body of work trying to find industries 
that can be brought in to replace the coal industry. I want to confirm for the member that Busselton airport is fully 
funded in the budget. A total of $10 million has been allocated to the regional airports development scheme under 
the Department of Transport. The remainder of the funds are in a Western Australian Treasury Corporation 
account, so they do not appear in the budget. 
Again, I want to say that we are very pleased with this budget. Although there is an increase in household fees and 
charges, they are very modest compared with the increases that we saw when the Barnett government came in. 
These are probably running at about half of those increases. We are really committed to ensuring that we do not 
increase the burden on ordinary householders any further than is absolutely necessary and that we absolutely 
understand that this burden has to be shared by all. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Honourable members, we are dealing with the 
Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure—Consolidated Account Estimates 2018–2019, and the question is that the 
tabled papers be noted. 
HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [7.30 pm]: Thank you very much, Mr Acting President, friends, 
and countrymen. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: And women! 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: The plan is working! I hope to make an economically literate contribution to this debate. 
That is, number one, because of the esteem I have for my colleague Hon Dr Steve Thomas, but also because the 
issues under consideration are worthy of that level of treatment. I do not intend to launch into any kind of partisan 
diatribe. I know that will disappoint some members on my own side. Nevertheless, I have demonstrated a tendency 
to wander into more contentious areas and expressions of view that invite unruly interjections. I hope I do not get 
there tonight, Mr Acting President, but I may well do. 
I commence by saying that if we are to have an economically literate debate about this budget as it has been brought 
down, or about the economic and financial management of this state more generally, we need to establish the 
premises upon which we work. I come now to a theme that was touched on in debate in this chamber last Thursday. 
If we are to make worthy contributions and discharge our responsibility to look after the welfare of the people of 
this state, we must raise our discourse to a certain standard. We can achieve that standard only if we first agree on 
certain elementary facts. The first fact on which we must agree is the size of state debt. It has come to my attention 
in the four or five weeks during which this house has been sitting this year that a certain form of words or a certain 
view has been expressed by government members that purports that state debt is equivalent to $40 billion—or, to 
use the phrase used by the government, forty thousand million dollars, because that makes the debt sound a lot 
bigger than it does by saying $40 billion. 
I want to put members’ minds at ease. I do not disagree with the proposition that debt is an issue. Debt is 
a massively large issue. However, we must first agree on the size of the debt. I refer members to page 5 of budget 
paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, and the table headed “Key Budget Aggregates”. That shows that for 
the financial year 2016–17, total public sector net debt as at 30 June was $31.964 billion. That is a large number, 
but it is significantly short of the $40 billion that members opposite would have us believe was their inheritance. 
That is clearly not the case. That is not a trivial distinction to make, because $8 billion to $9 billion between friends 
is a significant amount of money. I will agree that since this government brought down its first budget seven or 
eight months ago, debt forecasts have come down across the forward estimates. However, it is not true to say that 
this government inherited a $40 billion debt. This is not a trivial point. This is a fundamental point. If we are to 
engage in an across-the-aisle or bipartisan demonstration of fiscal responsibility, which is what the government 
invited us to engage upon when it brought down its first budget, we first must agree on the problem. I agree that 
the debt that the government inherited was $31.9 billion, not $40 billion. I do not want to hear $40 billion again. 
Hon Peter Collier: Or forty thousand million dollars. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Or forty thousand million dollars, or anything that comes in a press release or set of talking 
points from the Politburo head command. 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse interjected. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: We may well do, but that does everybody here a disservice. 
I will return later to action on debt, or lack of action on debt, which is more to the point. I thought I would 
commence my contribution by underscoring the need to agree on facts. If we cannot agree on facts, we will 
perpetuate problems and exacerbate structural imbalances within the state’s finances well beyond what I hope is 
the long, happy, productive and successful tenure of my friend Hon Aaron Stonehouse. I am less sanguine about 
our capacity to pay down that debt, even at the rate identified by Hon Dr Steve Thomas in his contribution earlier. 
I also want to put on record my disagreement with the contention that this is a boring budget. This budget might 
not pass the whistle test that the screenwriters for Utopia would hope for. Nevertheless, there are pockets of interest 
in this budget, and we will be able to interrogate those only through the budget estimates process. I disagree with 
the government view and with the uniform media analysis that this is a boring budget and there is nothing to see 
here. I think there is a bit to see here and there is a bit more to look for. I will identify what I mean by “a bit more 
to look for”. The exchange between Hon Alannah MacTiernan and Hon Dr Steve Thomas around funding for 
Busselton airport is an illustration that not everything we might look for and not all the information we might 
search for in a budget is necessarily presented in a manner that is easy to obtain. We need to engage in a bit of 
legwork or sleuth work. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is partly because of what you did with the WATC accounts. That was part of 
the problem. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: That may well be the case, but, nevertheless, member, I would say that the standard of 
transparency, accountability and openness is somewhat undermined by the way in which the figures are presented 
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in the budget. That is not a partisan observation. I think this is a problem with the way that the Treasury papers 
have been presented time immemorial. I want to take up a suggestion that Hon Dr Steve Thomas made in his 
contribution to the last budget that would get us having an informed economic debate. This is not a complaint 
about the kinds of resourcing that we struggle with or labour against because we are on the opposition benches. 
I think debate about the budget—debate about the financial and economic management of this state more 
generally—would be improved if a simple courtesy was extended to the opposition, the crossbench or indeed any 
member of Parliament on the day the budget is brought down. That would be to invite people into the budget 
lock-up process, because otherwise members are madly scrambling through what is an extensive range of material. 
There is every chance we might get it wrong, but that is the risk we take. I do not think it would be an overextension 
of courtesy; I do not think it is a courtesy that would be abused. I think the government might consider that 
suggestion for when it might find itself in opposition. But if we hold true to the proposition that we are here to 
actually engage in somewhat informed debate, let us allow everybody to be informed. I think that worthy 
suggestion is worth returning to, and observations on the presentation of the material in the budget papers is 
something that I will have occasion to speak to very briefly when we talk about consideration of committee reports 
because I want to highlight that some very meaningful, constructive observations on the budget estimates process 
were made by the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations last year. 

I return to my core thesis. This is not a boring budget. It is not. It is not boring because of some of the assumptions 
made and targets set. A target that has been set that I want to draw members’ attention to—I think this will be 
referred to in the addresses and contributions made by members opposite—is a commitment to a 0.9 per cent 
expense growth for 2018–19. The quote from the budget speech is — 

Over the whole of 2018–19 we expect expense growth to be constrained to just 0.9 percent. 

A reference is later made that that is probably the most constrained expense growth target that any 
Western Australian government has set itself in the last 20 years. I make two remarks in respect of that target. 
Firstly, with the greatest possible respect to Hon Alannah MacTiernan, I do not think plaudits are deserved for 
setting the target; the plaudits should be reserved for the achievement of that target. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: The achievement over the last year is significant. The achievement over the last year 
has clawed it back. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Clawed it back. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: It is worth, however, examining that 0.9 per cent expense growth target and how it may be 
delivered: what trade-offs were made to set it? I am also somewhat concerned for the Treasurer, Mr Wyatt, who 
I think explained in a doorstop last week that setting that target almost killed him. I worry for the welfare of the 
member for Victoria Park if setting a target nearly killed him. Achieving that target, I think, will be the real test. 
I hope he is here to deliver the budget next year; I wish him the best. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Setting a target means you have to actually claw back all the authorised expenditure. 
So the target is not just saying it; it is actually clawing back all the approved expenditures. I can tell you it is 
a brutal process. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I look forward to the memoirs, member, from the Expenditure Review Committee process. 
I think that would be a riveting read. I have no doubt that a very heroic target has been established, but it is not in 
the establishment of these targets; it is for their reaching and discharging that we should reserve our plaudits and 
congratulations. We might inquire through the estimates period how that figure was arrived at and the conditions 
that will have to apply to meet it. I think the transference of the National Disability Insurance Scheme book to the 
commonwealth has probably contributed significantly to at least setting that as a somewhat realistic target. 
Nevertheless, I think he will struggle. 

Talking of heroism of efforts and the midnight oil burned in delivering what I disagree is a boring budget, but 
which most agree is a somewhat responsible budget, how much of the acclaim should be attributed to the 
government’s cognition or financial discipline being applied by the ERC and by the Treasurer across the ministry? 
It is my view that this budget identifies that the majority of the heavy lifting has been placed on at least three 
sectors. The first is on the commonwealth government, the second is on our mineral and petroleum producers, the 
third is on government trading enterprises, and the fourth is at the level of households. 

I will start with households. When I talk about the increases to fees and charges borne by households—about the 
increases to the cost of living—I think it worthwhile to establish the present context that households find 
themselves in. We have most recently experienced our highest recorded level of unemployment in 16 years, at 
6.9 per cent. Nearly 100 000 people in Western Australia are looking for work; I think it is closer to 98 300, but it 
is a significant number. Today I had my attention drawn to a study by the Australian Financial Security Authority 
that advised a 16 per cent increase in bankruptcies in Western Australia; in fact, 545 bankruptcies were recorded 
in the first quarter of this year in Western Australia, which I understand to be the highest recorded number since 
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2003. We know the property market is flat. We know that retail confidence is low. We also know that 
approximately 70 000 households in Western Australia currently have zero or negative equity in their mortgage. 
They have lost the value of their house. This is the context in which household fees and charges are being 
significantly increased. On this score, the past is somewhat prologue. The half-time siren has sounded. This is the 
second of the four budgets that this government will deliver. It has been a very quick first half; it will be a longer 
second half. But I want to place into context the increases to household fees and charges announced last Thursday, 
and compare them with the ones announced when the government brought down its first budget on 7 September 
2017. In that budget, the representative household fees and charges increased by about 7.7 per cent or around 
$438 a year. To recap, that included an increased $169 fixed charge to power bills, which was nearly 10.9 per cent; 
a six per cent increase in water, sewerage and drainage fees; and a 1.8 per cent increase in public transport. Vehicle 
licences went up by 5.5 per cent, motor injury insurance went up by 2.8 per cent and drivers’ licences increased 
by 1.7 per cent. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Very modest compared with your increases when you were in government. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I will take that interjection because I had somewhat anticipated it. I think the member 
might be right. However, context is important. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Try as I might, I can only deal with this member one interjection at a time. I will get to the 
first interjection first and may make it to the latter one throughout the rest of my address. 

I want to talk about the comparison of the increases in household fees and charges because I think the member has 
raised an important point that is worth giving some consideration to. As I recall, the Barnett government 
significantly increased power charges in its first two or three budgets, but that was on the back of 13 years of 
systemic price deflation. Labor had pushed down power prices artificially. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Why? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: This might go back into the early Palaeolithic period when I was not in the chamber. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Order, members! Hon Tjorn Sibma, the problem is that 
if you invite interjections, you may receive interjections. The difficulty for the Chair is that all interjections are 
unparliamentary. I suggest that you refrain from inviting interjections. We might be able to proceed with the 
debate. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, Mr Acting President. That is sound guidance, as always. 

Before I was interjected upon when responding to the first or second interjection, I wanted to say that a Labor 
government was in power for nearly eight years and did nothing to remediate the structural imbalance in the cost 
profile of energy generation and the tariffs that were charged. The Barnett government was required to play 
catch-up pretty speedily and it was done with an understanding of the pain caused at the level of the household 
budget. The economic experience at the household level in 2008, 2009 and 2010 was significantly more positive. 
That is the fundamental difference. What is being proposed here, particularly as it applies to the more than 
100 000 people who are public servants — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: When did the GFC strike? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: In 2008. The member will understand that the — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Mr Acting President, I have tried to be accommodating. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That’s right. But you don’t like the answer! 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: No, I think the member has the wrong end of the stick. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! I return to my original point. If you invite interjections, you may 
well receive interjections, and all interjections are disorderly. I think we will proceed without interjections and 
without the honourable member inviting them. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I will do my level best to restrain myself from doing 
anything that might otherwise invite that kind of interjection. 

I want to put on record that we saw significant real household income growth during that period when power prices 
were increasing. We are experiencing the opposite scenario now. Might I also say that those increases were to 
address a structural imbalance and were playing catch-up to achieve full cost recovery. The government now 
proposes to go to full cost recovery and beyond and that can be rendered legitimate. I have a serious problem with 
that, which I will address later. 
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Past is prologue. The budget delivered seven or eight months ago delivered increases to household fees and charges 
of around $440. The budget delivered last Thursday was another slug to the household budget. Another seven 
per cent has been added to power prices. When added to the increase brought down in September and looking 
across the estimates, someone in July 2022 will be paying power bills that are nearly 25 per cent higher than this 
time last year. That is a significant increase, which takes us to cost reflectivity and well beyond, potentially into 
the territory of price gouging. Another 5.5 per cent has been added to water charges. Across the forward estimates, 
water charges will increase by a cumulative 13.6 per cent. But when last year’s six per cent rise is factored in, in 
2022, households will pay 20.4 per cent more for water than in July last year. This demonstrates that the force of 
compound interest is probably the strongest force in the entire universe. It is not just individual charges added up. 
When compounded together, they take a significant chunk out of a person’s discretionary income. Water charges 
have been a topic of some interest to many members. I will pick up where Hon Dr Steve Thomas left off regarding 
water charges. I will quote from the Economic Regulation Authority document, “The efficient costs and tariffs of 
the Water Corporation, Aqwest and Busselton Water: Final Report”, released on 10 November 2017. On gouging, 
page XVI states —  

The total revenue expected to be collected by the Water Corporation in 2018–19 from metropolitan 
customers … plus revenues received through State Government subsidies to cover concessions … 
exceeds the ERA’s estimated efficient cost of supply by $338.4 million. This is 26 per cent more than the 
efficient cost of supply in the Perth area … This overall outcome masks considerable revenue variation 
in the three supply sectors: 

• For water services, Perth customers would be charged $30.4 million less than the ERA’s 
estimated efficient cost of supply. 

• For wastewater services, — 
This is where it gets interesting — 

Perth customers would be charged $365.2 million more than the ERA’s estimated efficient cost 
of supply. 

That is a significant gouge. This was a pretty significant report. When the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations was playing catch-up with last year’s budget cycle and had its annual report hearings earlier 
this year, this topic was addressed in the hearing with the Water Corporation. I will quote from the hearing’s 
transcript an exchange between Hon Dr Steve Thomas, again mentioned in dispatches, and Ms Sue Murphy, the 
CEO of the Water Corporation. I will try to abbreviate it; we get to a point at which Hon Dr Steve Thomas puts — 

… I note with interest that the Economic Regulation Authority released a report that said that the 
Water Corporation is in fact undercharging on water distribution … but significantly overcharging on 
wastewater. Does the corporation have a position or a public statement in that regard? 

Ms Murphy was asked whether she agrees with that assessment, because it was a pretty withering assessment. 
She states — 

No, we do not set our price; the government sets our price. The government of the day decides what our 
tariff structure is. We always respect the government of the day to set that price. We do have a model and 
the ERA has a model. We do not totally agree with the ERA model but the gist is correct. 

I repeat: “The gist is correct.” People are being overcharged. 
That was a pretty significant piece of testimony in an area of public policy but the real interest came about a month 
later. On 13 March, the Premier was quoted in an article by Daniel Mercer in The West Australian titled, 
“Water Corporation customers being milked to fix the State Budget.” I quote — 

A few weeks ago, Premier Mark McGowan made a curious, albeit tacit, admission. 
When asked whether Perth households were paying too much for water, McGowan, as he often does, 
answered as if a different question had been posed. 

I have never had that experience! It continues — 
“The Water Corporation provides support to the State and that support goes into providing hospitals, 
schools, police, roads, environmental protection,” McGowan said. 
“It’s one of the important sources of income for the State and whilst, of course, I’d like everyone to pay 
a lot less for water, without that money we can’t provide those services. 
“You need to get revenue from somewhere. 
“So if we don’t get that revenue from government trading enterprises, we need to get it from taxes, we 
need to get it from fees and charges and the like.” 

I thought that was a pretty extraordinary contribution. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I think it does answer the question pretty directly. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: If only that were entirely true and if only the justification for that position had been entirely 
consistent because increases to household fees and charges, as it was put in last year’s budget, was a contribution 
to everyone doing the heavy lifting. This foreshadows that these things are also being increased to pay for other 
government services. It is not about budget relief, but could be for something else—possibly to pay for election 
commitments. I do not want to be cynical but, very possibly, that is true. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: There has been a lot of cynicism out today. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: There is; it is a “bring out your dead!” kind of contribution. I will get rid of all my cynicism. 
I also want to talk about the harnessing of government trading enterprise dividends as a means to prop up 
the budget. I refer to budget paper No 2, volume 1, page 143. This is where we start; between the 2016–17 and 
2017–18 budgets when the Labor Party transitioned from opposition into government, dividend payouts doubled 
from $838 million to close to $1.7 billion. The dividend from Western Power quadrupled from $102 million to 
$418 million. Across the forward estimates, this budget will see the government extract $5.2 billion from 
government trading enterprises. The Water Corporation alone will be milked for $2.8 billion over the period, 
contributing nearly 54 per cent of all dividend payments, up to and including the financial year 2021–22. It is clear 
that the Water Corporation is seen as the cash cow—the enterprise where the government goes to prop up its 
budget. It is also worth referring to the Water Corporation’s annual report for 2016–17. Page 58 of the annual 
report shows that the Water Corporation records its net asset position of $10.457 billion, which in part was made 
up of an accumulated surplus of nearly $3 billion. Cash receipts from customers in 2016–17 totalled $1.78 billion 
and the figures were similar the year before, so that number will only increase. After accounting for expenses, the 
Water Corporation recorded an operating surplus of $1.173 billion. That was reduced by virtue of the dividend it 
was hit up for by the government. 
Governments have always used GTEs in this way but the trend that was established last year was effectively to 
increase the payout ratio in GTEs up from around 65 cents in the dollar universally to almost 75c across the board. 
The Water Corp was the one exception, which I think is moving in the direction of 85 cents in the dollar. The 
government determined an organisation with a healthy cash flow is the place to go to if an operating deficit needs 
to be remediated in any year. Why am I banging on about this? In part, it is because of the public policy 
announcement that I think started in The Sunday Times not last Sunday, but the Sunday before. It targeted 
“water guzzlers” for a stepped change in charge rates depending on usage. On the following Monday or Tuesday, 
I heard the Minister for Water, Hon Dave Kelly, being interviewed by Gareth Parker. A number of justifications 
were proffered in that interview, which I found interesting, but it seemed as though the government was fishing 
for a justification. One was that a clamp needed to be put on demand. The second was that there is an annoying 
group of people that use too much water. Thirdly, it was put that the government needed to kick down the road, 
far beyond the forward estimates, the need to build, maintain and operate a new desalination plant. If we look at 
the Water Corporation’s books, they show construction of an entire desalination plant could very easily be funded 
out of its operating surplus sans a government dividend. It has the capacity to do it. It can fund infrastructure at 
that scale and level of sophistication out of cash. I do not think it is a plausible argument to say that the government 
is looking at the revised pricing scheme because it needs to defer capital expenditure. If the government was 
committed to that capital expenditure, it could do it. 
I am a little sceptical of the utilisation of a household budget. I do not know what that model is and I might 
interrogate Treasury when they come to this place. Household fees and charges are referred to at appendix 8 on 
page 259 of budget paper No 3. There is some explanation about the parameters of what an average household is. 
Note (d) states that the average water consumption is modelled on 240 kilolitres in the present household model. 
I do not know whether that is a good model and I do not know whether that is a baseline. Setting averages like this 
is a very blunt instrument. I make the point that a number of people, try as they might, will not be able to reduce 
their consumption of water. As a Liberal person, I believe in the concept of user pays, so if I use more, yes, 
ipso facto, I should probably pay a bit more, but the implementation of these kinds of instruments can be blunt and 
entirely insensitive. 
With some indulgence, I will talk about my own household water consumption. Before we had our first child, 
I might have run our washing machine two or three times on the weekend. It was my wife and I, and it was normally 
our work clothes and that was it. Once a new baby was in the house, we were probably doing our weekly wash 
seven times over. This is with just one infant. With two or three children in the household, washing clothes, doing 
dishes — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: How do you get children to do dishes? 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Now the member is interjecting on me, despite ruling against such things! 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: I am not in the chair anymore. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: The point is this: there is very limited scope for a reduction in consumption across the 
majority of households, at least in metropolitan Western Australia. Policy settings like this look very good when 



 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 15 May 2018] 2705 

 

taken as a one-pager to the Economic Regulation Authority and look defensible when taken to cabinet, but this is 
the kind of thing that fails the real-world test. We are not devising budgets or debating budgets in a vacuum. These 
are not hypothetical scenarios; it is not abstract. We are actually talking about the implications on the lives of 
working men and women, families and, dare I say it, the forgotten people of this budget—Western Australian 
seniors. We are putting up these fees and charges and being insensitive in the design of these instruments to their 
application at a time when there is negative or very low and, in some areas, negative wage growth. This is not 
a boring budget; this is a budget that lets those people down. This lets down just about every family in this state. 

When we add the increases in fees and charges—even if we apply this universal average household model, which 
I am sure will be anything but—to what the government did in September and what it did last week, people are 
now $740 out of pocket. It will get worse. It will deteriorate because the government fails to use its enormous 
political majority in the other place to any real effect. I think this is the subtext of this budget. It is not boring; 
I think it is cowardly and kicks the can down the road, especially as it relates to debt and especially as it relates to 
the potential sale of assets that, I am sorry, just need to be sold. 

When the last budget was delivered, it was delivered on the same day that I think Hon Stephen Dawson tabled 
a ministerial statement from the Minister for Racing and Gaming, who is in the other place, on the sale of the TAB. 
I got a bit excited because I thought that within the next two hours the government was going to announce 
something on the sale of the TAB. Instead, it announced that it was going to engage in more consultation, which 
is fair enough—it is not always something it does well—but there would be an end to it. Again, I was disappointed 
last week that we are still in the status quo. I quote from the budget speech — 

Mr Speaker, while this Government does not see asset sales as a solution to the fiscal problems we have 
inherited, we do wish to end the uncertainty which has frustrated the racing industry over the future of 
the TAB. 

… 

I am happy to report that consultation is proceeding well and I am confident that we will agree a path 
forward for the future of the TAB later this year. 

In between that, there was a criticism—not a veiled criticism, but a direct criticism—of how the previous 
government handled this issue. Effectively, this government has had exactly the same period to come to 
a determination on this matter as the previous government had, and it still has not made a decision. 

In the time available I might look ahead at a couple of portfolio issues. I will foreshadow what I will be inquiring 
into during the budget estimates period. The construction of these super-agencies by virtue of the 
machinery-of-government changes has not, at least on paper, proved its worth. The value of those changes has not 
been demonstrated. Nowhere in those pages have I seen—albeit in the limited time I have had available—the 
government trumpeting the realised savings of making those changes, the efficiencies obtained, the potential 
increases in service provision, improvements in the value for money, and the appropriations that are attached to 
each of those individual service lines. I am relying somewhat on my dim recollection of what was in the 
Department of Communities’ budget last year, but I do seem to recollect effectively $30 million being provided to 
that agency to assist it in the agglomeration of all its new constituent bits to make them work together. I assume 
that a lot of that was the back-office stuff. When we head into estimates, we might get the chance to ask the 
Department of Communities some questions about how it is going. I will be interested to know where the value 
for money has been obtained, what efficiencies have been achieved and what improved services have been 
rendered to the people of this state. When I look through the nearly 30 pages of budget statements related to the 
Department of Communities, I find scarce mention of probably the largest minority group in this state—our 
seniors. There is very little mention. I find that exceptionally disappointing. I understand that social issues wax 
and wane and that resources are allocated as they are needed, but there is a significant range of missed opportunities 
occurring in that department and under that portfolio. 

I might jump to the public sector more broadly. Unsurprisingly, by virtue of the answers that were provided at last 
year’s budget estimates and to follow-up questions, the target for voluntary severances has not yet been achieved 
but the government is on the path to achieving them. It is difficult to find, and I will take people’s advice about 
where I should look in the budget papers, but which individual agencies have coughed up what FTEs? I am really 
interested to know which agencies have done the heavy lifting and more to the point, which have met their targets. 
I know that targets were set because the Treasurer wrote to respective ministers late last year setting these targets. 
When we inquired into what those targets might be, we got crickets in response, which I can somewhat understand. 

Another issue I spoke about during budget estimates last year was the scale of current liabilities around employee 
provisions recorded in each department’s balance sheet. Basically, how many people in departments are banking 
how much leave? A quickfire back-of-the-envelope calculation last year was about $2 billion in annual leave 
liabilities sitting on the books. That appeared to be significantly more than we would expect if every employee in 
that department had just had recorded their four-week annual leave liability. I think a significant amount of leave 
banking has been allowed to go on in the public sector. This happened under the Barnett government and it 
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happened under the Carpenter government, but it is something we need to seriously address. I read with some 
surprise and interest that on 9 April the Premier announced a policy to look at capping accumulated leave to 
something like eight weeks. If a person does not take it in two years, they either take it or do not get anymore. I am 
interested to see how that policy will be applied. If previous form is anything to go by, I seriously have my doubts, 
but I wish him well and I will do everything I can to support it. 

Nowhere in these documents will we find a department for accountability or a portfolio for accountability, 
transparency and openness or anything of the like, and that has always been the case. But it is always instructive 
to look into those kinds of integrity agencies and evaluate whether those agencies are appropriately resourced. My 
strong view is that they are not being resourced. I will draw reference to the Office of the Information 
Commissioner, which appears in volume 1 of budget paper No 2. It is notable for an omission, and not every 
agency or sub-agency does this, but a lot take the opportunity, certainly the bigger agencies, to outline key issues 
facing the agency to give some foreshadowing of issues that they are dealing with in the present financial year and 
might have to deal with in future financial years. When that does not appear in the budget papers, one might form 
the view that there are no significant issues facing an agency, but that is a dangerous assumption to make. One of 
the key services and key efficiency indicators of the Office of the Information Commissioner is the resolution of 
complaints. Often these complaints are about an applicant seeking an external review of a decision not to grant 
documents under the Freedom of Information Act 1992. Going through the freedom of information process, 
information will be withheld or redacted in some way. If a person is unsatisfied, they can apply to the commissioner 
for a review in the hope that possibly they will get the information they seek. I bring this issue up because last 
week I received a letter from the Office of the Information Commissioner in respect of a complaint that I had 
lodged about an FOI. That FOI was to deal with interactions between the Premier’s office and the last member for 
Darling Range. That is not really the issue. The issue was in the response I got back, which was, “Yes, I am looking 
into this; however, due to an increase in volume and a lack of resources, we effectively cannot commit to any tight 
time frame for when you might expect an answer back.” If a person is reasonable they think, “Well, that happens 
from time to time. You have many peaks and troughs in workflow through any organisation through any 
sub-department or unit.” 

Hon Sue Ellery: Did he tell you where the peak in applications was coming from? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I can make some assumptions, member, but we should also apply the Japanese 
five questions approach, which is to ask a question before that: why would any member want to apply for 
a freedom of information application? 

Hon Sue Ellery: Are you aware that in the opposition there was an FOI from a member who looked a lot like you, 
and an application from the Leader of the Opposition’s office about exactly the same things, and when the relevant 
agency tried to say to the LOOP office, “We need to tell the other person”, the LOOP office told them that they 
did not know you had made an application, so I think there was perhaps a breakdown in communication. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I think that is a fair point. It gets to the appetite for curiosity. That issue was resolved 
within two hours. That was done and I am conscious of the demands on people’s time. I think the issue is that 
when people find they have no other recourse to information because they possibly, with the greatest of all possible 
respect, Leader of the House, do not necessarily get answers to their questions, which really look like answers — 

Hon Sue Ellery: That would be true if all the FOI requests were perfectly reasonable in the kind of public debate 
or related to questions that had been attempted to be asked and not get answers. But some of the FOI requests are 
extraordinary. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I would put it to the Leader of the House that that has probably always been the case. 

Hon Sue Ellery: A higher number, a peak number of applications. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: It is very interesting that we should talk about peak, because today I lodged a question 
without notice, of which some notice was given, through Hon Sue Ellery to the Attorney General that asked exactly 
that question, because I want to try to be helpful and understand the volume pressure. Is there something reasonable 
that can be done? If I have any tickets on myself, and I do find that I am the embodiment of sweet reasonableness 
every now and again, I am here to be helpful; I truly am. But that question could not be answered today for the 
reason that was put to my office. I do not mean to put words into people’s mouths, but an appropriately senior 
person within the commission could not sign off on it. That to me reveals a very small agency, perhaps one which 
is not being adequately resourced, if the government is going to walk the talk on openness, accountability and 
transparency. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Or perhaps an extraordinarily high number. I will come back to you on that very issue. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I look forward to that answer; I truly do. But it does illustrate the point that we can only 
operate an open accessible transparent polity if the independent office charged with discharging those 
responsibilities is appropriately resourced. I would expect, member, that the sins with regard to that could probably 
be equally worn. But I bring it up because this Premier, probably more than any other Premier whom I can recall, 
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made a very strong claim on the day that he was sworn in that it was his hope that he would run a gold-standard 
accountability government—open, transparent and accountable. One can only claim that if the rest of the 
architecture supports it. I would think, too, if we look at this as a production line of information requests, that 
possibly if more constructive, factual, timely answers are provided to questions in this house, and perhaps in the 
other house and to questions on notice, the poor people who labour with eight FTEs, as identified in these budget 
papers, at the Office of the Information Commissioner could probably experience a relief in volume work pressure. 
That exchange was fun. It sort of went into territory that I was not necessarily anticipating, but I hope that we are 
somewhat the better for it. 

I want to round out on an area of structural concern. It is not about political pointscoring. Before the member came 
in, I conceded that the debt challenge presented to the government when it came to power was exceptionally large. 
I admit that, but I also caution that we need to be singing from the same song sheet on the size of that debt. I believe 
that the government needs to concede that, on its own projections, it has added $8 billion into the estimates 
compared with the level that it inherited. It has gone from $32 billion, which was the inheritance, to beyond 
$40 billion over the estimates. That $8 billion was not a legacy of the previous government. That $8 billion is 
a consequence of the decisions the government has made. 

In the less than half a minute left, I express my concern about the liability that rests beyond the estimates period, 
particularly as it relates to Metronet. We have absolutely no idea what level of operating subsidy will be required 
to operate the Metronet system once the three major expansion lines have occurred. That is a considerable liability 
that I am sure gives Treasury sleepless nights. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Martin Pritchard. 

PAY-ROLL TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT (EXEMPTION FOR TRAINEES) BILL 2018 
Committee 

Resumed from 10 May. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Matthew Swinbourn) in the chair; Hon Sue Ellery 
(Minister for Education and Training) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 5: Section 41D inserted — 
Progress was reported on the following amendment moved by Hon Rick Mazza — 

Page 3, after line 7 — To insert — 

new employee means an employee of an employer who is 3 months from the end of any probation 
period, not being longer than a period of 6 months. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: I seek leave to withdraw the amendment before the chamber. 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 
Hon RICK MAZZA: I move — 

Page 5, line 4 — To delete “months; or” and insert — 

months (excluding any period of probationary employment not exceeding 6 months); or 

Following on from my comments last time we were in committee on this bill, my concern has been that the three 
months from the commencement of the employee would commence after the probationary period. Currently, the 
employee has to have entered into an employment contract within three months of starting, which does not provide 
for circumstances in which there may be a probationary period of three or six months. The amendment is to insert 
that provision. I took on board what the minister said about changing the definition last time and I have consulted 
to change this amendment to get to this point. 

I am also concerned that if we do not have some provision for a probationary period—the legislation refers to 
part-time or casual employment in paragraphs (b) and (c)—there may be an incentive or some way for employers 
to say, “If I cannot put someone on full-time and have more than three months before I have to enter them into 
a training contract, I will put them on part-time, because if I put them on part-time or casual, I will have up to 
12 months before I have to lock them in to a training contract and be able to receive the exemption.” I suppose 
most employers want the exemption, because while the employee is on probation and they have not entered into 
a training contract, the employer is not getting the exemption. Employers will want to put them in as soon as they 
can, but some may still wish to wait until the end of a probationary period, and that is why I have moved the 
amendment. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I thank the honourable member for the explanation of the new amendment. We had 
a conversation behind the Chair about what the member intended to do, so I thank him for giving me some notice 
and that explanation earlier today. I pointed out in that conversation that although I appreciate that the member has 
moved the position of the amendment in the bill, in a policy sense, the government will still oppose the amendment. 
The additional amendment proposes that a probationary period of up to six months be excluded from the 
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calculation of time served in full-time employment for the purpose of defining an eligible new employee. 
Remember, I have already explained to the house that in a training contract there is a three-month period of 
probation. If someone has a six-month period of probation and they then enter into a training contract, they have 
three months’ probation within that, so the amendment would have the effect of increasing the probation period to 
nine months and retaining the eligibility of new-entrant traineeships to be exempt from payroll tax. That would 
still put us at odds with other jurisdictions. The bill has been drafted to align with the commonwealth definition of 
an eligible new employee used for its apprenticeships incentives program. That definition has been adopted by all 
states and territories. It is specified in Western Australia’s Vocational Education and Training (General) 
Regulations 2009. The definition is used to determine training funding priorities and subsidy levels. Other states 
and territories also use the standard commonwealth definition of a new employee to determine eligibility for 
payroll tax exemption in their jurisdictions. It has been made clear to us that employers want consistency across 
Australia and they want simplicity when interacting with the apprenticeship system. In fact, the proposed 
amendment will do the opposite; it will put a system in place in Western Australia that is different from that in 
every other jurisdiction and the commonwealth’s, so we will be out of sync with the rest of Australia. The definition 
would be inconsistent with the one used in our own set of regulations and there would effectively be 
a misalignment between commonwealth employer incentives, payroll tax exemptions in other states and our own 
training subsidies. There may potentially be unintended consequences for employers as well. Although I appreciate 
the effort that the honourable member has gone to to find a better place in the bill before us to address the issues, 
it is still fundamentally a difference in policy that the government is not able to accede to. For that reason, we will 
not support the amendment. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: I would like to indicate my support for this amendment. This amendment will 
achieve an increase in choice for employers, retaining a certain level of flexibility in employment options. When 
taking somebody on, we of course have probationary periods because it is not normally very easy to terminate 
someone’s employment. They can be performance managed out, but it is no easy process and there is a certain 
amount of liability around that. Probationary periods are very important and when a business takes someone on, it 
needs to see how they perform, what their work ethic is like and make sure that they have the skills needed to suit 
the business. By having the time in the definition of a new employee limited to three months, this bill will make 
employers have to sign someone on for training within that probationary period. It puts a lot of time pressure on 
an employer to make a decision about whether they want to keep that person on. The amendment that 
Hon Rick Mazza has moved will give employers the option of commencing training at the end of that probationary 
period, retaining that flexibility for the employers so they can test an employee for three months to see how they 
perform their role. Once an employer has seen how a new employee performs, they can then make the decision to 
invest considerable money in training that person. It is not cheap to put someone on a training course; it can cost 
thousands of dollars. There is a probationary period for the training course, but money can be sunk into training 
before it is realised that a person is not suitable for the training. Retaining flexibility recognises that there is 
a certain amount of risk involved in taking on a new employee and then investing money in training. Let us not 
forget the context of all this, which is the significant increase in costs to employment that the government is 
imposing through this amendment bill. We saw an increase in payroll tax pass this chamber just last year. The 
removal of this exemption is going to increase a lot of people’s payroll bills. Sure, that money will be reinvested 
in training elsewhere, but the reality is that company payroll tax will increase as a result of the removal of this 
exemption, so retaining some level of flexibility is important at a time when payroll costs are increasing. 
I will talk to the uniformity of definitions of new employees. The minister has some issues around compliance. 
The minister may be able to respond to what I have said if I have it wrong, but the payroll tax exemption is lodged 
here in this jurisdiction, so I do not think we, as Western Australian legislators, need to be too concerned about 
definitions of new employees in other jurisdictions. Issues around compliance will only negatively impact 
businesses that operate interstate; businesses that operate only within this jurisdiction will not have any problems 
at all. They can continue to lodge their exemptions in this jurisdiction, as they always have. Through this bill we 
are already making changes to the eligibility for payroll tax exemptions, so I do not see making additional changes 
now to be a huge problem. We are saying that exemptions can only be lodged for new employees and they can no 
longer be lodged for existing employees. If we tweak the definition of what a new employee is right now, at this 
point as everyone is getting used to the new eligibility criteria for that exemption, employers can factor in that new 
employees in this jurisdiction will now be considered as such for up to six months, so I do not see that being a huge 
imposts on business. At the end of the day, simplicity in tax law is important. Absolutely, there is a big cost in 
compliance, but I think if we polled most businesses, we would find that they would rather have an exemption, 
even if it is a hard one to lodge for, rather than simplicity and an incredibly high tax bill. I reject the assertion that 
keeping things simple, but increasing the cost of payroll tax, is a desirable outcome for business. Even if there is 
some complexity with a slightly different definition, being able to access that exemption for up to six months after 
taking someone on far outweighs the cost. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: There is nothing in the argument that has just been put that was not put when we were last 
in committee debating this. What is different is that there is a different amendment before us now. I have previously 
addressed all the issues the member just raised in my response to Hon Rick Mazza, but, I guess, for completion, 
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large numbers of employers operate in Western Australia and elsewhere in Australia and they want consistency across 
Australia. If our terms were at odds with the commonwealth, for example, the capacity for employers to access 
commonwealth incentives, whether they operated in other jurisdictions or just in WA, would be misaligned as well 
because we would have a different set of arrangements. It would have a direct impact even on employers who do not 
operate across state borders. For the same reasons I have articulated already, we will not be supporting the amendment. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank Hon Rick Mazza for the change of amendment. The amendment proposed 
last week when we were examining this bill made a very complicated argument because it effectively put in 
a definition of a new employee that in my view was in contradiction to the definition that came later in the bill. 
I think the amendment before the chamber is a much more appropriate amendment to put forward to give rise to 
the intent of the member. I ask a question, because as I now understand the amendment before the chamber at the 
moment, it defines, again, at an appropriate place whether an employee is a new employee. If the amendment were 
to proceed, an employee would be a new employee unless they had been in full-time employment for more than 
three months, excluding any probationary employment not exceeding six months. That changes things slightly in 
that an employee could effectively be on probation for six months and then be off probation, but there would then 
be a three-month window. The first thing that concerns me is the time frame. Does this not encourage exceptionally 
long probation? Having been an employer of a large number of people over many, many years, I would have 
thought that six months’ probation is a significantly long time. I am also of the view that it is unlikely that an 
employer would stump up the money to put a probationary employee into training. There have now been a few 
days for the minister and us to think about this process, and I would be interested in whether any thought has been 
put into what might be the economic effect of this proposed change. The intent of the amendment has not changed; 
the intent is to put in that probationary period. The question, I guess, is whether it is three months or six months. 
Under the amendment before the chamber at the moment, a six-month probationary period can be written off in 
its entirety before an employee goes into the three months of employment. At that point, we are potentially looking 
at employees who have been on probation for nine months. There might then be an incentive for employers to put 
an employee on probation for six months. Any person can fake being a good employee for a few weeks. To be 
honest, I think six months is a long time to be on probation. I have never put on an employee for a six-month 
probationary period. There may be examples of where that happens. I would be interested if the proposer of the 
amendment, or the minister, could give us some indication of the financial impact of this amendment. We 
understand the intent of the amendment. We also understand the minister’s comments about the need for uniformity 
in legislation. I suspect that it will not have a significant financial impact. Therefore, the question that faces us as 
an opposition is how seriously do we need to look at this amendment. 
Other members made comments about the potential impact of such a long probationary period. That leaves a lot 
of uncertainty for an employee, particularly one whom the employer then needs to train. An employer may say to 
an employee, “I will start you on the floor, but I intend to train you up to perform a greater role.” If I were an 
employee and the employer asked me to wait for six months so that they could decide whether I was adequate to 
perform the job, I would be looking for alternative employment fairly quickly. I would be interested in some 
feedback from both sides of the argument on how the minister sees those interacting. 
Hon RICK MAZZA: Six months’ probation is not unusual these days. We need to bear in mind that the purpose 
of this amendment is to provide flexibility. If an employer wants to put an employee into a training contract within 
the first week, that is up to the employer. If an employer wants to wait a bit longer to see whether the employee is 
suitable to enter into a training contract, this will provide them with that flexibility. The minister talked about 
inconsistency with the commonwealth act. Companies that operate under both the state act and the commonwealth 
act will still be able to use the three-month probationary period if that is what they want to do. However, this will 
provide businesses that operate exclusively in Western Australia with some flexibility. I mentioned earlier that 
proposed subsection (4)(b) refers to part-time or casual employment. Proposed subsection (4)(c) provides that four 
months of part-time or casual employment is taken to be equivalent to one month of full-time employment. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas spoke about six months’ probation. The temptation for some employers, if they want to 
have a longer period of probation, would be to employ a person part-time for 30 hours a week and keep them on 
that contract for 12 months before they enter into a training contract. This amendment will provide some flexibility. 
I am hopeful that it will be supported. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: I echo the sentiments expressed by Hon Rick Mazza. Six-month probationary 
periods are not uncommon—a few seconds of research will find that out. If it helps as an anecdote, I recently went 
through the process of hiring new electorate staff, and a six-month probationary period is what the Department of 
the Premier and Cabinet recommends for new electorate staff. Although I have never owned a business, I have 
been in various management positions and responsible for hiring and training staff. In many cases, employers want 
to test a new employee, sound them out, and see how quick a learner they are and how quick they are on their feet, 
before they decide what training pathway might be suitable for them. It is about providing employers with the 
flexibility of a six-month or three-month probationary period before they make a decision about what training is 
suitable for that staff member. We need to keep in mind that we are proposing to remove a big exemption for 
existing employees. It is, therefore, important that we retain as much flexibility as possible in the availability of 
the exemption, at the same time as we are raising payroll costs for employers across the state. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: We are not arguing about the difference between three months and nine months; we are 
arguing about the difference between six months and nine months, because it is three months under the act and 
another three months when employees enter into the training contract. It is worth noting that the commonwealth 
funds the Australian Apprenticeship Support Network, which conducts assessments of the suitability of employees 
who have been signed up to a training contract. That provides employers with professional assistance in 
determining the suitability of an employee for training. For that reason, and for the reasons I have already 
articulated, we will not be supporting the amendment. 

Division 
Amendment put and a division taken, the Deputy Chair (Hon Matthew Swinbourn) casting his vote with the noes, 
with the following result — 

Ayes (11) 

Hon Jim Chown Hon Nick Goiran Hon Charles Smith Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Rick Mazza Hon Aaron Stonehouse Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Michael Mischin Hon Dr Steve Thomas  

 

Noes (17) 

Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Diane Evers Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Pierre Yang 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Adele Farina Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Martin Pritchard (Teller) 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Laurie Graham Hon Matthew Swinbourn  
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Colin Holt Hon Darren West  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Alison Xamon  

            

Pairs 

Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Stephen Dawson 
Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Robin Chapple 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Hon RICK MAZZA: I have one question on clause 5. Is the $100 000 indexed in any way? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Indexed? 
Hon RICK MAZZA: Yes; to adjust for inflation. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Not to be funny about it, but is there a reason indexing that price was not 
considered—or was it considered at all? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Members will remember from the discussions about policy that we had more broadly there 
are two phases to this policy shift. These arrangements will be in place until and unless they are replaced by what 
comes out of phase 2 of the consultations, when we are proposing to put in place a grant scheme. We anticipate 
coming back to Parliament with legislation to give effect to those changes, so there was no need to build in an 
indexing regime until we know what the final version looks like after we come through phase 2 of the consultations. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 6 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Education and Training) [9.06 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [9.06 pm]: I do not intend to speak very long. I thank all honourable 
members who contributed to debate on the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Amendment (Exemption for Trainees) Bill 2018. 
Obviously, the opposition is not in favour of removing the exemptions on payroll tax that have been decided on 
by the government. I particularly want to note that I said fairly extensively during my second reading contribution 
that the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 1971 and the updated Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 2002 had the same 
agenda—neither was to restrict the payroll exemption to new employees. The minister and several members stated 
that it was always intended that the payroll tax exemption would apply to new employees. 
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I guess just to finish the debate, because I did not have an opportunity earlier, the Pay-roll Tax Bill 2001 became 
the Pay-roll Tax Amendment Act 2002. Members should note that that was a significant opportunity, if the intent 
had always been that payroll tax exemptions should apply to new employees. The amendment bill introduced in 
2001 that became an act in 2002 was the obvious time to change that. I looked back to work out who was so 
perhaps neglectful as to have missed entirely that the intent of the payroll tax exemption was to apply to new 
employees. It turns out that the Pay-roll Tax Bill 2001 was one of the first bills introduced by the then new 
Treasurer of Western Australia—Hon Eric Ripper, then member for Belmont. I said a few nice things about 
Hon Eric Ripper during my budget reply this evening, and I maintain that he was a reasonable Treasurer. I would 
have thought that if the Labor Party’s intent had always been to make the exemption on payroll tax to apply only 
to new employees, perhaps somebody might have told Hon Eric Ripper when he introduced his bill that later 
became the act. I have in front of me the second reading speech that the member for Belmont made on Wednesday, 
5 December 2001—an election year in which the old-growth forest election resulted in the rise of the Gallop 
government. It is a very lovely speech. I will make it available to all members who would like to read it. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! We are not doing the second reading debate of a bill from 2002. We are 
debating this bill and it is the third reading. If the member could restrict himself to the third reading of this bill, 
which I point out has come out of Committee of the Whole without amendment, that would be good. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank you for your guidance, Mr Deputy President. 

The third reading debate is to sum up those issues that were raised during the second reading debate. During the 
second reading debate, the Leader of the House suggested that it was always the intention that the payroll tax 
exemption should not apply to new employees. The Labor Party’s history in this debate suggests that that was not 
and was never the case, and that this is a tax grab by the current government. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President casting his vote with the noes, with the following result — 
Ayes (17) 

Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Diane Evers Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Pierre Yang 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Adele Farina Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Martin Pritchard (Teller) 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Laurie Graham Hon Matthew Swinbourn  
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Colin Holt Hon Darren West  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Alison Xamon  

 

Noes (11) 

Hon Peter Collier Hon Rick Mazza Hon Charles Smith Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Michael Mischin Hon Aaron Stonehouse Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Nick Goiran Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Dr Steve Thomas  

            

Pairs 

Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Martin Aldridge 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot Hon Jim Chown 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Tjorn Sibma 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND INJURY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2017 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 April. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [9.15 pm]: I rise as lead speaker for the Greens and indicate that 
we will support the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Amendment Bill 2017. I will keep my 
comments fairly brief. 

The objectives of the bill are to increase the lump sum payment to dependants; to provide for a simple and equitable 
method of apportioning the lump sum between those dependants; to increase the weekly child’s allowance for the 
care and maintenance of each dependent child; to ensure that dependent partners and children have access to the 
full entitlement irrespective of their level of dependency on the worker at the time of death, which is a very 
important amendment; to ensure that dependent children can receive both the child’s allowance and a portion of 
the lump sum; and to facilitate timely access to compensation for dependants with a clear claims procedure, support 
and guidance and a single pathway for an expedited resolution or claims. 
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Updated workers’ compensation legislation is way overdue. I note that this bill is a much-needed interim measure 
while the government undertakes the process of drafting and consulting on a larger workers’ compensation bill; 
that is not before time. It has been nine years since WorkCover WA began a two-stage review of WA’s workers’ 
compensation legislation. Stage 1 of the review was completed in 2011 with the passage of amendments to the 
Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981, which I spoke on at that time. The second stage of the 
review involved recommendations for developing a new workers’ compensation statute. In June 2014—nearly 
four years ago!—WorkCover WA released a report that laid out 171 recommendations for inclusion in the new 
statute. The government has announced that a new bill is currently being drafted. I am looking forward to getting 
a draft of the bill and being able to make comment on it. I hope the government uses that opportunity to make the 
far-reaching changes that are very much needed. 

Needless to say, the sudden and traumatic death of a worker has a profound impact on family and friends and will 
change the course of many lives. Losing a family member through a workplace fatality adds complexity to the 
grieving process. It is imperative that we do all we can to reduce their burden as far as possible. I have spoken in 
this place about the need for industrial manslaughter legislation. A well-functioning workers’ compensation 
scheme is essential, but we need to ensure that we do everything we can to eliminate workplace fatalities altogether. 
I hope that will be considered as part of the suite of desperately needed changes. 

It is important that this legislation is passed as soon as possible because some families will be immediately affected 
by these provisions. As such, the Greens support the passage of this legislation. 

HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [9.19 pm]: I rise to also support the Workers’ Compensation and Injury 
Management Amendment Bill 2017. It is a very sensible bill that will streamline the system to make it a lot easier 
for people to access compensation. The most significant thing is the rise in the lump sum amount from $308 339 to 
$562 303. The bill will also change the definition of “de facto”. In the past, it has been defined as a couple that has 
lived together for two years or more. This will change that requirement. I will not talk too long on this; I support 
the bill. 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.20 pm]: I would like to echo 
what my colleagues have already said tonight. I, too, support the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management 
Amendment Bill 2017. It has been a long time coming for a lot of families. No death at a workplace is acceptable 
and, as representatives of our community in Western Australia, we have a responsibility to make sure we have 
appropriate laws in place to suitably compensate families. The trauma of having to experience losing a loved one 
at a workplace incident is one thing, but I imagine to then have potential financial trauma on top of that is, at times, 
too much to bear. I am really pleased that we are upping the lump sum payment to a more fair and reasonable 
amount. With the cost of living and household debt, we all know that people are suffering in our communities, so 
it is important that the lump sum payment reflects costs that people are suffering at the moment. 

I would also quickly like to mention that we are changing part of the bill to make sure it is not discriminatory 
against de facto partners, who were affected in the past. I am really pleased that our government has brought 
forward this legislation. I thank Hon Bill Johnston for his work on it and I commend the bill to the house. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [9.22 pm]: I rise to speak on the Workers’ Compensation and 
Injury Management Amendment Bill 2017. Workers’ compensation reform in this state has been a laborious 
process, to say the least. The scheme was established in 1982 and since then we have had a series of piecemeal 
reforms. In 1986, amendments were made to allow for an increase in medical benefits to workers. In 1991, 
compensation claims procedures were revised and vocational rehabilitation allowances were introduced. The 
following year, workers were allowed to claim additional medical expenses, dispute resolution procedures were 
amended and medical panel referrals were allowed. The following year, yet again, piecemeal reforms were made. 
This time, dispute resolutions were restructured, changes were made to weekly payments and restrictions were put 
on common law access. Significantly, in 1999, amendments were made to the act to reduce common law access, 
reduce weekly compensation benefits and introduce new procedures to process common law claims. In 2005, 
changes to common law access were made, in particular reference to “disability” was replaced with “impairment”. 
A cap was put on damages for the first year, allowances for medical expenses were increased and there was the 
introduction of what we all now know as a failed specialised retraining program. In 2012, age was removed and 
there was separation of conciliation and arbitration and both statutory and common law payments for injured 
workers of uninsured employers. In 2013, presumptive workers’ compensation laws were made for firefighters. 

I agree with Hon Alison Xamon in that I look forward to the substantial rewrite of the act, which the government 
has promised. I have been a vocal advocate for reform since my arrival in this place. Although I concede that 
piecemeal reform is at least a small step in the right direction, the problem with the reforms that have happened in 
a piecemeal fashion since 1982 is that the act has now become so convoluted that it is a highly complex area of 
law, even for lawyers. The overall reform of the act has been a long time coming and it has the potential if we—
the government and Parliament—work collaboratively to ensure that we have the best legislation in the nation for 
workers. The question needs to be asked: what is the status of the legislative review? There is absolutely no point 
in me asking that question of the government because, as members will know, repeatedly during question time all 
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we get are evasive responses from members of this government, so we have to do our own research. I note from 
the WorkCover WA website that the review’s current status is — 

On 15 February 2018 the Hon Bill Johnston MLA Minister for Commerce and Industrial Relations 
released a media statement to announce the Government has approved the drafting of a Bill to modernise 
the workers’ compensation legislation. 

The Bill will be based on recommendations from WorkCover WA’s Review of the Workers’ 
Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981: Final Report. 
The Bill will also implement lifetime care and support arrangements for catastrophically injured workers, 
delivering on a commitment between the Commonwealth, and State and Territory governments. 

Public consultation will occur on a draft Bill before it is introduced into State Parliament, — 

I will repeat that, Mr Acting President — 

Public consultation will occur on a draft Bill before it is introduced into State Parliament, continuing 
WorkCover WA’s open and consultative approach on the legislative review. 

That quote is from WorkCover WA’s website. My first question, which I hope the minister responsible for this 
bill in this chamber will be in a position to respond to, is: what is the current status of the legislative review? That 
was the situation on 15 February. It is now 15 May. What is the current status of the review and proposed reforms? 

It is important for any legislative reform to be a complete, transparent process. So far, we have seen anything but 
that from WorkCover. It has invited submissions from stakeholders, which have been dealt with privately and 
confidentially. This is not the norm for such reforms. I draw members’ attention to the approach taken by the 
Insurance Commission of WA when it sought submissions on the addition of a no-fault catastrophic claims scheme 
for third-party insurance. With the Insurance Commission of WA, copies of stakeholder submissions were made 
available on its website for public scrutiny. A question I have for the minister is: what did the stakeholders say to 
WorkCover on this bill? It will interest members to know that on page 256 of appendix 4 in the WorkCover report, 
the stakeholder submissions are listed. Three pages—pages 256 to 258—list all stakeholder submissions. It is 
important that the minister be aware, because I intend to pursue this a bit later, that the appendix is entitled 
“Appendix 4—List of Stakeholder Submissions”. When I came across this report some years ago now, I was keen 
to access the submissions that were provided by the stakeholders but, of course, that was impossible because 
WorkCover had chosen not to have a transparent regime like the Insurance Commission of WA; it decided on 
a secretive regime. Being unable on multiple occasions to get WorkCover to release those submissions because of 
its secret process—unlike the Insurance Commission of Western Australia that chose an open and transparent 
process—I took it upon myself to write to the stakeholders to ask them for a copy of their submission since 
WorkCover refused to provide copies of them to the public. Interestingly, one would assume that if WorkCover, 
in its final report, lists stakeholder submissions and if a member were to write to the stakeholders and ask, 
“Could I have a copy of your submission?” one would assume that those stakeholders would have a submission. 

Let me read to members of this place a letter that I received on 11 October 2017 from the State Solicitor’s Office. 
The general manager wrote to me and said — 

I refer to your request that this Office provide you with a copy of its submission to the WorkCover Review 
of the Worker’s Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981 (the Review), the Final Report for 
which was issued in June 2014. 

Although the State Solicitor’s Office is listed as a stakeholder in the Final Report, the State Solicitor’s 
Office did not provide a substantive submission to the Review. As such, and putting aside the issue of 
whether there would be any impediment to the disclosure of such a document, there is in fact no document 
we could consider providing to you. 

I trust this is of assistance to you. 

It is exasperating, to say the least, that WorkCover constructs a secretive process of consultation, and the general 
public—which is, of course, the workers who will be affected by this scheme—are prohibited from seeing the 
submissions because of WorkCover’s secrecy. I wrote to the very people who WorkCover tells the people of 
Western Australia are stakeholders who put in a submission and the State Solicitor’s Office told us that that is 
false! The question I have is: how many more people listed in this stakeholder list from WorkCover WA did not 
really put in a submission? Of course, I am really interested in what they had to say to WorkCover and whether its 
report reflects honestly and transparently what the stakeholders had to say. 

As I indicated earlier, I wrote to the different stakeholders and I am pleased to report to members that a lot of the 
stakeholders were quite happy to post or email me back a copy of their submission—no problem at all. One 
wonders why WorkCover was unable to do that. The mind boggles at how difficult it would have been for one 
person in WorkCover to spend a little bit of time writing an email to these people. A member of Parliament from 
South Metropolitan Region had enough time to do it, but WorkCover was far too busy to be able to do that. It is 
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perhaps understandable. WorkCover WA has a big task. Maybe it is under pressure, maybe it is under-resourced 
or maybe it does not have time to do such things. However, I now know that not to be true as well because when 
I wrote to WorkCover on 9 February 2018, I said this — 

I am writing to you in regards to the above and the submissions WorkCover received from the various 
stakeholders, referred to in its Final Report released in June 2014. 

I enclose authorities I have received from the following stakeholders authorising WorkCover to release 
copies of their submissions to me: 

I then listed four of the stakeholders that have provided me with an authority for WorkCover to release their 
submission. I concluded the letter by saying — 

I look forward to receiving your response and should you have any queries or wish to discuss this matter 
with me please do not hesitate to contact my office. 

Hon Michael Mischin: What was the date of that? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The date of that was 9 February 2018. 

One would think that this very, very busy WorkCover, which does not possibly have the time to be able to contact 
the stakeholders to release their so-called submissions, when it received a letter from a member of Parliament with 
authorities enclosed, would just provide the submissions. But no. What happens? I get this lovely letter back from 
WorkCover on 20 February 2018 from the acting chief executive officer saying — 

I refer to your letter of 9 February 2018 requesting the release of legislative review submissions from the 
following stakeholders: 

It quite accurately set out the names of the four stakeholders. The letter goes on to say — 

I acknowledge the signed authorisations from the individuals above that accompanied your letter. 
However as the authorisations were provided to you as third party and consisted of a name and signature 
only, WorkCover WA was required to confirm their veracity directly with each of the four stakeholders. 

All four stakeholders have now confirmed their identity and given WorkCover WA direct authority to 
release their submissions, which are attached. 

If you have any queries please contact —  

So on and so forth. It is staggering that a statutory body could concoct such a reform process of secrecy, completely 
the opposite type of process that we saw with the Insurance Commission when it quite rightly had an open and 
transparent process. WorkCover has a secret process. When it was asked to release the documents, it said, “No, we 
can’t because it’s confidential.” “Will you contact the stakeholders and get them released?” “No, we won’t do that. 
We’re obviously too busy.” A member of Parliament gets authorities from those people and WorkCover suddenly 
has enough time to investigate whether the authorities are true and correct. What an absolute farce! To top it off, 
when I wrote to one of the stakeholders, the State Solicitor’s Office, it said, “We don’t even know what WorkCover 
is talking about because we never put in a submission anyway!” 

I raise all these points for the benefit of the Minister for Regional Development so that she can have some idea of 
the exasperation on my part in trying to get to the bottom of what stakeholders have actually said to WorkCover. 
Did they put in a submission? In some cases we do not even know whether that is true. If they put in a submission, 
what did they say? I hope that the minister will, either in reply to conclude the consideration of the second reading 
or, alternatively, in committee, be in a position to tell us precisely which stakeholders listed in the list of 
stakeholder submissions wrote to WorkCover about the matters under consideration in this bill. I want to know 
which of those stakeholders have written on that. And, once we know who they are, I would like to know what 
they had to say on this. That is not asking too much given that WorkCover itself thought it was appropriate for us 
all to get appendix 4 and were going to list all the stakeholder submissions. 

I have a number of other questions that I hope the minister will be able to answer. If it can be done expediently in 
reply to the second reading speech, all the better; if not, let us deal with it in committee. I would like to know 
whether there has been any further consultation with stakeholders about the matters before the house since the 
time of this final report in 2014. In particular, I note that this bill will see Western Australia increase the amount, 
as has been mentioned by Hon Rick Mazza, to $562 303. I am told that that will put us in the mid-pack. My 
question is: why are we in the mid-pack? New South Wales is $791 850, Queensland is $600,080 and Victoria is 
$598 360. Why has the government made the decision to go with $562 303? The figure of $303 is a very precise 
figure, is it not? It is not $302 or $304; it is $303. Yet New South Wales blows us all out of the water at $791 850. 
I would like to know on what basis it was determined that Western Australians deserved to be in the mid-pack. 
When it comes to football, I know that Western Australians would not be happy to be in the middle of the ladder; 
they would want to be at the top of the ladder. I would assume that the McGowan Labor government would be 
interested in ensuring that workers would be at the top of the pack. The decision has been made to make them the 
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mid-pack, and I would like to know why. Interestingly, one of the few pieces of transparency that we had in this 
WorkCover WA process is from UnionsWA. What I mean by that is I do not think I have seen the submission 
from UnionsWA. It is not one of the ones I have a copy of. I obviously would have written to them. 

Just to take up the minister’s point, I, like her, hope that there are not going to be any more workplace accidents; 
I agree with her. But let us not trivialise the reform process and the lack of transparency by WorkCover WA. If 
there are stakeholders that have put in submissions about the matters before us, I want to know about them and 
I want the minister to explain to the house why we are mid-pack and not top of the ladder. I am not trying to 
trivialise it at all; that is why I am spending the time this evening and why I have spent the time, for the last few 
years, trying to get some transparency out of WorkCover WA. I do not do it for the fun of it, honourable member. 

There are some other matters that I would like the minister to address, and that is that UnionsWA, we are told, put 
in a submission to the WorkCover report. In the WorkCover report, at page 112, under “Stakeholder Submissions”, 
it states — 

UnionsWA support a larger increase equal to the highest benchmark for all jurisdictions. 

I do not know whether that is true, because as I said, I do not know what we can trust in this WorkCover report. 
WorkCover told us that the State Solicitor’s Office put in a submission and I wrote to it and it said that it did not. 
For the benefit of this debate, when WorkCover decides to type into its final report that “UnionsWA support a larger 
increase equal to the highest benchmark for all jurisdictions”, I assume that that is true. The only way I know that 
is true is if the minister tables a copy of the UnionsWA submission at some point. Then I will know whether it is 
true, because I cannot get it. There is no point in the Leader of the House shaking her head, I cannot get it from 
WorkCover. I have been trying for years to get it out from that secret department and it will not release it. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: So your own ministers would not give it to you? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Because WorkCover set up a secret process. The fault was not with the minister and I am 
not blaming the minister. I am not blaming the previous government; I am blaming WorkCover for having 
concocted a secret process contrary to how the Insurance Commission did its report, which was open and 
transparent. The blame here is with WorkCover WA; the blame is not with the minister, the minister whom she 
represents and former ministers. WorkCover was quite happy to spend the time to contact those four stakeholders, 
when I sent a signed authority, to ascertain the veracity of those signatures and their identity and then release me 
the submission. It needs to do the same thing with UnionsWA so that we can be sure that UnionsWA truly said 
that it supports a larger increase equal to the highest benchmark for all jurisdictions. No doubt the minister will be 
able to tell us about that a little later. 

I note that there is some suggestion that the lump sum to be payable to dependent partners and children will be an 
apportionment between them set in statute and I would be interested to know the proposed apportionment. Could 
the minister please get advice on that and on the status of the rules and regulations? I note that it is proposed to 
increase the child allowance from $58.90 to $133, so the question is: Why $133? How did we get $133 and not 
some other figure? I note that New South Wales is $148.80 and Queensland is $148.25. My final question for the 
minister is about the proposed changes to the definition of a de facto partner. I understand that the meaning will 
be that given in the Interpretation Act 1984, which is adopted in most statutes. But it would assist to know which 
statutes do not adopt that and why we have chosen to take that approach when there are other WA statutes that 
have not. That is all in all to say that in order to see the reform completed, it needs to be open and transparent. The 
intentions of this bill are good and I support them, but we need answers to these questions so that the transparent 
reform can be supported by all of us. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

INTERNATIONAL AWARENESS DAY FOR MYALGIC ENCEPHALOMYELITIS 

Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [9.46 pm]: I rise because members may wish to know that 
12 May was the international awareness day for myalgic encephalomyelitis, also known as chronic fatigue 
syndrome and often referred to as ME/CFS. It was part of the #millionsmissing campaign. The #millionsmissing 
campaign is named in recognition of the many sufferers who are not visible within our community because of the 
debilitating nature of their illness and its symptoms. The campaign is aimed to raise awareness and understanding 
of ME/CFS and have it recognised as a serious illness that requires timely diagnosis and appropriate care as well 
as future research. Last Saturday marked the first time that an official #millionsmissing event has been held in 
Western Australia. People who are affected by this insidious condition came together at Pioneer Park in Fremantle 
and when they arrived, they were greeted with an installation of many pairs of shoes that had been spread across 
the grass, representing ME/CFS sufferers. That evening the City of Fremantle was one of a hundred cities across 
the world that illuminated buildings in blue in order to acknowledge these people. The Moores Building, 
Victoria Hall and the Round House cliffs were all lit up. 
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We know that ME/CFS is a complex chronic illness that affects most body systems, particularly the nervous, 
immune, cardiac, gastrointestinal and endocrine systems. It is conservatively thought to affect between 0.4 per cent 
and one per cent of the population. If we are simply talking about WA, this equates to somewhere between 
10 000 and even as high as 26 000 people. This condition is made even harder because sufferers face challenges 
such as securing a diagnosis in the first place or, worse, even being believed when they are making it clear that 
they are incredibly unwell. There are many parallels also with tick-borne illnesses, which I have spoken about in 
this place and that other members have also spoken about. It has identified that clearly greater attention needs to 
be focused towards improving treatment options for people who are already affected while at the same time 
ensuring that we are investing in research to understand what is causing these syndromes in the first place. 

Last month I was lucky enough to meet with David Tuller, a United States public health journalist, and 
Stephen Le Page, who is the acting president of the ME CFS and Lyme Association of WA, along with 
Simonne Harrison, an ME/CFS patient and advocate. David spoke about his work critiquing the current treatment 
of choice recommended for ME/CFS patients, which is known as graded exercise therapy. Counter to the findings 
presented through the pacing, graded activity, and cognitive behaviour therapy; a randomised evaluation, or PACE, 
trials in the UK, he has found that graded exercise therapy has been shown to be ineffective and, worse, incredibly 
harmful for many people. The treatment is based on flawed assumptions about false illness beliefs and that people 
have become deconditioned, as opposed to having an organic illness. He spoke about the vital role played by 
Alan Matthews, who lives in Perth. Alan is a CFS sufferer and was instrumental in having the data released from 
the PACE trials. Access to that data showed that the trials relied only on subjective measures and used flawed 
methodology. For example, blind trials were not used. Even with the manipulated data, improvement was still 
shown to be poor. The Centre for Disease Control in the United States has already removed graded exercise therapy 
from its treatment schedules, which is something that also needs to happen here as a matter of urgency. 

Stephen Le Page and Simonne Harrison also raised with me difficulties that ME/CFS sufferers are having 
accessing the National Disability Insurance Scheme. Currently, the eligibility criteria require ME/CFS patients to 
first undertake cognitive behavioural therapy as well as the graded exercise therapy before making an application 
under the NDIS. As I have just said, this is deeply problematic, because I have already outlined why graded 
exercise therapy is at best ineffective and at worst harmful. The requirement for cognitive behavioural therapy is 
based on the incorrect assumption that ME/CFS is primarily a mental health condition, and it is not. Furthermore, 
patients are reporting that doctors are not aware of how to fill in the forms for the NDIS when it comes to ME/CFS, 
and the National Disability Insurance Agency gives priority weighting to specialist opinions over those of general 
practitioners. Both of these factors are serving to disadvantage people living with these conditions. In practice, 
people are unlikely to be granted NDIS for ME/CFS alone. To get funding people generally have to indicate that 
they have got a comorbid condition, and this is most often likely to be a mental health condition. As I have 
previously advised people, one of the reasons I became interested in this was the sheer number of people I met in 
the mental health sector who were not mentally unwell before they became physically unwell, but the result of the 
nature of this illness and the way they were treated simply brought about mental unwellness. 

It is going to be really important that decision-makers are aware of these experiences and act to streamline access 
to much-needed support. Given the enormous and often hidden impact that ME/CFS has on our community, I want 
to congratulate the City of Fremantle for taking an active stance in supporting the international day of awareness 
event, which was run by the ME/CFS and Lyme Association of Western Australia. A particular shout out to 
Fremantle councillor Rachel Pemberton, who did such a great job pulling it together. We still need to do a lot of 
work in this area. I am confident, thanks to important campaigns like this and increased public awareness, that we 
are beginning to educate people about this. I call on the government to prioritise investment into researching causes 
and best treatment options for the many Western Australians who currently live with ME/CFS, because it is 
incredibly debilitating and we really need to ensure that we are giving people some hope and opportunity to be 
able to get well. 

OSMINGTON TRAGEDY 

Statement 

HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [9.54 pm]: I would like to make a quick statement about the tragedy 
that took place in Margaret River last week. It gives me no joy at all to make this statement. I do not think anyone 
in this house could ever imagine the pain and the anguish that is being felt by the families of these innocent victims. 
My heartfelt condolences go out to the father of those four children. No parent wants to outlive their child, and for 
that to happen to that gentleman who has now outlived four of his children is not a natural order of things. As 
a resident of the south west, this had an impact on me. It certainly struck me when I heard about the incident and 
I was taken aback. Where it occurred, in Osmington, is only 50 kilometres from where I live in Busselton. It makes 
me wonder what the south west will feel like in the months ahead. This is the largest mass shooting since 
Port Arthur 21 years ago. That event changed the nation forever, and I can imagine the significant impact that this 
will have on Margaret River for a long time. 
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I have to mention the police officers, who were the first on the scene. It must be incredibly hard for them to deal 
with the deaths of children and that sort of tragedy that took place on that day. On behalf of the south west, I would 
like to thank those officers for their service and I hope that after witnessing the scene that they did, their minds 
and hearts are not forever impacted. 

TERRORISM (EXTRAORDINARY POWERS) AMENDMENT BILL 2018 
Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House), read a first time. 

Second Reading 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [9.56 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

For our government, the security and safety of Western Australians is paramount. Since the September 11 terrorist 
attacks the world has changed, and so too has our approach to terrorism. Ongoing vigilance is the new norm, and 
something we need to shoulder together. In 2005, Michelle Roberts, MLA, as the then Minister for Police, 
introduced the Terrorism (Extraordinary Powers) Bill 2005, following the 2002 Bali bombings, which killed more 
than 200 people, and the 2005 London Underground terrorist incidents in which more than 50 people were killed 
and hundreds more injured. More than a decade has passed since that legislation was enacted. The powers provided 
have, fortunately, never had to be used in Western Australia. However, further attacks and thwarted attempts 
overseas and closer to home, including in Melbourne and Sydney, reinforce the need to ensure that our 
counterterrorism laws are as strong as possible and that they provide our law enforcement agencies with the tools 
that they need to protect us. Last year the Premier attended a special meeting of the Council of Australian 
Governments that considered the increasing incidence of terrorist activity and counterterrorism measures in 
Australia. COAG acknowledged that the terrorist threat in Australia remains elevated, and agreed to strengthen 
our approach to countering the evolving terrorist threat to help make Australians safer. We must plan for the future. 
Although I know we all hope that the powers provided in these amendments will never need to be called upon, it 
is essential that our police have these provisions in reserve in case they are ever needed to protect us. 

These amendments arise from the New South Wales State Coroner’s investigation into the Lindt cafe siege. The 
coroner recommended that the special powers available to police responding to terrorist incidents should include 
a more clearly defined right to use force, including lethal force. In line with this recommendation, the New South 
Wales government amended its Terrorism (Police Powers) Act 2002, and Western Australia’s amendments are 
informed by the approach taken in New South Wales. 

In Western Australia, the use of force by police is governed by section 16 of the Criminal Investigation Act 2006 
and chapter XXVI of the Criminal Code. Broadly, under the Criminal Code, police officers responding to a terrorist 
situation currently have the defence of defence of another or self-defence. This bill amends the Terrorism 
(Extraordinary Powers) Act 2005 to provide Western Australian police with clarified authority, greater certainty 
and protection from criminal liability if they are required to use force, including lethal force, when responding to 
a terrorist or suspected terrorist act. 

Under the bill, in the event of a terrorist incident, the Commissioner of Police—or, if the commissioner is 
unavailable, a deputy commissioner—will make a declaration. A declaration is made only when the incident is 
reasonably suspected to be a terrorist incident. The declaration enlivens special provisions for certain police actions 
taken during the course of the incident. Specifically, this bill provides additional protection for Western Australian 
police when required to use pre-emptive lethal force in a terrorist or suspected terrorist incident. Importantly, it 
would be our highly trained, specialist police officers, attached to units such as the tactical response group, who 
would access to these powers if required. 

I now turn to some of the details of the bill. The bill inserts part 2A in the act to make provision for police use of 
force, including lethal force, following a declaration by the Commissioner of Police. Before the commissioner can 
make a declaration, the commissioner must be satisfied that there are reasonable grounds to suspect the incident is 
a terrorist attack and that the incident requires a planned and coordinated police action to either defend a person 
threatened by the incident or prevent or end the unlawful detention of a person or persons. When making 
a declaration, the commissioner may choose to specify a location at which police officers are responding to an 
incident, or may name a particular person or vehicle. The ability to specify a person or vehicle deals with situations 
in which the incident is not contained within one location. The advent of mobile terrorists on foot or in a vehicle 
means the location of a terrorist incident may change rapidly, or in an event such as the terrorist attacks on 
Mumbai in 2008, there may be multiple locations and multiple offenders. The commissioner must notify the police 
officer in charge of the incident response and the minister of the declaration. Although the declaration can be made 
orally in urgent circumstances, the declaration must be put in writing as soon as practicable after it is made, and in 
any event within six hours. The commissioner may revoke the declaration at any time and must revoke the 
declaration once no further police response is required. A revocation can also be made orally in urgent 



2718 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 15 May 2018] 

 

circumstances, but, like a declaration, must be put in writing as soon as practicable, and in any event within six 
hours. The commissioner must notify the officer in charge of the incident response and that officer must notify the 
other police officers of the revocation. 

Proposed section 21F sets out police action authorised under a declaration. Each officer who authorises, directs or 
uses lethal force must personally believe, on reasonable grounds, that the action they take is necessary to defend 
a person threatened by the incident, prevent a person from being detained, or end the detention of any person. 
A police officer responding to a declared incident in accordance with an action authorised under a declaration will 
be provided with protection from criminal liability. Existing protection from civil liability in the Police Act 1892 
also applies. When a declaration is revoked, the protection provided to police officers applies until the officer 
becomes aware of the revocation. 

Clause 6 amends section 31 of the act. Section 31 provides a general power of delegation for the commissioner’s 
powers under the act. This amendment ensures that the commissioner will not be able to delegate powers to 
perform functions under new part 2A, except as provided for by new section 21H. 

Finally, clause 7 inserts new sections 31A, 31B and 31C. These sections replace the commissioner’s existing power 
to appoint special officers, as part 2, division 4 of the act will be deleted by clause 4 of this bill. These proposed 
sections reinstate, in the same terms, the commissioner’s existing power to appoint special officers from other 
jurisdictions if necessary. Special officers’ functions are restricted to the terms of their appointment, and a special 
officer would have the same protection afforded to police officers performing functions under these use-of-force 
provisions. The protection afforded to special officers if an appointment by the commissioner is found to be invalid 
applies until the officer becomes aware of the invalidity. 

The bill will not limit the powers of police officers under any other written law or the common law to deal with 
a terrorist incident, regardless of whether or not it has been declared under this legislation. It will provide police 
officers who would be called upon to protect us in a terrorist or suspected terrorist event with the certainty and 
protection that if they use force, including lethal force, that they believe on reasonable grounds is necessary, they 
will be protected from criminal liability. 

Terrorist attacks around the world and interstate are powerful reminders that we in Western Australia cannot afford 
to be complacent. This bill aims to ensure that Western Australian counterterrorism legislation keeps pace with 
the evolving terrorist threat. 

Pursuant to standing order 126(1), I advise that this bill is not a uniform legislation bill. It does not ratify or give 
effect to an intergovernmental or multilateral agreement to which the government of the state is a party; nor does 
this bill, by reason of its subject matter, introduce a uniform scheme or uniform laws throughout the commonwealth. 

I commend the bill to the house and table the explanatory memorandum. 

[See paper 1363.] 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 10.05 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSIONS 

1074. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the Regional Development Commissions established under the Regional Development Commissions 
Act 1993 (the Act), and I ask: 

(a) I refer to section 27 of the Act, and I ask who is the Director of each Regional Development Commission; 

(b) what is their employment tenure and length of contract; 

(c) what is their remuneration; 

(d) what staff and resources are allocated to each Director of each Regional Development Commission; 

(e) has the Minister or Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development sought reclassification 
of any Director position, if so, which and on what grounds; and 

(f) do all Directors live and work within the region they are appointed? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a)–(d) [See tabled paper no 1362.] 

(e) No. 

(f) No. The majority of Directors live and work within the region they are appointed. 

The South West CEO resides most of the time in Bunbury, however as she is engaged on a shorter term 
contract, also has personal commitments in Perth that requires her to return most weekends to Perth. 

The Goldfields Esperance CEO was recruited for a short term contract of four months and whilst he spent 
the majority of his time in the region, has a residence and personal commitments in Perth. 

WEED MANAGEMENT — PINE PLANTATION ADJACENT TO 356 CHAPMAN HILL EAST ROAD — 
BUSSELTON 

1080. Hon Dr Steve Thomas to the minister representing the Minister for Forestry: 

I refer to weed management in the pine plantation adjacent to 356 Chapman Hill East Road, Busselton and the 
letter sent by the Forest Products Commission to the owner of that address, Mr Harry Williams on 1 March 2018, 
and I ask,  when will the weed control and firebreak clearing outlined in this letter be commenced, and when will 
it be finished? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Weed control and firebreak maintenance adjacent to 356 Chapman Hill East Road was completed on 4 April 2018. 

MOORA RESIDENTIAL COLLEGE — CLOSURE — STAFF 

1084. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the Government’s decision to close Moora Residential College, and to the impact on staff employed at 
the college, and I ask: 

(a) will staff be offered positions at other public sector employers in Moora; 

(b) if no to (a), why not; 

(c) will staff be offered redundancy; and 

(d) if no to (c), why not? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) Staff on fixed-term contracts will have their contracts honoured. Permanent staff will become registrable 

employees under Part 2 of the Public Sector Management (Redeployment and Redundancy) 
Regulations 2014. A registrable employee can be transferred to another position in the Department of 
Education or, where this is not possible, can become a registered employee and therefore considered for 
transfer to a position in another public sector agency. Regional employees who do not elect to take up 
voluntary separation where their position has been abolished will be found meaningful work within their 
town or within a reasonable travel distance from their location. That work may be different to the work 
they currently do.  
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(b) Not applicable.  
(c) Staff at Moora Residential College may be offered a redundancy where they have lodged an expression 

of interest for the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme, and the Department has deemed an individual’s 
skills and/or qualifications are not transferable to another suitable position. Voluntary severance is 
a possible option available within the Regulations. All offers are subject to the Director General’s 
approval.   

(d) Not applicable.  
EDUCATION AND TRAINING — SCHOOL FUNDING 

1086. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the withdrawal of $1,145 per student from schools with enrolments above 1,200 students, and I ask: 
(a) have there been any cuts to staffing, programs or services as the result of the reduction of funding; and 
(b) if yes to (a), please advise the details of: 

(i) how many staff positions have been cut, and at which schools; 
(ii) which programs have been cut, and at which schools; and 
(iii) any other services which have been cut, and at which schools? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) Each school now operates with a one-line budget, which provides greater flexibility to develop 

educational programs and staffing profiles that best suit the needs of the school community within the 
school’s budget parameters. This includes decisions related to the type and number of staff they employ 
and the programs they run. The Department is therefore unable to identify any specific reductions in 
staffing, programs or services that can be directly attributable to this per-student funding change. 
All schools receive a per-student allocation for each student enrolled at the February student census. With 
increasing enrolments, the total per-student funding amount for large senior high schools was sufficient 
to meet all fixed costs and to generate economies of scale to enable a significant amount of discretionary 
funding in comparison to schools with lower enrolments. The reduced per-student allocation once an 
enrolment threshold is met provides additional funding to large senior high schools, but at a slower rate 
of growth than for smaller senior high schools.  

(b) (i)–(iii) Not applicable. 
EARLY YEARS INITIATIVE — DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

1088. Hon Nick Goiran to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the response provided to question without notice No.123 from the Leader of the House representing the 
Minister for Community Services, and I ask: 
(a) with regards to the Government’s commitment to provide $24.6 million over ten years for the early 

childhood initiative, what is the total amount of this funding being provided by the Department of Health: 
(i) what is the breakdown of the quantum of funding provided in (a), by year over the forward 

estimates period; and 
(ii) what is the breakdown of the quantum of funding provided in (a), across the ten years of the 

commitment; and 
(b) with regards to the appropriation service summary on page 121 of Budget Paper 2, Volume 1, which 

service (or services) is the funding for the early childhood initiative being provided from? 
Hon Alanna Clohesy replied: 
I am advised that: 
(a) Resourcing contributions to the Early Years Initiative (EYI) by partners (State Government, 

Minderoo Foundation and Telethon Kids Institute) may include a direct financial contribution, FTE, or 
in-kind resources. State Government funding will be sourced from repurposing or refocusing existing 
expenditure from current programs and in-kind contributions. 
The Department of Health will not provide a direct financial contribution to the EYI; however will 
provide in-kind contributions and FTE to support the delivery of the EYI, including the delivery of 
services in communities selected to participate in the EYI. 

 (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
(b) Not applicable. 
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EARLY YEARS INITIATIVE — DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

1089. Hon Nick Goiran to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the response provided to question without notice No.123 from the Leader of the House representing the 
Minister for Community Services, and I ask: 

(a) with regards to the Government’s commitment to provide $24.6 million over ten years for the early 
childhood initiative, what is the total amount of this funding being provided by the Department of Education: 

(i) what is the breakdown of the quantum of funding provided in (a), by year over the forward 
estimates period; and 

(ii) what is the breakdown of the quantum of funding provided in (a), across the ten years of the 
commitment; and 

(b) with regards to the appropriation service summary on page 162 of Budget Paper 2, Volume 1, which 
service (or services) is the funding for the early childhood initiative being provided from? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) The Department of Education will make in-kind contributions, mainly through its Public Primary 

Education Service. 

(i)–(ii) It is not possible to disaggregate in-kind contributions by year. 

(b) The Department of Education will make in-kind contributions, mainly through its Public Primary 
Education Service. 

MINISTER FOR POLICE — MOORA VISITS 

1163. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to Moora in the Wheatbelt region of Western Australia, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister travelled to Moora on official business at any time since 11 March 2017; 

(b) if yes to (a), what was the purpose of the travel; and 

(c) does the Minister have any plans to visit Moora in the next 12 months? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(c) As at 12 April 2018, I have travelled to a range of regional and remote communities including Albany, 

Beagle Bay, Bunbury, Broome, Collie, Kalgoorlie, Katanning, Newman, Port Hedland, Wagin and Williams. 

__________ 
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