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ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A 
The meeting commenced at 9.00 am. 
Division 1: Parliament, $65 198 000— 
Ms L.L. Baker, Chair. 
Mr P.B. Watson, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly. 
Ms K.M. Robinson, Clerk of the Legislative Assembly. 
Mr R. Hunter, Executive Manager, Parliamentary Services.  
Ms E.L. Ozich, Chief Finance Officer, Parliamentary Services and Legislative Assembly. 
Ms P. Traegde, Deputy Executive Manager and Director, Member and Operational Support, Parliamentary Services. 
Ms B. Corey, Director, Parliamentary Information and Education, Parliamentary Services. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: Good morning, members and welcome to committee A of our estimates process. 
This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available the following 
day. It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that 
both questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates 
will be restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. 
Questions must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members 
should give these details in preface to each question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one 
minister, a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
Mr Speaker may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask Mr Speaker to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek 
Mr Speaker’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. 
I caution members that if Mr Speaker asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for South Perth. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: My question relates to page 46 and the table “Appropriations, Expenses and Cash Assets”. 
Under the capital appropriation is an amount of $1 million. Can the Speaker please inform the committee what 
that funding will be allocated to? 
The SPEAKER: Rob Hunter will answer that question. 
Mr R. Hunter: Thank you. That $1 million in capital is a capital appropriation that we have each year. Once that 
$1 million is allocated, we then determine what money is going to be used for which projects. Next year, which 
relates to the member’s question, as opposed to last year, we will be allocating around $800 000 of that to the 
fountain accommodation development. The remaining funds will be allocated to smaller projects—for example, 
universal access toilets within the reserve, because once the fountains are recommissioned for accommodation, 
the public toilets will need to be relocated. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Can the Speaker elaborate on what that accommodation will entail? How much 
accommodation will there be and why is it necessary to move down there for that accommodation? 
Mr R. Hunter: The fountains, as the member knows, have not run for around 10 years. We unsuccessfully tried 
to get those fountains working at one stage at a cost of about $60 000. We had problems with scheme water and 
lots of leaking. The fountains are heritage listed. A significant part of our heritage listing is the eastern facade, so 
we cannot do anything with the fountains; we cannot destroy or remove them, so we had to do something to restore 
them. We are trying to establish the fountains as they used to be. The only difference that people will actually see 
is that the fountains will have dark glass, which is the same as the dining room windows at the moment. It will 
look like the fountains, but without water, and it will accommodate about 18 to 20 staff. At the moment, about 
19 staff from finance and information technology are located across the road, and those people will be relocated 
to the fountain area. We are unsure exactly which group of people will be located there, but that is our initial 
thinking. That will save us somewhere in the order of a quarter of a million dollars in leasing costs, which is a big 
saving for the Parliament. 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH: There has been a lot of talk in the media in the last 12 months about eventually extending 
over the freeway to bring the city right up to Parliament, which I think most people agree would be a very sensible 
idea. Mr Speaker, has anything been progressed on that or has any work been done on that? I know that it is a lot 
of expense. 
The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 
Mr R. Hunter: Not really. The concepts, as the member knows, have been around since 1967. There have been 
13 iterations of that design. The most modern design was the widening of the Malcolm Street bridge, which gave 
us, if you like, a southern path across the freeway. Those things have been costed numerous times, and the 2010 
government master plan included some development in that area as well. Unfortunately, the funding has never 
been available and we have not been able to progress anything. The fountains will be the first thing that we have 
been able to do on our “reserve” outside the building. It has been 50 years in the making to get something on our 
reserve, and perhaps in the next 50 years we might see that land bridge. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to the line item “Salaries and Allowances Tribunal Determination—Salaries, 
Superannuation and Allowances Changes 2016” on pages 35 and 41 of budget paper No 2. Can the Speaker detail 
what this increase in expenditure entails, please? 
The CHAIR: Are you clear on the page numbers, Mr Speaker? 
The SPEAKER: That is on the Legislative Council. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Page 41. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Yes, of course. I refer to page 41 on the Legislative Assembly and the bottom line item 
“Salaries and Allowances Tribunal Determination—Salaries, Superannuation and Allowances Changes 2016”. 
The SPEAKER: I will ask Ms Ozich to answer that question. 
Ms E.L. Ozich: That includes a number of determinations that we have had. It includes the 2016 No 1 determination 
from the State Administrative Tribunal, the 2016 No 2 determination from SAT, and a variation to that 
2016 No 2 determination. It has had three increases. It has had the 1.5 per cent salary increase and the 2.9 per cent 
increase in contributory superannuation, which was effective from 15 April 2016. It also has the changes that were 
brought into account from the date of the election due to changes in electoral boundaries, changes in the 
parliamentary travel allowance and the replacement entitlement for the provision of a motor vehicle with a motor 
vehicle allowance. There are those two, and a variation. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Can the Speaker explain why in 2020–21, there is a big increase from $762 000 to 
$2 million? What is the reason for that jump in those last years in the out years? 
Ms E.L. Ozich: Yes, because 2020–21 is an election year, and there are anticipated resettlement entitlement 
allowances to be paid in that year. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 41 of the Budget Statements and the line item “Freeze Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal Determined Salaries”. Could the Speaker please explain what that freeze is and the staff who 
will be impacted? 
[9.10 am] 
Ms E.L. Ozich: That particular line item applies to all members of Parliament and the Clerks and Deputy Clerks. 
That freeze is the removal of the 1.5 per cent salary increase that we had built in year on year. That has now been 
taken out. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is that only in that case for the Clerks and members? 
Ms E.L. Ozich: Yes. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to page 42 of budget paper No 2 and the cost of operations of the Legislative Assembly. 
Has the Speaker undertaken any interstate or overseas travel since being appointed Speaker; and, if so, where did 
the Speaker travel, when was the travel undertaken and what was the purpose of the travel? 
The SPEAKER: The only travel undertaken was by Ian Britza, MLA, who went to the Presiding Officers and 
Clerks Conference in Tonga in July 2016. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: My question relates to page 37 of the Budget Statements. There is a fair bit here—
“Support for Committees of the Legislative Council” — 
The SPEAKER: That refers to the Legislative Council, member. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes, but I am going to ask questions about the Legislative Assembly. All I can see on 
page 37 is “Explanation of significant movements”, which states — 

Costs have been calculated on eight committees in the 2016–17 Estimated Actual and on ten committees 
in the 2017–18 Budget … 

Can the Speaker outline where these increases are expected and how it will impact on other areas of operations? 
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The CHAIR: To be clear, is that for the Legislative Assembly? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: This is for the Assembly. 

The SPEAKER: Those figures are for the Council. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Do we have any figures for the Assembly? 

The CHAIR: Yes, member for South Perth, I understand that the question is where are the Assembly figures that 
correspond to the Council figures? 

The SPEAKER: I will ask the Clerk to answer that question. 

Ms K.M. Robinson: The Assembly is responsible for seven committees—that is, the three portfolio standing 
committees, the Public Accounts Committee and the Procedure and Privileges Committee—and we administer the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Commissioner for Children and Young People. We do not have set budgets for those committees; they have their 
normal operating costs. We do not ascribe specific budgets to them. Requests for anything additional—for 
example, if they want to advertise for submissions or have consultants or legal advice or travel—need to come to 
the Speaker for the Speaker to approve. Those requests are done on a case-by-case basis. We do not have set 
budgets for them. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: How will the new Joint Select Committee on End-of-Life Choices, which was formed as 
a result of a private member’s motion and will have eight members, impact on expenditure for the committees? 

Ms K.M. Robinson: It will be quite a significant impact, because we do not have any additional funding for that 
committee, so we need to absorb those costs from within our ordinary operating budget. We have staffed the 
committee with a principal research officer, and it will also have a research officer. Any additional costs that may 
come in if the committee needs to travel or call for submissions, that sort of thing, will come out of our ordinary 
operating costs. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Is there any idea of what this committee might cost? I think the committee has been given 
12 months to come up with findings and recommendations to Parliament, but no budget has been done for it. 

The SPEAKER: Ms Robinson. 

Ms K.M. Robinson: We have the costs for the staffing. Off the top of my head—we can confirm this, if you like—
I think it is about $200 000 for staffing before we take into account any travel or whatever. We could confirm at 
least the cost of what we have budgeted for staffing as supplementary information. 

The SPEAKER: We will provide supplementary information on the cost as we see it for the Joint Select Committee 
on End-of-Life Choices. 

[Supplementary Information No A1.] 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 43 of the Budget Statements, the heading “Income Statement” and the line 
item “Accommodation”. Has the change in the composition of Labor versus Liberal members—that is, 41 versus 
13—in the fortieth Parliament meant that expenses have been incurred as a result of the unprecedented influx of 
Labor Party members in terms of office fit-outs and the like? If so, could the Speaker outline the cost? 

The SPEAKER: I will ask Mr Hunter to answer that question. 

Mr R. Hunter: If members have the opportunity to read the annual report, they will see that it was a fairly 
significant cost for the Parliamentary Services Department, in particular, because we had 41 new members coming 
in and 39 members going out, with the two casual vacancies in the upper house. Logistically, it was very 
challenging because we had a lot of rooms to change in terms of furniture movements et cetera, and obviously 
a lot of inductions. We took the opportunity to do quite a lot of our capital work during the extended recess before 
the election. This year, there is a bit of a spike in our expenditure largely to do with the changing membership 
across the board. I think we had something in the order of a 41 per cent change of membership in both houses, so 
between inductions and giving people orientations, library education, all the information packs et cetera, it was 
quite expensive. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Do you have a cost associated with that, Mr Hunter? 

Mr R. Hunter: No, we do not have a specific cost, because it is across so many functional areas. If we look at it 
from an information technology perspective, from building services and the logistics, the cost is quite spread. As 
a percentage, it would be hard to estimate what sort of spike we had, but our expenditure was certainly more 
significant in our maintenance area, for example, in getting ready for Parliament to return. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I have a further question in relation to accommodation. Was there any associated 
expenditure as a result of the departure of the former Speaker and the incoming Speaker? 

Mr R. Hunter: No. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I again refer to page 43 of the Budget Statements, the heading “Income Statement” and the 
subheading “Expenses”. I am keen to understand whether under those line items “Employee benefits” and the like, 
the Assembly operates any fellowships or scholarships? 

The SPEAKER: No. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to page 41 and the line item “Salaries and Allowances Tribunal Determination—
Salaries, Superannuation and Allowances Changes 2016”. Going back to the question about the extra money paid 
to members of Parliament for serving on committees, is that money nominally allocated as a cost to the committee 
or as a cost of the salary of the member of Parliament? 

The SPEAKER: That would come from the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal; it does not come from us. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: The actual sum of money, if you like, is not seen to be a cost of operating committees; it is 
seen as part of a member of Parliament’s normal salary? 
[9.20 am] 

The SPEAKER: No, it does not get charged to the committee. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Just in relation to one of the first questions asked by, I think, the member for South Perth 
on the fit-out of what I will call the fountain staff areas — 

The CHAIR: Can I have a page number or a reference? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 41, “Expenses”, general. With respect to the existing rental agreements in 
place for the 19 staff who will transition over to the fountain area, I am curious to understand when that fountain 
area will come online and when the existing leases will be rescinded. 

The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 

Mr R. Hunter: The people who occupy the second level of 11 Harvest Terrace are IT and finance. I have said that 
the lease currently costs $308 000. That lease is due to expire on 17 December this year and we are currently in 
negotiations. We paid a market price of $596.10 per square metre at the time, and the market is somewhere around 
about half that now. We will immediately get some savings. If we go to a longer term lease, we will get better 
savings. As a consequence of us having to leave that premise in the short term, we have a one-year extension with 
an option of one further year. We are looking at a market price of around $320 to $330 a square metre. That will 
bring about some of those savings I talked about. First of all, it will be about $110 000 in the first year; subsequent 
to that, it will be about a quarter of a million dollars. The occupancy of the fountain accommodation is likely to be 
in about two years. The reason for that relates to the member for South Perth’s question about the $1 million: 
we expect the fit-out will cost somewhere in the order of about $2.4 million. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: So it is $2.4 million for 19 people? 

Mr R. Hunter: Yes—$2.4 million. That is for the fountains to be repurposed. Some that money has already been 
expended, so we have already started that process. We will have $800 000 this year and a subsequent $700 000 to 
$800 00 next year, and we will finish it off in the next financial year. The reason for the time is because we do not 
have the money. If we had $2.5 million now — 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It would be done. 

Mr R. Hunter: — we would occupy it within a year. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In that case, I expect the $2.5 million to be for the entirety of the construction costs 
associated as well as fit-out, or is that just fit-out? 
The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 

Mr R. Hunter: Yes, that includes the demolition and the complete fit-out. Some hefty costs are involved, because 
when something is done even on a retrospective basis—the fountains were built in the late 1960s—we now have 
to make sure that there is universal access. One of the big costs is the installation of a lift that will come from the 
forecourt and drop down to the level of the now fountain area. That is quite a big cost. There will also be 
double-glazing for the front windows because of the freeway noise. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Further to that — 

The CHAIR: Member for Dawesville, if you have a further question, it needs to go through the Speaker. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sorry, do I need to keep referring the question to the Speaker? 

The CHAIR: You need to question the Speaker directly. I know it is weird. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In that case, I have a further question for the Speaker. In relation to the costs associated 
with the construction of the fountain accommodation, are any funds set aside for contingencies in case there are 
any sort of unforeseen construction issues or is that the entire budget? We are stretched as it is in that case. 
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The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 

Mr R. Hunter: As with any project we do, we generally have a contingency amount built into the tender. 
A contingency will be put into that. We hope to save some money when we do the demolition of some of the 
internal walls by putting that into the massive well or big pit that exists there. We hope we can save some money 
on the demolition by putting all the rubble and things in there; we have to landfill it anyway. But, yes, a contingency 
will be built into the tender documentation. That will exist after the close of the project to make sure that we have 
warranties in terms of the build. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I have one last question on this matter, Mr Speaker. Am I to understand, just from the 
explanation from Mr Hunter, that outside the very front of Parliament there will be an exposed lift? Is my 
understanding right? 

The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 

Mr R. Hunter: Yes, there will be a lift. This was a very sensitive issue. It took us three attempts through the 
Heritage Council. I went down to the Heritage Council to present to it on the concept. John Flower Architect put 
together the design for us. One of the things that the Heritage Council looks at when something is done that is an 
addition to a heritage-listed building is that it is either quite contemporary and looks like it is not part of it, or it is 
quite complementary and looks like it has always been there. The preference of the Heritage Council was for 
something that was far more contemporary. It will be a grey concrete–looking structure that sits about, say, six-foot 
high or 180 centimetres above the forecourt. The most important thing is to maintain the vista to and from 
St Georges Terrace and the river as part of the Parliament House Precinct Policy. The Heritage Council was aware 
of that. If we were to stand at the Barrack Street Arch, for example, and look back to Parliament, the first level we 
would see would actually be the very bottom of the first level. We would not actually see the ground level because 
of the elevation. The lift will be obscured by the background. We will not actually see too much; it will not obscure 
any views to Parliament, and from Parliament it will not be obscured either. They were important factors. But, yes, 
it will be a grey, modern, contemporary-looking concrete box, and I am sure Patricia will do something to make it 
look very special. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: On the subject of accessing the offices, was any consideration given to building a tunnel so 
there would be access from, say, the foyer area of the current Parliament to these extended offices, rather than 
building a concrete grey pillar box on top of the existing structure? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It will look a bit weird. 

Mr R. Hunter: Yes, and I imagine Patricia is smiling behind me right now as I answer this question. One of the 
suggestions very early in the piece was the construction of a tunnel. It is actually very expensive to build a tunnel. 
The loose concept was really to have the tunnel come up, if you like, just beyond where G12 is now, which is 
a meeting room in the foyer. I think Hon Robin Chapple’s office was the preferred location, so it would have 
entered there. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: For us, too! 

Mr R. Hunter: It does not address the issue of the universal access because the gradient to drop down to that level 
would not allow universal access for wheelchairs, for example, so we were always going to have to build a lift, 
but if we had the money, the time and the inclination to do it, we would build a tunnel. I have a great desire for 
a tunnel. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Mr Speaker, does a lift well present any security concerns in your mind? Are there any 
security concerns associated with an exposed aboveground lift well? 

The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 

Mr R. Hunter: The public will not be able to enter the lift from the top level. People will need an accredited pass 
or access pass with the right privileges to enter the lift. Predominantly, it will be for things like receiving goods 
et cetera. Depending on who is down there, parcels will be delivered. The current access ways are just steps on 
either side, and universal access obviously will also be needed. The security compound considerations have been 
part of the plan. At the moment I will not go too much into security detail, but in terms of our surveillance of that 
area, at the moment it is reasonably limited, but once the accommodation has been established, there will be high 
levels of security with camera monitoring and patrolling down there. The lift will not land outside the 
accommodation so that people will have to walk across to the accommodation; it will land into the accommodation, 
much like the Legislative Assembly Committee Office where we come up into the building in the foyer. In our 
case, it will come down and will land in that accommodation. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: My question relates to page 48 of the Budget Statements, “Efficiency Indicators”, and it is 
in two parts. The first relates to the average cost per student or members of the public to come along to see 
Parliament House. It is a fantastic program, and the people in the education unit do a great job. Can we be given 
some idea of the sort of numbers we now get? There seems to be a lot more schoolchildren coming to Parliament. 
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Has this program grown? Are we getting enough members of the public coming here, and is there something we 
can do to make Parliament a more interesting place for members of the public to come along to? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: They can always listen to the member for South Perth speak. That is interesting! 

The SPEAKER: Before I go to Mr Hunter, the schoolchildren numbers have increased dramatically. We have had 
to make some changes in what we provide for them. We had a bit of an issue with the muffins, because we just 
could not make enough in our kitchen down there, so we have changed that. But, no, the schoolchildren numbers 
have increased by a huge amount. I will get Mr Hunter to follow up on that. 

[9.30 am] 

Mr R. Hunter: In most years, we get between 14 000 and 15 000 students coming through Parliament. The 
number this calendar year has increased by approximately 11 per cent.  That is largely because of a very good 
strategy that was put in place about 18 months ago about community relations and engagement with both schools 
and the public. For example, there has been a great wealth of information put onto our internet for teachers and 
students in terms of guides, informing them how to run a mock Parliament within their schools and also how to 
engage with Parliament. We have seen numbers increase dramatically. Typically, as the cost to us is relatively 
fixed and volumes have increased—the numbers of people we are seeing—the cost per student will actually go 
down because we are seeing more students. This year we are up around 17 000 visitors. The figure for the public 
is slightly up as well. We average around 45 000 visitors through the door each year. If we keep going with our 
campaigning, we will see more numbers again. 

We have also revised our outreach program, which is when we go out to regional areas, and we have redesigned 
some of the ways that we do that, and we are getting very good results there as well. Just this week, we were in 
Esperance and we had some very good results. We saw something like 600 students and five teachers and some 
people from community areas participate in the outreach program. Our program is not just about bringing people 
to Parliament; it is about bringing Parliament to the people. There are two focuses for that. 
The SPEAKER: Further to that, we have art tours now, which I am sure the member for South Perth will be very 
impressed about. The initiative was launched this year. It is a dedicated art tour of the building. It was developed 
with the generous assistance of voluntary art tour guides from the Art Gallery of Western Australia. That is through 
our Parliament House Art Advisory Committee and Isla Macphail, who has done a tremendous job with that. We 
have had one or two art tours already. It is the people’s house and we want to try to get as many people here as we 
can. The Key to Your House documentary was another way of letting people know what actually happens in 
Parliament and behind the scenes. There is also the cooking program that I hear the member for South Perth might 
be going on! What is the name of the lady who does that? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Nigella! One final question from me on this: I am interested in the number of adults who 
visit this place. Are they local people or tourists? Given the new state government’s push for tourism and bringing 
more people from Asia into Perth, do tourists come to Parliament House or are the visitors mainly local people? 

Mr R. Hunter: It is a combination of both. The public tours, which is probably where the question is aimed at, 
predominantly are tourists. They also might be community groups that gather together and come for a tour. The 
number of people who are coming on tours is prolific. The tours run on Mondays, Thursdays and Fridays. We put 
on an additional public tour to cater for the numbers. If members look at the demographic of the tour groups, they 
will see that it is a mix of visitors to Western Australia and locals as well, because sometimes it is community 
focused. We actually have a community focused tour that we call “Talk and Tour” that often ends with cake and 
coffee and some people in the library providing education on Parliament as well. It is definitely an area of growth 
for the Western Australian Parliament. 

The CHAIR: I remind members of the time. There are two divisions. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to works in progress under the “Asset Investment Program” on page 49 of budget 
paper No 2. The estimated expenditure to 30 June 2017 for the asset refurbishment and replacement program is 
$8.7 million, but the actual estimated expenditure for 2016–17 is $1.032 million. Can the Speaker explain why 
there is a difference? 

The SPEAKER: I will get Ms Ozich to answer that question. 

Ms E.L. Ozich: Each of those columns represents different things. The column to which the member refers is 
$8.7 million. I will go to the estimated total cost first—that is the estimated cost of the program to date plus the 
expected budget to 2023–24, which is the $8.7 million to 30 June plus $1 million a year for each of the following 
seven years. The estimated expenditure to 30 June is the estimated cost of the whole program up until 30 June 2016. 
The figure for the year that has just gone, 2016–17, is just the one year’s cost of the program. That was $1 million 
plus $32 000, which was carried forward from the year prior to that. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: The figure for the total cost obviously stretches back further. 

Ms E.L. Ozich: Yes, it does. 
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Mr R. Hunter: The first number to which the member refers, the $8 million, is a very peculiar number because it 
takes a point in time somewhere back when Treasury had determined it would start counting the capital 
appropriations. The work in progress figure really relates to the capital investment. If we were getting $1 million 
a year and we went back about eight years, we would find a date when Treasury started counting that. That figure 
will increase by $1 million or thereabouts every year from now on. That figure confused me as well because 
obviously we had investments in capital before that period, but that is the time when Treasury started counting it. 
The $8 million gives an impression that we have somehow got a lot of money, but that reflects a period of probably 
eight or nine years’ investment. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to accommodation expenses on page 43 of budget paper No 2. I am curious to 
understand the total cost of the courtyard being repaved. What was the final cost of that design and construction? Can 
the Speaker provide the methodology behind the design and a breakdown of the cost of the enclosure, as it were? 
Also, on what date was that program signed off on? 

Mr R. Hunter: I take your question to include the courtyard in terms of the membrane, the paving and the canopies? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: If we can. 

Mr R. Hunter: Okay. A decision was made about 18 months ago to look for alternatives to put some covers over 
the courtyard. We spend around $30 000 a year of taxpayers’ money bringing in marquees for events, so we looked 
to an alternative to doing that. We had proposed to put an atrium over the top of the courtyard. That required 
a significant investment by government in the order of about $2.4 million. That was not going to be something 
that was supported, although we did try very hard. After that proposal was rejected, we looked at an alternative, 
which was the contemporary-type canopy that members see now. Some people have referred to that as a “bus port”, 
but in a practical sense it provides good shelter. I have noticed that a lot of members are currently using the 
courtyard in a period when they would not otherwise be in the courtyard. Going specifically to the cost, that 
courtyard used to be open; now it has a gymnasium, office accommodation and plant room underneath it. On 
average, we were getting five or six leaks through that courtyard membrane each year and we were basically 
patching holes. The membrane had a layer of sand on it, which was literally tonnes and tonnes of yellow sand from 
the original courtyard design that had to be removed. We also needed to fix the membrane. The cost initially was 
$126 000 to replace the membrane and then we allowed for five square metres of membrane repair and removal 
of the sand. As we do not have very much money, we attempted to reuse the pavers. Unfortunately, when we 
pulled up the sand and we realised that the leaking was a bit more extensive than we initially thought, we had to 
extend the membrane repair and it cost us another $30 000. The initial part, which is in the 2016–17 year, was 
$164 000 — 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Just for membrane repairs? 

[9.40 am] 

Mr R. Hunter: —and the courtyard relaying. We put it on a suspended stilt system called a Buzon, which was 
about reinforcing and giving air between the membrane. So between getting all the guttering right and all the water 
membrane right and suspending it, that was the ambitious plan. I made the decision to reuse the pavers, thinking 
that they would be all right. However, after sitting on a bed of sand for 13 or 15 years their integrity was doubtful, 
and we saw it fail on two occasions at the first function we held, which was unfortunate, and there were some 
subsequent failures. We then decided to go to a more durable paver. We spent $35 000 in the last financial year 
buying new pavers and spent a subsequent $13 000 redesigning the Buzon layout to reinforce the floor. Then, 
unfortunately, because we had to rip up all the pavers and dispose of them and re-lay the others, we spent another 
$98 000. Adding those numbers up, we spent about $300 000 fixing the leaks in the bottom floor, removing the 
sand, re-laying the new pavers and putting in new Buzons, and on the design. That brings us to the last part—that 
is, the canopy that extended by about four times the original canopy—and that cost $77 000. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: To clarify, did the entire process, end to end as it were, cost about $377 000? 

Mr R. Hunter: Yes; over two financial years. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The member for South Perth is chasing me up here. On what date was the decision made to 
install the Buzon system and the canopy? 

Mr R. Hunter: For the specific date, decisions like that are made at management executive committee meetings. 
Given that we had an election on 12 March and a change in the Speakership and the Presidency on 22 May, 
I suggest that the decision was made probably at the first meeting after 22 May, after we had had a failure. I would 
say that decision was made probably between the end of May and early June. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Was it within the fortieth Parliament? 

Mr R. Hunter: Yes. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
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Division 2: Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations, $7 719 000 — 
Ms L.L. Baker, Chair. 
Mr P.B. Watson, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly. 
Mr C.J. Field, Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations. 
Mrs G.M. White, Deputy Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. It is the intention of the chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and 
answered and that both questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration 
of the estimates will be restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the 
consolidated account. Questions must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current 
division. Members should give these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility 
of more than one minister, a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
Mr Speaker may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask Mr Speaker to clearly indicate what supplementary information 
he agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, 
I seek Mr Speaker’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. 
I caution members that if Mr Speaker asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for South Perth. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I note that at page 54 of Budget Statements, under “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness 
Indicators”, it is indicated that 100 per cent of the Ombudsman’s recommendations are accepted by agencies. What 
is meant by “accepted” and who monitors the implementation of these recommendations? 
The SPEAKER: Mr Field. 
Mr C.J. Field: I thank the honourable member for an excellent question. The 100 per cent recommendations 
“accepted” has been the case for the entire 10-year term that I have been Ombudsman. When we make 
recommendations formally under our legislation, which, as many members would know, is the ultimate power of 
the Ombudsman at the end of an investigation, it means that agencies have accepted that recommendation—be it 
to implement a policy, to change a policy or to recommend to government a change of law. It means simply that 
they will accept those recommendations. The point that the honourable member makes is a very critical one in the 
implementation, follow-up and oversight of that. A number of years ago, I committed to this Parliament to go 
somewhat beyond what the vast majority of ombudsmen around the world do—that is, make a very firm 
commitment to inform this place and Parliament generally about the implementation of recommendations. 
Therefore, we have the capacity under our legislation to examine steps taken to give effect to recommendations. 
We do that in two ways. First, we do it in relation to major reports that we table in Parliament. We have done one 
of those already in relation to the prevention and reduction of fatalities arising from family and domestic violence. 
We tabled a major report in Parliament in November 2016 on the steps departments have taken to give effect to 
those recommendations. I will be tabling another very critical report in this Parliament in 2017–18 in relation to 
our 2014 report into the prevention and reduction of youth suicide. Also, generally in relation to the 
recommendations we have made arising from our non-major investigations, I will also report separately to 
Parliament on those recommendations. We have the view that if a recommendation is worth making, we put lots 
of steps into those recommendations: Are they proportionate, material or cost beneficial? Do they solve the 
problem? We put a lot of evidence-based and analytical thought into that. I say with humility that we attempt that 
as much as possible. If we believe a recommendation is worth making, we believe it is worth accepting, and then 
worth seeing that steps have been taken to put it into effect. That keeps me accountable to this Parliament as well. 
If my recommendations were being ignored, members would want to keep me to account, and that is proper; but, 
it also holds government more properly to account for the recommendations it commits to implement. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: As part of that process, does the Ombudsman sometimes have to prod that agency a little 
bit, because although it has accepted a recommendation, it may be a bit slow making the changes that the 
Ombudsman believes should be made, or does the Ombudsman just leave that for his report? 
Mr C.J. Field: Honourable member, we absolutely undertake a fairly major process for the follow-up of those 
reports. It is about not only asking questions about what it has done; we actually go into the agencies and examine 
its materials. We ask for evidence and proof, and if we are not satisfied with that, we go further and ask for further 
evidence and proof. We take that process very seriously. We find that agencies largely are very committed to 
implementing recommendations, but we certainly have the capacity under our reporting to report if steps have not 
been taken. I would expect that that would be a matter of real interest to Parliament when we report those sorts of 
matters. 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH: Does that mean the Ombudsman can say to the people of Western Australia that they can 
have the utmost confidence in the system and in the role of the Ombudsman at the moment? 

Mr C.J. Field: Humility will prevent me saying they ought to have the utmost confidence in me. What I will simply 
say is this: after working in this role for 10 years, I am confident that the government agencies of this state take my 
role as an officer of this Parliament, doing the bidding of this Parliament, very seriously. As I say, they accept our 
recommendations 100 per cent of the time, and they show great efforts to implement the recommendations. If that 
is ever not the case, the first people in this state to hear about that would be this Parliament. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: On page 54 of the Budget Statements, I note a reduction in the target for full-time equivalent 
employees in 2017–18. Family and domestic violence is a significant issue in my community and across 
Western Australia, and the work the Ombudsman does is fantastic. Could the Ombudsman please explain why 
there is a reduction in FTEs, please? 

[9.50 am] 

Mr C.J. Field: I will answer that question in two parts. I thank the member for his comment about our office. 
I assure the member that there will be absolutely no reduction in our commitment to work on reducing the number 
of fatalities from family and domestic violence. We commenced that jurisdiction in 2012. Looking around the 
room, I see a number of honourable members who are very passionate and committed to that space, as every 
member of this Parliament is. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Of course. 

Mr C.J. Field: We are singularly committed to that area. Those areas in the office personally report to me and, 
along with our child death review responsibility, I take it as our most serious responsibility. There will certainly 
be no reduction in the number of full-time equivalents dedicated to that area. Along with all government agencies, 
there has been some reduction in FTE caps. We are incorporating those into continuous improvement programs—
that is, trying to deal with some backroom issues a bit more efficiently. That is a continuous improvement. I can 
certainly say to the member that there will be absolutely no reduction in our commitment and staffing in that space. 
If anything, I intend to increase it over the next few years. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In that case, is it considered that the FTE numbers are sufficient in light of the increasing 
trend of family and domestic violence? 

Mr C.J. Field: I think that is a really important question. At this stage, I believe they are sufficient. Under 
governments of all persuasions, we have always been able to make a case. I appear before the Economic Review 
Committee of the government of the day personally, and in the past I have always found that requests for funding 
have been met with a great deal of positivity. My office operates on the basis that we are spending other people’s 
money. We do not ask for money lightly, but in the past we have been very successful when we have requested 
that money. If we need further resources to tackle the crime of family violence, we will certainly ask for them. At 
this stage, I am comfortable that our current appropriation is sufficient to enable us to do the job that Parliament 
has asked us to do. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate that the Ombudsman has said that he appears before the ERC and has always 
had a reasonably positive response from that subcommittee of cabinet. In that case, why has there been an overall 
reduction in the amount of appropriation to the Ombudsman, and where might that impact? 

Mr C.J. Field: That is an excellent question. The overall appropriations come down to a couple of areas. One is 
the agency expenditure review, which is applicable across a range of agencies in government. Given the overall 
level of appropriation, it is a relatively modest amount in our case. The second relates to some reductions in the 
fiscal year and in the forward estimates period due to the ending of our program of monitoring the Criminal Code 
infringement notices process. That was always a time-limited process and it was always the case that there would 
be a reduction in the relevant fiscal year and in the forward estimates period. First, under the legislation it must go 
to the Minister for Police, and that very major report on monitoring Criminal Code infringement notices will then 
be tabled in Parliament. That will be tabled relatively shortly. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Page 54 of budget paper No 2 states that the average cost per finalised notification of death 
is targeted to increase to $17 500, which is an increase from the estimated actual for 2016–17 of $16 731. Can 
I get an understanding of the reason for that increase? 

Mr C.J. Field: That is absolutely correct. We in that particular case have probably been slightly conservative in 
our projections into the next financial year. In previous years, the budget actual was around $18 500 to $18 950, 
whereas the estimated actual for this year was down to $16 731. We have put into place a number of continuous 
improvement initiatives in that space, so there has been a significant reduction in the cost of reviewing individual 
deaths and fatalities. As a matter of caution, we took a number between its historical cost and its current cost. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is very prudent. 
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Mr C.J. Field: I thank the honourable member for that comment. We would describe it as prudent. We are deeply 
committed—within reason, of course, because that must be done to the quality required—to continuously 
improving and reducing that number to a point. I expect we will see some further reductions, and we will also 
further reduce that targeted number in accordance with that reduction. We always look for more than one year of 
reduction before we do that. We usually look for two to three years of reduction before we lock that target in. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: My question is about page 53, “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. Which state 
government agency received the largest number of complaints about its decision-making and processes, and what 
might be the reason for that? 
Mr C.J. Field: Because of the timing of the estimates this year, our annual report was published just recently, so 
we have that information to hand, which is very useful in providing additional information to the committee. The 
member will see that the number of complaints to our office does not change broadly. Around 70 per cent are 
about the public sector, about 25 per cent are about local government, and five per cent are about universities. 
Within those, the agencies most complained about are corrective services, police and public housing. Those are 
not necessarily the agencies that make the most mistakes or perform the greatest maladministration. They just 
happen to be the ones that generally deal with the greatest number of customers and clients; therefore, accordingly, 
they will have more complaints. We do not generally draw a correlation between those agencies and performing 
poorly. That could be the case, but we do not necessarily draw that correlation. It often happens that they are also 
the agencies that have the most elaborate and sophisticated internal complaint mechanisms. They deal with a lot 
of complaints, but only the most intractable or difficult come through to the Ombudsman’s Office. 
Mr M. HUGHES: Have there been any discernible changes in the agencies represented in those figures? The 
public sector and the local government sector have been referenced. Has there been an increase in reports or 
allegations made to the Ombudsman’s Office about local government? 
Mr C.J. Field: In the time that I have been Ombudsman, that general split with the public sector being 
70-odd per cent, local government being around 20 per cent or 25 per cent, and universities being five per cent to 
eight per cent has been remarkably stable. I think that complaints about local government might be up a bit this 
year. It also depends on overall numbers and the base we are talking about as to how significant that percentage 
might be. Generally speaking, it has been reasonably stable in the 10 years that I have been Ombudsman. I do not 
have this information at my fingertips but it is probably a very similar breakdown for most Australian and 
New Zealand ombudsmen. 
The CHAIR: We are very close to time, members, so, with your permission, I will call the division. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
[10.00 am] 

Division 14: Communities — Services 9 and 10, Seniors and Ageing; Volunteering $84 909 000 — 
Mr T.J. Healy, Chair. 
Mr M.P. Murray, Minister for Seniors and Ageing. 
Mr G. Searle, Acting Director General. 
Ms V. Harvey, Acting Assistant Director General, Strategy and Policy. 
Mr L. Carren, Chief Finance Officer. 
Mr B. Jolly, Interim Executive Director, Regulation and Concessions. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: Good morning. This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard 
will be available the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 
If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I also acknowledge that today is International Talk Like a Pirate 
Day. I look forward to the estimates, on our first day, dealing with that for some time. I caution members that if 
a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the 
online questions system. 
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I give the call to the member for Dawesville. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 248 and the net cost of service under “Payments to Individuals”. I note that 
for the benefits and concessions received by seniors, the 2017–18 budget target is greater than the 2016–17 
estimated actual. What are the key drivers of the growth in costs? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Thanks for the question. The variance in this cost is due to the increase in the number 
of  cardholders expected to receive the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate. This will result in increased payments in 
2017–18 compared with 2016–17. That is the main driver of the increase. As we know, the number of baby boomers 
who are going into this area will certainly increase and the cost that comes along with that will carry on for quite 
some time. The forecasts show that the number of people getting into that area will continue to increase costs. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I understand the attrition of the ageing population but, in light of that, is the agency or the 
minister looking at any other long-term options to try to manage the expenditure growth? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: What the member says is right and as people are living longer these days, that cost is with 
us for longer, so it is a problem. We are looking at it very closely, along with the federal government, which 
recognises this issue of the aged and the longevity of people. In a few years, I think more than 2 000 people a year 
in Australia will live for over 100 years. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Hopefully, many will be in my district! 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I do not think the member for South Perth will get there but — 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have had a hard life! 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: It is an issue that we have to deal with and I understand the question because if we do not 
start to look at it now, we will have a problem in the future. It will catch us if we are not aware of it, so it is a very 
good question. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is the government or the minister considering any potential or future cuts to concessions or 
rebates on the Seniors Card, or can that be ruled out? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will not rule out anything but the budget is done each year and we will cut our cloth to the 
budget—to the money that comes in. We will work with that. I am a very strong advocate for the aged and 
I probably fit some of the criteria when we talk about the aged. We know we have to have some focus in this 
area—more than some—to make sure that people live out their later years in comfort. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: My question also relates to page 248, “Delivery of Community Services, Grants and 
Resources.” I refer to the total appropriations for the delivery of community services, grants and resources. Is the 
department offering services to Western Australian seniors who are the target of card fraud, identity fraud and 
scams? If yes, what are these programs? 
[10.10 am] 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I do not even have to look at my notes. We are very concerned about common complaints 
that come through about scams, card fraud et cetera. One of the scams that we are working on and trying to help 
people with is the phone scams in which older people get confused and say yes when they probably should say no. 
There is a relentless drive by these people trying to stitch up older people. I am sure they do a lot of research before 
they try to defraud elderly people. We are working, again, on a program to assist seniors in that area, whether it be 
card fraud or any other fraud around the place. My department is focussed on that, and we will make sure that, to 
the best of ability—we know that each week there is a new scam; even now there is a scam hotline I think run by 
the federal government—to make sure these people can be assisted. One of the regular complaints, although 
probably not concerning large amounts of money or time taken up, might be about a phone scam involving only 
$50 or $60 in real terms but causes the elderly to become very stressed. I am sure every politician who has been 
in this room will understand that an elderly person can get a bill that they do not understand; they do not even 
know that they have been scammed. They do not understand that. Along with the federal government, we need to 
make sure that we are hard on those people who are instigating the scams. We cannot do it by ourselves. It has to 
be done in conjunction with the federal government. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Is the minister aware or has it been raised with the minister by his department that the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics figures now show that WA has one of the highest rates in the country for seniors 
becoming victims of things like card fraud, identity fraud and scams? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: As I have said, we are aware of those things, but I am not aware of the numbers. As I said 
previously, it concerns me, and we are putting a focus on that. I talk for every politician in this room about the 
number of aged people who come through our doors asking whether something is a scam. There is an old adage 
that says if it is too good to be true, it is usually a scam. Many scams are very sophisticated. Sometimes not even 
a phone call is involved, but a bill is posted to elderly people and they pay it because for those in that age group, 
that is what they do; they pay the bills. We in Western Australia will work very hard to make sure we reduce the 
incidence of scams. 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH: Does the department have any figures or statistics on this that would ring some bells at the 
departmental level? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will handball that to my director. 
Mr G. Searle: Thank you, minister. The primary responsibility for fraud and scams rests with the consumer 
protection agency, not our agency. If there is a particular issue with seniors in that context, I expect the department 
to raise it with us, but it has not at this stage. The primary responsibility is a consumer protection one, not one for 
our department. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Minister, does the department have a process for deciding which areas to prioritise for 
offering services to seniors? How does the department determine which area it needs to put most resources into? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: That is a difficult question. At times, we have to put out spot fires in various areas, so we 
have to move resources. Again, I pass that on to the director. 
Mr G. Searle: The minister is absolutely right. The reality is that we respond to matters of urgency. There are 
some matters that the minister has asked us to start investigating, particularly around elder abuse, which is an issue 
that is growing in our community—awareness is growing. One of the things we are looking at on his behalf is 
whether we need an equivalent of the working with children card to apply across a range of other activities so that 
one card suits multiple purposes. They are the sorts of things we are looking at as almost pre-emptive responses 
to things at the minister’s direction. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Is the minister talking about a working with elders card? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, that is not exactly the way we see it, but we have to make sure that elderly people are 
protected. We talk about elder abuse. Elder abuse is not always about scams; it is about family issues. Sometimes we 
find out about that far too late; therefore, we need a process in which people are comfortable enough to ask for help. 
That is where our encouragement will be. With regard to targeting, if people do not have the confidence in our area, 
they will not come out and ask for help. Sometimes people do not even understand that they are being abused—
whether it be physical, mental or financial. I am sure most people here would have had one or two people come 
through their doors and spoken of a family fight, and said, “My brother has done this”, and “Mum didn’t know that.” 
Those sorts of things happen. It is a bit difficult to say who can be helped and how. Working with children is far 
simpler, whether it be at a football match or other sporting event, and that is quite different from in-house issues. 
I think we have to work more on helping elderly people gain confidence so that they use the hotline and talk to staff 
in the department. That is something I am sure the director general will work on. 
Dr A.D. BUTI: I refer the minister to page 235 of the budget papers collaborated by the third dot point on the 
bottom of page 237. The budget papers note the rise in Western Australia’s ageing population. How is the state 
government responding to the challenge of ensuring that older Western Australians can live well and age in place 
in the communities in which they matter and belong? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That was a well-read question! 
Dr A.D. BUTI: Unbelievable; I thought of it just like that. It is incredible! 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Thank you very much for the question, member for Armadale. It is always difficult for 
a state government to respond to the challenges in front of it with a very, very small budget. We know that the 
previous government spent money here, there and everywhere. However, we are starting to get results in the short 
term we have been here in that we are responding to the challenges of ensuring there are age-friendly communities. 
It is interesting to note that just recently, Western Australia was recognised by the World Health Organization as 
an international leader in the field of age-friendly communities. We intend to build on that. It is not a matter of 
once we get there, we stop. Some areas really on the front foot are places such as Melville, which is recognised 
nearly worldwide for the work it is doing. Government departments are disappointing at times. I better be careful 
who I criticise; they are sitting around me! We spoke with Main Roads about slowing the traffic and increasing 
the walk lights time in which people can walk from one side of the road to the other. It was so difficult that it 
became, “No, we can’t do it.” I think we can do simple things to make our age-friendly communities far better. If 
shops are on the other side of the road from an aged-care home, why should those people not get another couple 
of seconds to get across the road?  
I have seen people struggle with a walking frame or something like that. That type of thing is so simple to fix. My 
view is that that can be done and adjusted to ensure we have age-friendly cities. I will use Melville as an example 
again. The information services in its library are second to none. I recall this because I was on a cross-government 
committee, under the guidance of Margaret Quirk, that looked at that. I congratulate the City of Melville. 
Western Australia was recognised, through an award, as one of the best. Do we stop? No, we do not. We will keep 
working towards that. 
[10.20 am] 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to services and key efficiency indicators on page 248 of the Budget Statements. In 
reference to the recent cuts to Seniors Card rebates and concessions by the state government, I wonder whether 
the agency or the minister is aware of any hardship that has resulted for our seniors. 
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Mr M.P. MURRAY: The additional $1.6 million the member is talking about is due to the signing, after the 
budget, of an extension to the early childhood education and care national partnership. I will ask the 
director general to respond. I have just lost my line there. 
Mr G. Searle: The reductions in seniors’ benefits are very recent. They have not yet flowed through to individual 
seniors in a practical sense, so it is too early to tell what the actual effect of those changes will be. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In light of the fact that the minister previously refused to rule out further budget cuts, will 
the government be taking stock of any hardship incurred as a result of these cuts when considering future cuts that 
might be made to the delivery of seniors’ rebates and concessions? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: As I have said previously, I cannot talk about the next round of budget responsibilities that 
come out of that. We are certainly aware that some adjustments had to be made in this budget. We have tried to 
spread that right across the field. Some people are not taking to that too kindly. It is actually a surprise that 
questions about where the money has gone are coming from the other side. Sometimes I wonder whether there 
was a pile of money in the courtyard and it was just burnt in the middle of the courtyard because I do not know 
where half of it went! In saying that, we have to be responsible. If some people are finding it tough, we need to 
organise them to use the hardship utility grant scheme to get some financial help and relief from the stress that has 
caused them. I will probably say it 100 times here today: the budget is tight. It was not of our doing that the budget 
problems arose. I will have to remind members opposite about that a few more times as the day goes on. We are 
mindful of the pressures that come into all groups right across the board. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to the third dot point from the bottom of page 237. My question is not dissimilar to the 
member for Armadale’s question. Can the minister advise what changes are being considered to ensure services, 
concessions and benefits for seniors in regional WA are well targeted, given the continuing growth of the state’s 
population aged over 60 years? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: The government is committed to supporting the growing number of aged people. I have 
spoken about that previously. I will be repeating some of the things that I have already said. Western Australia is 
recognised as one of the leaders in that area. In the six months of this government, there have been numerous 
meetings around the place to listen to the concerns of people in the age groups—in the northern, southern and 
eastern suburbs. I intend to keep those meetings up so that we know what the real issues are. Sometimes we are 
filtered in government; we do not actually get down on the ground and get dirty to find out what exactly the 
problems are. To me, there is nothing better than meeting people who have the confidence to say, “It’s this”, and 
then one starts to get a feel for that and the government will provide those services accordingly. We are continuing 
with the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate, although there are some changes to the card. We are working through that. 
Most people understand that. To be quite honest, the number of people coming through my door is not as bad as 
I first expected. People accept that maybe that was a bit generous. It has to be remembered that for many seniors 
there have been no changes to the federal government’s concession card. Seniors will be listened to. We will try 
to assist on many occasions. We spoke about the spot fires before. We will target that. We will make sure that we 
try to make people’s lives as comfortable as possible within the constraints of the budget we have. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Will the minister commit to consulting with regional communities before making any changes 
to services, concessions and benefits for seniors in regional WA? I guess I also refer to the likes of the fuel card, 
which does not increase along with the consumer price index. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I certainly will be consulting with people in regional areas. I do not think the political scene 
has previously done that overly well. Some of the issues put out there by the previous government were imposed 
on people. The consultation sometimes missed the point. As I said, I am a grassroots type of person; I like to get 
out there and talk to those groups. I will be doing that. In fact, I will be going on a bit of a road trip soon. I hope 
to see the member around the traps. I am not quite sure where he lives yet. Most country National Party politicians 
have moved into the city. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I live in Katanning. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I get a bit lost about where regional services come from—for example, when rubbish bins 
are picked up and those sorts of things—compared with those in the city. People do not quite understand that 
their trolley has to be wheeled about six kilometres to the nearest gate. That distance gets a bit far for a person 
aged 65 or 66. In saying that, we will give a commitment that we will be out there looking at and working with 
communities to make sure we understand not only the city issues, but also the country issues. 

Mr M. HUGHES: My questions related to elder abuse and the concessions on page 237. I think the minister, in 
replying to the questions put to him by members of the opposition, has adequately answered my questions about 
the ways in which the government is seeking to protect seniors from elder abuse.  

[10.30 am] 

The CHAIR: Is there a question the member would like to ask and a reference page number? 

Mr M. HUGHES: No. The questions that I wanted to put have been answered. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 239, “Outcome, Services and Key Performance Information” in relation to 
the machinery-of-government changes and the amalgamation of a range of agencies that the minister now oversees. 
I am curious to understand the tenure of the minister’s chief executive officer. As part of those amalgamations, 
how long does the chief executive officer have left under his contract, and when will that expire? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Firstly, I will expand on the machinery-of-government reforms. We have to do that before 
we talk about contracts et cetera. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sure; I will wait. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I am very pleased to say that within two months of taking office, the state government took 
its first steps with changes to the machinery of government. This was not received well in some areas, but it is 
something that had to be done. I have a couple of notes here about the changes. We had 41 departments compared 
with 22 in South Australia, 20 in Queensland, 10 in New South Wales and seven in Victoria. It showed that we 
had to have change. It was very good to see the Premier, Mark McGowan, announce that very early in the piece 
so that people knew where we were headed. Has it been received well in the community? Yes, very well. I talk to 
local governments now and say it is about time they also looked at making changes. I spoke to one local 
government the other day that had 16 committees. It was a very similar situation, with all these duplications, and 
they come at a cost. We are bringing it back. The workload for some of the public servants and the management 
of those changes will be difficult, and, as we move forward, there will be different changes along the way. 
However, I have not heard one person from the business community—at Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia meetings, or in town, out of town or anywhere else—criticise these changes. In fact, people 
have praised the changes. One of the biggest grizzles that we hear in here is about red tape. We hear complaints 
about red tape all the time and how things are being held up by departments because they have to go from one 
department to another. We are very keen to make sure that is removed. The previous government also had an 
agenda of removing red tape. I think in some cases it did, and I am not being critical about that, but it probably did 
not go far enough for the business community to have the confidence to say, “I can get that through in three months, 
which previously took me 12 months.” We still hear about how things are being held up because of the involvement 
of different departments, and, in many cases, one department after another working on the matter. To be able to 
bring them under the one banner and into the one room is good for Western Australia. 
As far as contracts for people are concerned, I am not down to that level, so I will hand over to Mr Searle. It is 
a difficult matter. Before I hand over officially, some people might not want to take the contracts that have been 
offered, and others will take them on. However, as this change progresses, we do not want to tie people into 
something for two or three years or maybe the full term of government when it is quite obvious that the job will 
not be there. Would Mr Searle like to say anything? I understand that it is a very difficult one for Mr Searle, but 
I am sure that his professional attitude will guide him. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: He has had about four minutes to think of an answer, so here we go. 
Mr G. Searle: Thank you, minister, and thank you, Mr Chair. I am currently operating under an extension of my 
housing contract, which expires in October next year. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Has the director general informed the minister or the government that he is not intending to 
pursue an extension of that contract or resubmit himself for director general of this agency? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I had a bit of trouble hearing that. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Given the extension of the housing contract, has the director general informed the minister 
that he will not be extending his contract with the government? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: That is up to him to decide. My workings already with the director general have been 
absolutely professional. 
A government member interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am referring to the machinery-of-government changes on page 239. He is a public servant, 
mate. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Are you listening to me? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am sorry, that was the chorus to my left.  
Mr M.P. MURRAY: He is absolutely professional. It is his right to talk about contracts and to work out where he 
wants to go into the future. It is absolutely his right, and we have had some brief discussions, if you like, on those 
issues. However, I will not put him on the spot again; he just filled in that little gap. I am very pleased with the 
way he has handled the situation and we will leave it at that. It is very personal, and we should be careful with 
those sensitivities. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will rephrase my question. As sensitive as the answer might be, I appreciate the minister’s 
guidance on that matter. Have there been many people within the agency who have informed the minister or his 
director general that they will not be continuing with the agency as a result of the difficulties, as the member cited 
before, with those amalgamations? 
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The CHAIR: This question is not directly related to the previous one. Is the minister happy to answer, otherwise 
we will move to another question? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It relates to part of the machinery-of-government changes, Mr Chair. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Personally, no, but within the departments, there probably are some people not continuing. 
We are still in the process of change, so work will need to be done on those areas. If a person does not want to be 
there and they want to leave, that is not my business or the business of the department. That is a personal decision 
and I do not think we should be discussing people’s lifestyles or what they want to do in the future; we should 
leave that well alone. If a person was working for the member and they wanted to leave, would the member have 
a general inquiry into the matter? No, I do not think so. We may ask why and how and if we can assist that person 
to stay in the job, and we have worked through those matters, but we are not going to have a public inquiry about 
a personal position. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: My question relates to page 237 and the fifth dot point from the bottom, which is about 
volunteering and states — 

The social, economic and cultural value of volunteering in Western Australia is estimated at $39 billion 
per annum. 

How is this figure calculated and what is the forecast change in this number over the forward estimates? In other 
words, will we see a decline in the number of volunteers, given the generational change, or does the department 
expect that there will be more volunteers out there? 
[10.40 am] 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Volunteering is a major part of the Australian way of life. On last count, it was worth 
approximately $39 billion per annum to our state—a huge amount. Last night, member for South Perth, we were 
at the Western Australian Football League’s awards, which recognised its volunteers. What they did not say at that 
event was that for the volunteer of the year award it received 2 000 applications. That is only a small part of the 
volunteers involved with football. They were the volunteers who people wanted to be recognised. If I recall rightly, 
they said that there were about 40 000 volunteers for football in the country and the city—a huge number of people. 
Imagine if they all went on strike for a day. The whole thing would fall over and football would stop. That is just 
one area of volunteering. 
When we look into whether there will be more or fewer volunteers, we are working very hard to increase those 
numbers. When I first read the list of portfolios I have—seniors, ageing volunteering and sport—I thought it would 
be a bit difficult, but the synergies are very, very close. A lady has been timing athletics for over 40 years at the old 
Perry Lakes stadium. People like her are worth gold to our state. They reckon that she can get down to within half 
a second of an electronic time of a person’s run; she is that good at her job and she has been there that long. When 
we look at volunteering, we have to encourage volunteers. One of the problems we have when people retire is that 
they take off and do a lap around Australia and a bit of fishing, but they then become bored. If we do not stimulate 
them to come out and volunteer in the community, we will have problems keeping volunteering up to scratch. 
The number of volunteers in Australia is unique. It is quite different from many other parts of the world. Volunteers 
in Japan are virtually organised by corporates, whereas Australian volunteering is something people do if they 
want to do it. In Japan, volunteering is part of people’s jobs. That concerns me. I see some of that happening in 
Australia with the corporates. People do corporate volunteering, but they will not contribute to day-to-day 
volunteering in the future. That is a bit of a concern to me, because I do not think that is the way we should go; we 
should be encouraging everyone whether it is grandfathers or younger people into that volunteering area. We have 
to make sure we keep people volunteering. Nothing pleases me more—as I am sure the member for South Perth 
knows with his sporting background—when I go to a junior football match than seeing the 15-year-old and 
16-year-old kids umpiring, running the boundaries and doing the flags. They do it not because they want to be 
footballers, but because they love to be involved and so they volunteer at junior football. There are so many areas 
people can volunteer. 
I talked about the older people who have been around for many years. Under that, “The Economic, Social and Cultural 
Value of Volunteering to Western Australia” report came out in 2015. If the member for South Perth has nothing to 
do this weekend because the Eagles are not playing, he might want to sit down and have a read of that report. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am trying to nail the minister down here, but it is very hard to nail him down. I asked how 
the figure of $39 billion was calculated. What predictions does the department have going forward about what that 
figure might become? Looking back, what was that figure at the start of the previous term of government? In other 
words, can the minister paint some sort of picture of whether more or fewer people are volunteering, and what are 
we looking at into the future? How did we come up with $39 billion? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: As I just said, the economic impact of volunteering report 2015 explains that to some degree. 
On the $39 billion, of course, there are no lag times in these reports, and they certainly carry over from a couple 
of years ago. The census and other agencies pick up a lot of this information, so there is always a lag time. We did 
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not come into government and within six months run around and find out that the figure was $39 billion. The 
figure was already out there and there are reports we can look at. I suggest that the member for South Perth read 
that report this Saturday afternoon. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Is the minister’s departmental chief sitting alongside him happy that we are getting plenty 
of volunteers, that there are no problems in the community and that there is no need for any programs to get more 
people into volunteering? What sort of science or evidence does the department have to say whether we have 
a looming problem in volunteer numbers? When I go out, people say to me that baby boomers are not the greatest 
volunteers; the previous generation was better. Are future generations going to be as good at volunteering as we 
have had in the past? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will hand over to the director general to give a bit more depth to the answer if that is what 
the member is chasing. 
Mr G. Searle: I thank the honourable member for the question. It is clear that a range of service organisations 
particularly are struggling compared with where they were placed a generation ago—whether we look at Lions, 
Rotary or any of those sorts of groups. However, last year, the state government invested nearly $1.5 million to 
try to support volunteer activities, ranging from 15 volunteer development services across the state—six in the 
metropolitan area and four in the regions—to over $600 000 for Volunteering WA to provide sector support for 
community-based organisations, grant funding to Thank a Volunteer Day, with 62 of those events run around the 
state, and sponsorship of the WA State Volunteering Conference. We are very concerned about the need to create 
an environment in which volunteers are recognised and valued by our community for the role that they play, and 
people are encouraged to use their spare time to provide value back into their community. We probably think that 
it is an undervalued resource, but one we need to ensure is appropriately recognised. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Can I just add a bit to that answer. When we look at volunteers, sometimes we look 
shallowly at our own space. When we think about people who are justices of the peace or firefighters, volunteering 
is very broad across the state and it is a very big umbrella that we put out. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Surf lifesavers. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: That is right. It is from one end of the state to the other. As the director general said, we will 
work on programs to assist them. As usual, I will tell a story. I visited a volunteering group and I asked members 
how they did things and how they organised their volunteers. Sometimes we cause problems in volunteering groups 
by giving people a job but not telling them exactly how to do it, when to do it or when they can knock off. The 
first Saturday, the volunteers come out and they will work from eight o’clock and do their bit around whatever 
club they are at, but no-one tells them when they can go home. They feel a bit embarrassed about that. By three 
o’clock, they have just about had the bomb, and are looking for a beer, but they are still there. Next Saturday, they 
do not come back. I think this is a great story. One of the clubs told me that they give their volunteers an A4 piece 
of paper with their job on it, and tell them that when they finish it, they can go. The volunteer then knows exactly 
what is needed and how to do the job, and there are no arguments about people doing each other’s jobs—people 
tend to get a bit protective of their area. Volunteers have a sheet and the club members have a running sheet and 
once the work is done, the volunteer can go home. People honestly feel a bit embarrassed about saying that they 
are going home if there is no cut-off time. Those are the types of things that we, as a government, can help different 
groups with to encourage volunteers to come back. There are many different ways to do that. As I said, there is 
a very broad spectrum of people—from Kununurra to Collie—who volunteer. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to page 237 of the Budget Statements and the third dot point from the bottom of the 
page. The “Ageing in the Bush Report” released in 2015 by the WA Regional Development Council identifies the 
creation of age-friendly communities as one of the key elements for holistic support and care for older people. 
What funding has been committed each year over the forward estimates to support regional Western Australia in 
the development of age-friendly communities? 
[10.50 am] 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I am well aware of some of the problems about ageing in country areas. Some of the smaller 
communities are not able to put up an aged-care home because the numbers alone will not sustain the aged-care 
home. 
“Ageing in the Bush” is something that, yes, we are well aware of. Yes, we are working on that to make sure that 
we can allow people to stay in the environment they have lived and worked in all their lives. I have seen family 
groups split up if mum has had to come to Perth for care because it might be 200 kilometres away. She will not get 
visits from the family, and those sorts of things are very concerning to me. We will work with and alongside the 
groups out there. I have said I will be doing the road trip. We really want to understand each community. I am sure 
the member understands that every community is treated as a village; each one has a different want. If we take 
a broadbrush approach, sometimes we miss people. It is very hard for a government to get down to each individual, 
so that is not what I am talking about. In communities where we have to work to make sure those people can stay 
there, we will be doing that. To answer the member’s question on the finance line item, I will move over to — 
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Mr G. Searle: It looks like I win! 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I did look both ways! 

Mr G. Searle: Thank you, minister. Thank you, Chair. I thank the honourable member for the question. A significant 
number of things are in place for funding seniors in general. A couple of those things are very specific around 
regional Western Australia, particularly the regional public transport discount that is available to Seniors Card 
holders and, as was earlier mentioned, the Country Age Pension Fuel Card that is currently available. There is no 
specific funding other than those targeted at regional communities, but the minister said that the new government 
is about to embark on a number of discussions with people in the bush and will guide its policy development based 
on those discussions. 

The CHAIR: Any further questions? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yes, if I can have some latitude here, my question relates to the royalties for regions 
expenditure on page 224 of budget paper No 3, ageing in the bush and a regional aged-care accommodation 
program. Originally $46.3 million was allocated, and now for 2018–19, there will be $500 000; for 2019–20, there 
will be $3 million; and for 2020–21, there will be $19.2 million. My concern is that six aged-care projects 
throughout the regions have now basically been put on hold, and those figures in the out years will be applied. 
I am concerned that one of those projects has been jeopardised and we have lost federal funding of potentially 
$10 million. I would just like the minister’s response. As to the $19.2 million in the forward estimates, was there 
any potential to bring some of that forward—bring $10 million forward—to acquire the federal funding that was 
up for grabs? 

The CHAIR: Minister, are you happy to respond? It is outside of — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will just be very brief on this one. I understand the question, but that is not in my area. The 
finance for royalties for regions is under Minister MacTiernan. I expect the member will put a question on notice 
to her. 

The CHAIR: Any further questions? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: No, that will do, thanks. 

Mrs L.M. O’MALLEY: The minister and director general have already answered this in a reasonable level of 
detail. However, I refer back to volunteering on page 237 of the Budget Statements, which of course notes the huge 
value of volunteering to Western Australia. Are there any other new initiatives the minister would like to expand 
upon that are helping volunteering in WA go from strength to strength? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, I thank the member for the question. It was great to see that not so long ago the 
member was running forums to assist people in the aged-care and volunteering areas. That is the type of thing we 
are talking about when we talk about having that connection with the community. I congratulate the member for 
Bicton on doing that. I think it is a sign of her being a very good member in the future. If we do not hold things 
like forums, we do not understand what is actually needed. The problem is where to start on where we are going. 
Eighty per cent of Western Australians aged 15 years and over—maybe the member for South Perth understands 
this—volunteered in 2014. That is what I mean about that lag time. That was a statistic that was pulled out in 2014. 
Think about that just by itself—80 per cent is tremendous. Whether the volunteering is in disabilities or other 
areas, I think we must support them. We must work through and support them down the line in that area. 
I encourage all members of Parliament to be out there holding forums such as those of the member for Bicton 
because we get an understanding. We can help by having the pamphlets and booklets they need for different areas 
to get out and connect with their communities as volunteers. We are also forming a volunteer reference group so 
that the lead bodies can come in and give us some advice. With the reference groups, the lead bodies sort of tie it 
up so that it becomes manageable by the departments. If we think about who can volunteer and what they can do, 
I have previously said that there are no boundaries. If little Johnny from down the road goes and mows 
Mrs Brown’s lawn up the road, he is still a volunteer. Should we encourage that and should we assist those sort of 
programs to come in? Yes. They are really useful at the grassroots. To think that 80 per cent of people volunteer—
I do not think we will ever get to 90 per cent — 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: A lot of schools have programs now for kids to go out to work. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Yes. Also there are programs for kids to just walk through aged-care facilities and talk to 
the people in there; it makes their day. It is so simple. People can just do a bit of volunteering for a couple of hours 
a week. It builds character and our quite special Australian way of life. It also saves the state $30 billion-odd. We 
remind people about the $41 billion debt; if we did not have volunteers, we could put $36 billion on top of that. It 
is a very, very big debt, and thank goodness for volunteers. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 239 of the Budget Statements and the machinery of government changes, and 
page 259 on the costs of employee benefits. I am curious as to the interim corporate executive structure. Has that 
been finalised as yet? 
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The CHAIR: Minister. I am conscious of the time, so if the minister can keep his responses as accurate as possible. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I can answer that question very quickly. No. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Excellent. Thank you. I am conscious of the time as well. I have only two further follow-up 
questions. Does the minister have an expectation as to when the interim corporate executive structure will be 
finalised and when contracts will be offered? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: As the member understands, sometimes these things have to be worked through. That is 
exactly where it is at the moment, so, no, I cannot give the member that answer. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister. 
The CHAIR: Any further questions? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I have a final question. Is the minister aware of anyone in the interim corporate executive 
who has indicated to the minister or his office that they will not reapply for their positions once they are finalised. 
[11.00 am] 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I think I made it very clear previously that that is a personal decision. If people have done 
that, I will leave it at that. That is their personal decision. They have spoken to me on a personal note and I do not 
think — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: They have spoken to you on a personal note? Is that what the minister said? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I said that if they have spoken to me, I see that as on a personal note and a personal issue. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 22: Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries — Services 20, 21 and 22, Sport and 
Recreation, $96 988 000 — 
Ms L.L. Baker, Chair. 
Mr M.P. Murray, Minister for Sport and Recreation. 
Mr D. Ord, Director General. 
Mr D. Rosielle, Chief Financial Officer. 
Mr G. Brimage, Interim Executive Director. 
Mr R. Hurst, Project Director, Perth Stadium. 
Mr R. Mann, Executive Director, Strategic Projects, Department of Finance. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, 
I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 
2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for Roe. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to page 370 of budget paper No 2 and the heading “Spending Changes”. Under 
“Election Commitments” is a line item “Collie Mineworkers Memorial Pool” with a $2 million allocation. What 
exactly will this $2 million allocation fund? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Thanks for the dorothy dixer! As members know, in every election cycle, every candidate 
makes promises, as the member for Roe has done in his electorate, on behalf of the community. I consulted with 
people in my community. As members know, Collie is regarded as one of the coldest towns in Western Australia 
in winter, getting down to minus four or five in that area. The request from the community was for an indoor 
heated pool so that people could have a heated swimming, exercise and rehab facility all year round. It is a mining 
town and many people have back injuries and need water therapy. It certainly was something that I put forward to 
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the community, and then spoke with people from the swimming club, who have inadequate facilities and need 
a storage area for their gear, such as ropes, and office space. Having recently seen some statistics on drowning in 
inland areas, the government believed that a pool where kids could be taught to swim in comfort would be most 
welcome in the community. Many other communities already have those facilities. Along with that, I talked to my 
government colleagues who agreed that it would be something that would be worthy and well thought of within 
the community. Many other people around this room have made promises that they have not always fulfilled, as 
we have certainly heard. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: We do not have a pool in South Perth. None of our kids can swim! 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Maybe we need to have a look at that and see why the kids are going down to the river and 
whether the Swan River is even fresh enough or clean enough to swim in. Maybe we could get some reeds planted 
along the bank so they cannot get into the river to swim. 
Let us be honest about this: other towns have heated swimming pools. There is nothing unique about this pool; it 
is about having a facility that people have asked the government for. It was my job as the local member, not the 
minister, at the time to promote what people in the community wanted and that is what I did. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I come from Katanning, which is nearly as cold as Collie, so I know whom to come to when 
I need a heated pool there. How much is the project expected to cost in total? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: That is up to the shire itself. I do not see the money that was put in the budget as being 
anywhere near enough to build a full-blown 25-metre swimming pool, with office space for the swimming club. 
It is up to the community to make a decision on whether it wants to fundraise or borrow money through the local 
government to have that pool built. I am certainly well aware that $2 million will not build a state-of-the-art 
swimming pool. Looking at some of the areas, you should be very careful what you wish for. For example, 
Port Hedland finds it very difficult to fund what it has in its area. Whether it be a swimming pool, a sporting 
stadium or anything else in this state, we have seen moneys expended through royalties for regions and now people 
are asking for funding for the ongoing cost of the facilities. That makes it very difficult for any government coming 
in to say that it will pick up for the community a tab of $2 million or $3 million a year to run a facility. I am not 
talking about any particular area, but just generally. That is something that I will be very aware of when people 
make a final decision on this pool. 
The other thing I want to make sure that people understand is that no longer can they come to government with 
their hand out for the full amount of anything required in those areas of sport and recreation or any passive areas 
as well. They just cannot keep coming back.  
It is my intention that, through the department, grants be based on a sinking fund. That means that a percentage of 
turnover through the gate will go into a fund for future renewal. It is okay that those clubs have up-front costs, but 
when they go through that 10-year cycle and something needs to be renewed, whether it be new turf for a bowling 
club or a hot-water system for a footy club, money should be put aside for those sorts of things. I come back to my 
favourite sport, football. Some clubs pay certain footballers $600 or $900 to play games on Sundays, yet they 
cannot find the money to pay for hot-water systems when they break down. 
[11.10 am] 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: They want to win games. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Those days have well and truly gone. Clubs must now make sure that—most of them do, 
whether they are bowling or footy clubs—a small percentage of their turnover goes into a sinking fund for the next 
round of renewals needed in the future. Clubs—I will use bowling clubs as an example—will no longer be able to 
come to government every 10 years and ask for a handout to help pay for the renewal of their turf when it has worn 
out. Do most clubs put away any money for those sorts of things? Most of them do not. I think that is an attitude. 
Could they put up the price of beer by 5c a glass and put that money into a sinking fund? They certainly could. I want 
that type of thinking ingrained in clubs—that compulsion to make sure that after 10 years they can contribute. 
I visited a hockey club in, I think, Warwick—somewhere in the northern suburbs—the other day. That club 
contributed $600 000 towards its facility. What a remarkable effort. There was some avocado joke going around; 
they must have sold a million avocados to fundraise because everyone was saying how they just hated avocados. 
Members should think about that. That club put $600 000 into their facilities; other clubs have put in nothing. 
I think that is totally wrong, and it is not our way. Everyone must pull their weight, and we will be looking at that 
very carefully. 
I cannot let the member off too easily so I will come back to the Collie pool. Yes, it is something that the 
community wants. Yes, it is in the estimates. Will it be $2 million? If the community wants to spend $10 million, 
that is their business, not mine. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: On page 370, under the heading “Spending Changes”, I note a considerable increase in the 
line item “Local Projects Local Jobs”, from $3.5 million to $8.7 million. Could the minister detail what that 
estimated $8.7 million for Local Projects, Local Jobs will be spent on? Where will this money be spent? What is 
the process of allocating the funding, and how are those decisions made? 
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Mr M.P. MURRAY: If the member for South Perth wants me to go through every grant under Local Projects, 
Local Jobs, I could be here for a week. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: If we can get that on notice, that would be fine. Could the minister itemise what those local 
projects will be and where the money will be spent? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will take that question on notice. I must say that only 62 per cent of those grants have been 
processed at this stage, because, again, we are making sure that when the grants go out, there are some criteria and 
we are not just throwing money into the air. We want to see bang for our buck, to say the least. We want jobs to 
be created in those areas. We want money to be spent locally in those areas. It is not about just saying, “I want”; 
it is about making sure that the facilities being funded are appropriate and are also connected to the community. 
The CHAIR: I think the minister has agreed to provide a complete breakdown of the projects and activities funded 
under Local Projects, Local Jobs in his portfolio. 
[Supplementary Information No A2.] 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: The minister said that not all projects have been finalised. To come up with a figure of 
$8.741 million, there must be a list of projects that will make up that amount. The minister must know where the 
money will be spent, but the paperwork has not been finalised. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: That is right. As I have been reminded, they are election commitments that have not been 
finalised. But, certainly, when we did our budget before the election, they were put into funding areas to make sure 
that we could afford them. They were put in right at the start and they were costed. I am a bit shy about using that 
old saying “fully funded, fully costed” that I have heard somewhere before! 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: We will be checking on that, minister; we will be making a few inquiries. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: We made sure that each one was itemised, and that is where the money will be going. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: This is a very important issue, minister. The government has talked about delivering local 
jobs. At page 80 of “WA Labor’s Plan for Jobs” it defines “local suppliers” as those located in Western Australia, 
Australia and New Zealand. Does that mean that the Labor Party’s local jobs election commitment is really just 
about Western Australian jobs, or not? 
The CHAIR: Member, you have to ask questions within this minister’s purview. If the member for South Perth is 
asking a question in general terms about WA Labor’s election commitments under the Local Projects, Local Jobs 
program, this is not the place to ask it. It would be better asked of the Premier. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have a point of order, not to be disrespectful. The minister talked about local jobs as part 
of this line item. 
The CHAIR: Yes, it is within his line items. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Basically, I am asking the minister to define what “local jobs” means under all these 
projects, because we all would like all these jobs to be done by a local workforce. Can the minister guarantee that 
that will happen? 
The CHAIR: I still maintain, member, that it is not in this minister’s remit to answer a broad question about the 
entire Local Projects, Local Jobs program. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have rescinded that question and have asked another. 
The CHAIR: Please ask it again so that I understand it. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: The minister said that this is about creating jobs, which is what the government wants to 
do, and that is great. Can the minister guarantee that all these jobs will be sourced locally? 
The CHAIR: In the minister’s portfolio, specifically. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: In the minister’s portfolio, which has an allocation for “Local Projects Local Jobs” of 
$8.741 million. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I do not know how far the member wants me to go back when I discuss this issue, because 
when I talk about local jobs, do we look at the light switch that may have been produced in Taiwan and whether 
that should have been made locally? It is very difficult to determine that. I will hand over to the director general 
to explain the terminology. 
Mr D. Ord: “Local Jobs Local Projects” will be disseminated through a range of contract arrangements, including 
partnerships with local government; most of those are with local government. Local government and state 
government are required to work under procurement guidelines, the State Supply Commission et cetera. That, of 
course, picks up competition policy and other regulations. We will, obviously, be delivering the projects, consistent 
with the requirements under a range of legislation, with local governments and the state government. Of course, 
there is a high priority on local employment. These will be mostly small contract works that are likely to go to 
small or medium-sized businesses in local areas, and they are being targeted accordingly. We have to be consistent; 
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hence the references to the coverage that the member has referred to are due to the fact that we have to comply 
with our broader obligations under policies. Otherwise, we will contract those either directly or indirectly through 
local government. 

[11.20 am] 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Further to that, who chose what projects should be funded? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: If the member wants to go right back, it comes back to the communities themselves, really. 
People in each community were asked what they would like. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: When was that—what year? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: It was when we were in opposition and working very hard while the Liberal Party was 
spending the money. We worked very hard in our communities to find out what people wanted and put a list 
together. Hundreds of projects were knocked off that list because we did not think they were appropriate. Many 
people were disappointed about that. We did not just blast around the place with a broad base and say, “Here, you 
can have this.” It was a structured approach, which we worked very hard on in opposition to make sure that we 
were connected with our communities so that the money expended would create jobs in those communities. I do 
not see that there should be any criticism whatsoever along these lines. It is about the process that happens every 
four years. The other side made many promises. In my area, $3.5 million was promised for a motor sports complex. 
I knew that the state could not afford that so we brought that back in. Were they cranky with me? Yes, they were. 
We worked with communities to make sure the appropriate guidelines were followed and the appropriate costings 
were made, and then we put them into the budget. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Further to that, are there guidelines that demonstrate that an evidence-based approach was 
taken by the agency in funding these projects? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Because we are talking about guidelines, I will hand over to the director general. I am sure 
that he will satisfy the member with the guidelines. 
Mr D. Ord: Each of the projects identified as an election commitment has been subject to a due diligence process 
through the department working with the relevant local government authority. Much of this is around upgrades to 
current infrastructure or the like. We are not just distributing the funds. We are doing it on a business case by 
business case approach, particularly because there are often allied investments from local government. On top of 
that, the projects will go through competitive tendering if they are above the tender limits. If a particular project 
does not meet the threshold criteria or, as the minister said, there are good question marks around recurrent funding, 
we will bring those back to the local government and ask it to evaluate the project on its merits again. The 
commitments are running well to schedule and those planned for this year are well advanced in their planning. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is the minister aware of any projects that have been funded that are inconsistent with the 
guidelines that have been set down by his agency? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Is the member asking whether there were any that did not fit the guidelines? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Are there any projects that have been funded in this budget that are inconsistent with the 
guidelines just outlined by the director general? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I am certainly not aware of any. If any criticism has come back to me, it is that the guidelines 
are too strict. I have had some requests whereby people have changed their minds in six months and have said, 
“No, I do not want that anymore; I want something else.” We have been quite tough on that. They have to go back 
and put a new business case to us. That has been the department’s stance all the way through, and I think it should 
be. They thought it was the number one priority when they first asked for that project. Did they do their homework? 
Obviously not, if six months later they have changed their minds. Sometimes that may have been due to gear 
failure or those sorts of things. We would then adjust accordingly to help out that club or group. We need to have 
a rigorous approach, even for the smaller ones—even Girl Guides has been asked to make sure that all the 
paperwork is done properly—to make sure that it is accountable to that group and the money is not just frittered 
away. There have been requests for variations. It would be a very big surprise to me if projects have gone through 
that did not fit those guidelines. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is the minister willing to table the guidelines? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I do not see any problem with that. 
The CHAIR: Minister, would you repeat what you are going to table, for the benefit of Hansard. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will table the guidelines for “Local Projects Local Jobs”. 
[Supplementary Information No A3.] 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I draw the minister’s attention to the heading “Income Statement” on page 392. One of the 
line items under “Income from State Government” is an appropriation from the royalties for regions fund. Can the 
minister give a breakdown of the programs funded through royalties for regions in the sport and recreation 
portfolio? 
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Mr M.P. MURRAY: It is on the borderline whether it fits or does not fit, but I have some information that has 
been handed to me. It is a grant summary of the royalties for regions fund. Can we table this? 
The CHAIR: Minister, you cannot table papers during estimates. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will take the pleasure of reading out all the grants. Members should sit back and enjoy the ride. 
The CHAIR: Member, it is totally okay to give a copy to members, but you cannot table it. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I think the member deserves to listen to it. 
The CHAIR: Certainly. Go ahead, minister. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: The allocations in 2017–18 under royalties for regions were regional athlete support 
program, $1 million; community pool revitalisation, $500 000; wheelchair access for Bunbury Bowling Club, 
$200 000; completion of sporting event precinct at Centennial Park, Albany, $3 million; and water playground in 
Kununurra, $590 000. Planning towards a motorplex in Albany was allocated $250 000. I must put a rider on that, 
which is that we have an overall strategy for motorsports in Western Australia. Albany comes under that plan. 
Many towns want a motorplex, but it is not feasible for every town to have one. It is about being strategic. People 
in Kalgoorlie, Albany and down through Collie—even Busselton—have asked for one. We have an overall plan 
for the state for motorsports issues. 
To move to the forward estimates, the regional athletes program will continue. There will be $4 million of upgrades 
to Hay Park in Bunbury. Dalyellup Beach Surf Life Saving Club, which has been on the agenda for 20 years that 
I know of, has been allocated $300 000. Eaton Bowling and Social Club has been allocated $2 million. It had the 
great idea of incorporating the community by bringing in not only the bowling club but also other clubs, including 
child care and those sorts of things. I encourage any club to think about cross-sharing and putting groups together. 
I think that is great. The Centennial Park completion—the great expansion down there in Albany—has been 
allocated $3.922 million. There are a few other smaller allocations, which I am sure will be well received, 
including looking at building an artificial surfing reef around the coast. Further out, there will be some money for 
Broome. There will also be an enclosure for the Collie Mineworkers Memorial Pool! I just thought I would remind 
everyone about that one. 
[11.30 am] 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Lo and behold! 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: There are quite a few projects on that list from royalties for regions. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Is the regional talent development network in that mix as well, minister? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Yes. It certainly is there and it is something I am well aware of. Why should young people 
with ability be denied a chance? I met a parent whose daughter plays hockey and is trying out for the state team. 
I understand the cost to communities. I was sad to hear that the two daughters of a lady in Esperance, in the 
member’s area, had to drop out of the program because the cost of bringing up the kids from Esperance was 
prohibitive. That is why $1 million of funding is allocated to that into the future. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Madam Chair, the opposition has quite a few questions we would like to ask about the new 
Perth Stadium. Would it be okay for us to concentrate on the stadium now? 
The CHAIR: It is up to you entirely. If the government agrees with that, go ahead. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I have other questions. 
The CHAIR: I think you should discuss that amongst the two of you. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: We will leave time for others but this is important to us and the state. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I might ask some questions in tandem that relate to the precinct. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Okay. 
The CHAIR: I make it clear to members that it is entirely over to you and the government to decide on the range 
of questions. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I do not want to run out of time for the stadium; that is all. 
The CHAIR: That is up to you to negotiate. It is not the Chair’s role to negotiate it. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Okay; thank you. 
The CHAIR: You guys take it away and just tell me when you want to change divisions or topics. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: All right. I refer to page 389, the heading “Works in Progress” and the subheading “New 
Perth Stadium”. The estimated spend under “Strategic Projects” has increased to $1.81 million from the previous 
year’s $1.45 million. What brought about this increase, and what will that funding be spent on? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will ask Mr Hurst to answer that question for the member for South Perth. 
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Mr R. Hurst: Minister, I might defer to Mr Mann in strategic projects on this question. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: That is fine by me, yes. 
Mr R. Mann: They are our costs. They reflect the project management costs for managing the capital works side 
of the project. The fluctuation in costs reflects the additional resources, which reflects the natural variation in the 
resource requirements over the course of the project. There is no overall change to the expected project management 
budget, however; it just represents a re-cashflowing of funding to reflect the actual resource requirements. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Can the minister update the committee on progress with the stadium naming deal? Who 
will handle those negotiations? Will they be done by the minister’s department, the stadium project team or 
VenuesWest? Can the minister let us know how that is progressing; and, if and when that happens, where will the 
revenue from the sale of the naming rights go? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I understand that, but VenuesWest is under another division. I do not think we are in that 
area at this stage. If the member wants to move on to the division for VenuesWest — 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: No; we will wait for VenuesWest for that question. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: That is no problem at all. 
The CHAIR: I assume that is part of the WA Sports Centre Trust—is that correct? It is a later division, member. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Thank you. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: While we are on the stadium precinct, I refer to page 370 and the State Tennis Centre court 
replacement. Can the minister detail how many courts will be replaced, and will they be fit for purpose, not like 
for like? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: This is certainly an ongoing issue with the two lots. We recently picked up the issue of this 
court and its replacement. Six tennis courts were removed as part of the land acquisition process for the 
Perth Stadium project. The initial agreement was based on flexible pavement construction–type courts, which were 
like for like, if that is the way the member wants to put it. What was taken out is what was to be put back. However, 
there have been some changes in views about that, including concerns about whether the area will sink. We talked 
recently with Tennis West, and although I will not go into the details, because it is up to its members to disclose 
what was talked about to their membership and base, we are certainly working through this. It is a work in progress. 
Some of the issues that will come back from Tennis West include what it will do on that precinct in the future. It 
is not up to us to tell Tennis West what it wants, but it is quite clear in the contract that it was a like-for-like 
agreement. That is where we are. The amount of $2.5 million was set aside. We have asked Tennis West to go 
away and reassess its opinion of what it needs in that area. There may be, again, some ask, but I am not pre-empting 
what that is. It will have to look, and, if it comes back with a different position, we will talk it out. At this stage, 
the door is open for Tennis West. We have had people in from Tennis West on several occasions and there were 
no problems whatsoever. We want to get this project finished and move on so that both parties are comfortable. 
[11.40 am] 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I will say, firstly, that I am glad the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural 
Industries has picked up the baton on this, because I believe that, in the past, Tennis West has been let down by 
the Public Transport Authority on these negotiations. I would like to say that I believe the fit-for-purpose scenario 
is definitely the way to go having served uphill two or three feet over the years at the State Tennis Centre. To me, 
the Tennis Centre—the stadium—is a fantastic precinct and I think Tennis West would certainly appreciate the 
minister’s ongoing support in that manner. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I think most of us here have pushed a lot of stuff uphill over the years, but in saying that, 
we are waiting for Tennis West to come back to advise us of its official position. It might want to add moneys to 
the $ 2.5 million and do something entirely different. I am not sure of that and I am not pre-empting; I am just 
saying that we are waiting for Tennis West to come back. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I refer to page 372 of budget paper No 2 where reference is made to the Perth Stadium and 
its final year of the project delivery phase and the focus for it. What is the annual estimated operations and 
maintenance cost for the Perth Stadium and what is the anticipated escalation of these costs in the next 10 years? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Thank you, member for South Perth. I thought that if anyone built a project as large as the 
Perth Stadium, due diligence would be done by the proponents. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Precisely; that is why I am asking the question. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: The proponent was the previous state government. I would have thought that was factored 
in and certainly a major part of the previous government’s budgetary requirement. I now understand some of the 
problems we are having with our budget statewide because, in this case, as the former Parliamentary Secretary to 
the Premier, the member for South Perth should have been well and truly across this, but in the member having 
his hand slapped, I now defer to Mr Hurst. 
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Mr R. Hurst: I think this is a question for VenuesWest, which is responsible for the dual operational overhead as 
the government agency managing the project from 2018. 

The CHAIR: I think we need to clarify so that you do not keep asking questions about a VenuesWest division. 
Would you like to double-check that you are in this division, not the next one? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I will have to wait for VenuesWest to come in. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to page 389 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2 and the line items under the asset 
investment plan for the department under the heading “Works in Progress”. The stadium and plaza line item has 
jumped dramatically to $42 786 000 in 2017–18 from the estimate last year of $8 471 000. Can the minister explain 
this increase? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will again refer that to Mr Mann. 

Mr R. Mann: That predominantly reflects the re-cashflowing of funds to represent actual progress. We have seen 
a significant increase in the amount of work done effectively at the tail end of the project to hit the completion 
date. As a result, there has been more movement of funds towards the back end of the project. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Similarly, the sports precinct line has jumped from $2.069 million to more than $16.5 million. 
Why is there such a jump in that expenditure? 
Mr R. Mann: It is exactly the same issue. 

The CHAIR: Members, we need to have all questions directed to the minister and he then will refer. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I refer to Mr Mann. 

Mr R. Mann: Thank you, Chair. It is exactly the same issue—a re-cashflowing of funds to reflect actual progress. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Can the same be said for the overall increase in funding to the new Perth Stadium account on 
page 390? 

Mr R. Mann: In this case, it reflects a combination of re-cashflowing of funding to reflect actual progress, plus 
an additional appropriation of $31 million to the capital budget as a result of finalising some commercial issues to 
take us to completion. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Hopefully, I will be on the target this time, minister! I refer to page 372 of budget paper No 2. 
The budget states that the focus in 2017–18 will be on finalising construction of the stadium and ensuring that the 
venue is operationally ready in early 2018. The commitment by the previous government was for the first round 
of the Australian Football League. Can the minister advise the committee of the date the stadium will open and 
the sporting event that will first occur at Perth Stadium? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will defer to Mr Hurst on that one. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: We need to know the date the stadium will open and the first sporting event to be held at 
the stadium. 
Mr R. Hurst: As announced recently by the current government, 21 January 2018 is the community open date, 
which will be a ticketed event over five or six hours on that date. The first sporting event, as it currently stands, 
was announced this morning, which is an Australian Football League women’s game on 10 February 2018 against 
an unnamed opposition as yet because the draw has not been finalised. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: What is the date for the opening of the footbridge? 

Mr R. Mann: I think that question needs to be directed to the transport portfolio, which is responsible for delivery 
of that project. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Under “Promoting Sport and Active Recreation” on page 372 under significant issues 
impacting the agency, the fifth and sixth dot points refer respectively to volunteers and the KidSport program. Can 
the minister explain how much funding has been set aside for KidSport, because I cannot find it anywhere in the 
budget papers? 

Mr G. Brimage: The KidSport budget was previously a term-of-government commitment, which has now been 
rolled into the general agency budget. There is $ 4.5 million for distribution through KidSport and similarly 
$0.5 million for Nature Play WA, which was a continuance by degree from the previous term. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: How much is through Nature Play? 

Mr G. Brimage: There is $0.5 million—the same as previous years. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Can the minister point me to where in the budget I can find these funding provisions? 

[11.50 am] 

Mr G. Brimage: It comes under “Sports Financial Grants” on page 393. 
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Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Can the minister confirm that there is a $500 000 reduction in the KidSport allocation? 

Mr G. Brimage: The commitment is the same as that in the previous financial year. There was $5 million, of 
which $4.5 million was used for KidSport vouchers and $500 000 was applied to the Nature Play WA initiative. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will just add to the comment about KidSport. It is a very popular program but we must 
ensure that it is targeted. I will not say that the program has been abused, but in some cases it has been stretched 
for the wrong reasons. It is great to see increases. I think in some areas increases have been as high as 63 per cent. 
That is the figure that comes to mind. The funds were being paid in for kids who had not previously played sport. 
As we know, children whose parents are under financial stress tend to drop out of sport a lot earlier. It is part of 
the department’s due diligence to ensure that the money goes to the right people. There have been a few hiccups 
in some areas. We have worked through that to make sure the funding goes to those areas. The cost of sport is 
escalating, even with great help from our volunteers. It is a bit of an annoyance when people sit back and do not 
run raffles or do not do work because money will come in from a different area. It has to be complementary to the 
existing sport, not just, “We’ll do it the easy way.” The department is right onto that. It is making sure people 
understand that. If we do not, it could be a program that will disappear because there is a tendency for people to 
sit back, especially in some of the remote communities. We need people engaged in sport. A high percentage of 
young people who get into trouble have never played organised sport. Organised sport puts boundaries in place. It 
teaches respect for umpires and how to respect peers. Peers also keep the pressure on when out in the general 
community about different antisocial behaviour that they may commit, such as when teammates, whether 
basketballers or whatever, say, “I don’t do that.” I believe there is a very big return in financing those people who 
are at the bottom end of the scale financially to be able to commit to sport. It enables them to play within the 
boundaries and to play within the rules, and understand that there are rules in society. It is something that we are 
looking very closely at. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I refer to the Western Australian Sports Centre Trust on page 491. Can the minister explain — 

The CHAIR: Member, I am sorry; we are not yet on the sports centre trust. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Okay. Maybe it is time to move on to the next division. 

The CHAIR: Are there any other questions from government, or the member for Roe? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yes. On the note of increasing participation rates, still under the subheading “Significant Issues 
Impacting the Agency”, the sixth dot point refers to the department looking to enable the delivery of services and 
programs that respond to the changing — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Sorry; what page is that on? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: It is page 370. The subheading is “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. The sixth dot 
point is on page 371. Sorry; it is not the sixth dot point. It is under the subheading “Significant Issues Impacting 
the Agency”. Has the department made ongoing funding available for the successful SilverSport program piloted 
in seven local government areas? 

The CHAIR: Can we firm up which dot point you are referring to? Pause for a minute until we find the right dot 
point. 
I think it is the sixth dot point under “Developing the Arts and Cultural Industries”. Would you like to check the 
sixth dot point, member for Roe? Is it SLWA? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yes, that is correct. Sorry about that. 

The CHAIR: We are on the sixth dot point under “Developing the Arts and Cultural Industries”. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Some trial projects were put out there in relation to the SilverSport program. Some of those 
were successful; others were not as successful. It certainly encouraged some people. I think it was for a 12-month 
period. The funding has now run out. 
Before we go off that one, I will defer to Mr Brimage to expand on that. 

Mr G. Brimage: The ActiveSmart project, which was in Avon Valley in the wheatbelt, is basically just about 
coming to a conclusion. We expect evaluation results on that in the next couple of weeks. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: How else is the department promoting grassroots participation when there is little funding for 
programs such as those mentioned in the budget? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I think that is an unfair question. One thing I have learned since becoming a minister is that 
the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries is held in the highest regard in all communities 
across the state for its work with children—not only the state, but Australia-wide. Previous people—directors 
general et cetera—have worked very hard, including the current one. I think that is probably pushing the 
boundaries a little too far. There are 43 club development officers statewide who are in communities to help people 
participate in sport, whether junior or senior. On top of that, our sport and rec department is out in the communities. 
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That is not true of the department itself. I will defend the department to the last inch. I do not think any other 
people around the place would agree with the member. As we know, sport plays a major part in our culture and 
society. I am pleased to say that even in the city, some of the programs that are coming out in sport and rec 
encourage integration between migrant groups so that we do not have pockets of people not assimilating into the 
community. Sport and rec has helped some of the newer people to our country play sport. We have that 
cross-fertilisation between all parties. Nothing was more pleasing to me than when I recently went down Fremantle 
way and watched women play AFL. Most of the women who were playing were of Somali background. They were 
integrating and playing our wonderful game. To say that we are not doing enough to keep kids in sport is not true. 
That is only one example of that. We are breaking down barriers so that other people can move in. Other examples 
are changing the rules in netball so that women can play wearing long pants or long-sleeved shirts as a uniform. 
We are working through with sport or the department itself on the many programs. Yes, programs will come and 
go, but we are keeping our ear to the ground to make sure that we are relevant in our society of today. 
[12 noon] 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 32: Western Australian Sport Centre Trust, $89 312 000 — 
Mr I.C. Blayney, Chair. 

Mr M.P. Murray, Minister for Sport and Recreation. 

Mr D. Etherton, Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr D. Harris, Project Director, Perth Stadium. 

Mr G. Nordsvan, Chief Financial Officer. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 

It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek 
the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. 
I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question 
on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for South Perth. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I refer to page 372 of budget paper No 2 and the operation of Perth Stadium. My question 
is about the ongoing deal negotiations with the West Australian Football Commission. I am informed that the 
football commission is currently waiting for a response from the state government to its proposal of an ongoing 
arrangement. Can the minister inform the committee where this discussion— 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, I am a little confused about the page numbers that the member is using. Is it in this 
division? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes, on page 372. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: We start at page 483. 

The CHAIR: Apparently, this is the case, member for South Perth. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: When can we ask a question about the stadium deal with the football commission? 

The CHAIR: Member, you have to link your question to a page in the current division that we are looking at. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I refer to page 372 and the second dot point under “Promoting Sport and Active Recreation”, 
which states — 

The Perth Stadium is in its final year of the project delivery phase. 

The CHAIR: The reference has to be within the current division that we are looking at, which is division 32, 
Western Australian Sports Centre Trust, starting at page 483. 
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Mr M.P. MURRAY: Perhaps the member for South Perth might want to ask that question under page 483. Do 
not say I do not do anything for you. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I ask the same question under page 483, “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. Can 
the minister inform the committee where the government is at with the negotiations with the West Australian 
Football Commission about the ongoing funding of football out of the running of the stadium? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I can do, but, again, there are sensitivities in there that we will not go into. I am very 
hopeful—I will say it again because I have done it for about five weeks running—that an agreement will be reached 
this week. My understanding is that there are two meetings. One will be held today between the government and 
the WA Football Commission executives, and one will be held tomorrow, concerning the use of the stadium and 
the agreement with the WA Football Commission about the funding of that grassroots sport into the future. Having 
said that, it has been a bit frustrating, to say the least, and protracted. I must say that if I had been running the show 
under the previous government’s watch, I would have been asking those questions at the start about who is going 
to use the stadium and how much it will cost, before it was actually built. If I was building an entertainment centre 
tomorrow, I would not just build it and hope that people would come along and use it. I would have been chasing 
around and getting people tied in to make sure that the facility, which is a very expensive facility, had a user 
agreement to tie it over. If it were private enterprise, the banks would not allow it to be built unless those user 
agreements were in place. It surprised me that some of these negotiations have been going on since 2014. I come 
from a background where many negotiations are held on a union front. Imagine dragging that out over that period 
for an agreement! It just would not happen. It would go to arbitration in the sense of workplace agreements. Here 
we have a government that built a facility without having user agreements in place. I find that appalling 
management of the state and it certainly puts the state at risk in the future. In saying that, I am happy to say that 
we are just about there. Hopefully, after meetings this week, we will be able to wave the flag and say, “We’ve done 
it; you didn’t!” 
[12.10 pm] 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Does the minister, as a very keen supporter of country football, and a person who is 
obviously aware that over 300 000 people play football every weekend throughout our state, agree—I guess the 
government does, because it has already put something on the table—that under the deal for the new Perth Stadium, 
the West Australian Football Commission is entitled to receive a share of the profits out of the new stadium as it 
will be moving from Subiaco Oval? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I am a very keen supporter of football in Western Australia. Having said that, we are mindful 
of the finances into the future and we are not going to throw money here or there. An agreement is being worked 
through at this moment about how much and for how long we will, as a government—it might not be only ours—
finance grassroots football. At the same time, the West Australian Football Commission is working through its 
change in direction and how it sees football. We want to work with the WAFC on that. I think some of it is good 
and some of it is bad. The member made a point about country football. I get a bit concerned that the focus is 
sometimes only on the city and not grassroots footy in country areas. It is all right to have leaders programs, but 
not everyone wants to be a Nat Fyfe; maybe they want to play football for community sport and recreation and 
a social outing. 
That brings me to women’s football. Turnover through the gates at country football has increased because of 
women’s football. No longer do women have to sit in the car and wait for their partners to finish; they can enjoy 
the sport as much as anyone else. Other areas are included in that—some of the leagues include a netball 
competition alongside that. Those are the types of things that the West Australian Football Commission has to 
look at with the funding that will come with its changeover from Subiaco Oval to the Perth Stadium. To say that 
it will get a share of all the profits—no, that will not be the case. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: The government has already offered the WAFC a deal in which it will get $10 million a year 
for the next 10 years, so that is a share of stadium revenue or stadium profits. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: It is a share of stadium revenue, but not of the whole profit for other areas such as concerts 
et cetera. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: No. That is fair enough. I understand that. The WAFC should get a share of what football 
contributes to the operation of the stadium. If there is no ongoing funding for football beyond the 10-year period 
or if there is no review by government—maybe an independent review—of the contract in the eighth or ninth year, 
how will football be funded beyond the 10 years? Surely it will be the government’s responsibility to look after 
the biggest sport in Western Australia with the largest number of participants. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I remind the member of something about sports funding in Western Australia. The WAFC 
is asking for and working towards a substantial amount of money, around the $10 million mark, locked in for 
10 years. Its first request was for 50 years—that is, $500 million. No way in the world should a government lock 
a future government into that. I think that would be unfair on any government and it would create problems in the 
future. Remember, over 30 other sports get $7 million between them. That is $7 million for 30 sports, and around 
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the $10 million mark—I will not put those figures on the table because they are still sensitive—for one sport. 
I understand how many people play the game and the base economy that comes with that, but does the member 
not think that some of those other sports, which in some cases get $5 000 a year, feel a bit left out when a football 
commission is asking for that sort of money and a stadium chucked into the boot as well? The West Australian 
Football Commission has to be very careful about the public’s perception of that. I am hearing this out on the 
ground, and I am sure the member of South Perth has heard it. People are saying, “Hang on, they’ve got their hand 
out; what about us?” A very, very generous offer is on the table, and I think for the WAFC to walk away from that 
would be detrimental to the sport and to country football, as the member alluded to. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am not sure whether the minister will have this information, but I am sure that Mr Etherton 
will. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Before you go on, member, I have just been given a note to say that I need to make a correction. 
I said 30-odd other sports, but it is 80 other sports. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Okay, that is fine. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: It is not fine to those people. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: We are talking about the major sport in Western Australia that has more participants than 
any other and has by far the greatest following. I will ask a question that maybe the minister’s advisers can assist 
in answering. With the funds generated out of the stadium and the events to be held at the stadium, how much will 
football contribute to the revenue generated by the new Perth Stadium? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I defer to Mr Etherton. 

Mr D. Etherton: I do not have the dollar answer specifically, but football as a contributor to the stadium will be 
between 60 per cent and 70 per cent of the participation and will drive, as a result, a substantial proportion of the 
revenue that is generated at the stadium. I am not sure whether the member wants further detail—I can hand over 
to David Harris—but football will be a significant contributor, because it will be a significant user of the facilities. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have been told that it could be close to 80 per cent through a game every week for 
22 weeks at the stadium. I am interested to know how many people the minister thinks will attend all the football 
matches? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, some of that is speculation. If a team is on top of the ladder, there will be a different 
result in the number of people who attend than if a team is on the bottom or performing badly—not necessarily on 
the bottom, but performing very ordinary. That variation that will come through will be very difficult, but I am 
sure that the experts—I will hand over again to my adviser—will outline how they have worked out an average 
figure. I am sure that the member for South Perth understands that everyone loves a winner, and the stadium will 
be packed out if they are winning. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: But people will be budgeting. 

[12.20 pm] 

Mr D. Etherton: I have never seen an estimate of 80 per cent of participation or attendance at the stadium being 
football. I have never seen an estimate of 80 per cent of the revenue being football. In the initial forecasts we did 
for the attendances four years ago now—three and a half years ago now—the forecast was that 73.5 per cent of 
the attendances would be for football. That amounted to about one million patrons a year, budgeted on 22 events. 
We have been lucky enough in Western Australia to average one final a year over the last decade, so over 
23 events. The current forecasts are not too dissimilar to that, but at the moment we are forecasting that football 
will be about 63 or 64 per cent of the participation at the football stadium once it opens. The minister has said that 
will go up and down, as will cricket and concerts. It varies over the years. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have a further question. 

The CHAIR: Yes. This will be the final further question, member. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Okay. Thanks. So that is the plan for 2017. For the events already been signed up for 2018 and 
22 rounds of football, what type of crowds or revenue does the minister expect the stadium to generate with 
football, concerts, cricket or anything that has been signed for and contracted in for 2018? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Just before I get my adviser to answer that question, I think I see where the member is 
headed with percentage-wise and percentage back for football. But let us just remember one thing. The member’s 
government never wrote to the AFL for a contribution to this stadium, which disappoints me immensely, and the 
member is leading towards asking how much usage there will be of the stadium. The AFL has contributed to 
stadiums all around Australia—it, in fact, owns one. I am at a loss to think that that question was not asked by the 
member’s side of the house when it was in government. I am at a loss at that. So be it. It has been done, so we 
have to move on. Sixty-three per cent usage is great. I would love to sell the rest of the days that are available as 
well — 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes, of course. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I have said publicly that the stadium is a Western Australian stadium — 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Of course. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: — and it is a stadium for all Western Australians and it will be utilised on as many occasions 
as it can. It is not an exclusive football stadium — 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: No. Hence my question. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: If the AFL had contributed and paid for half of it, that could be said for the 63 per cent it 
will use it. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Hence my — 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: It would be a different argument. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Hence my question, minister. I am asking because the public is interested in this. People 
will go to the stadium; it is a great project. Can we give them some information about how many events will be 
held there next year, how many people are expected to be attracted by the Ed Sheeran concerts and things like that 
and other sports, and what will the AFL’s contribution be in terms of numbers? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will hand that over to my advisers. Remember, there will be a broadbrush approach 
because we have to be flexible and we have to have people in. The good part about some of the programs being 
looked is that we can move the turf very quickly and that sort of thing, and the stadium can be ready in a very short 
time for another program. I will now hand over to the adviser. 
Mr D. Etherton: As the minister says, the stadium has been designed to be particularly flexible and allow for 
multiple events and to allow for a quick bump ins and bump outs to maximise the likelihood of us getting events. 
The member had a couple of mini questions. As to the Ed Sheeran concerts, the first one sold out very, very quickly 
of 55 000 tickets. The second one was capped at 40 000 tickets and sold out very, very quickly, and the last 15 000 
went on sale this week. I presume they will sell out in minutes as well. There will be 110 000 people going to 
watch Ed Sheeran, which is an amazing result for the stadium. Overall we are forecasting just over 1.5 million 
patrons a year. Obviously circa one million of those will be for football, hence the 63 per cent number. In terms of 
the Perth Stadium financial impact as it is reflected in these budgets, that has not changed since we did the 2016–
17 budget numbers. All the data that the former government helped contribute to included in this 2016–17 data 
has, in essence, been pushed forward one year into this year’s budget because the decision taken in the former 
government’s time as well was that we would not update the budget forecast until we finalised the deals with 
football and cricket. As soon as we finalise the deals with football and cricket we will do an update to the financial 
forecasts, and they will be included in the midyear review and I am sure we will have a discussion about those 
next year. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Minister, I refer to the second dot point on page 483, “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”, 
regarding the rebound of the touring market. What market research has been carried out to support this claim? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, I will refer this to my advisers. 
Mr D. Etherton: The touring market moves in cycles. To pick an artist as an example, Pink will generally travel 
around the world every three years—maybe four years if there is a baby in the middle—and artists follow similar 
touring cycles. Those touring cycles have changed significantly in the last two decades with the change in the way 
music is consumed by customers. Music used to be bought in records and CDs, and then it used to be bought 
online. Now a lot of it is copied online and so the revenue available for touring acts just is not there anymore, so 
they tour a lot more than they used to. As part of the touring cycle some artists will come every four years, some 
artists come every three years and some artists come every two years to a destination, depending on whether they 
think people still want to see them and what the demand is like. In terms of the research done, we take forward 
bookings as far as two years out in our facilities. It is generally between six and 12 months out, but as far as two 
years out. The market research attached to those figures is actually bookings. It is not a matter of doing forward 
market research; we have bookings that reflect and support that change in the touring market, and at Perth Arena 
particularly, nib Stadium and also at HBF stadium we have the bookings to reflect that. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I have a further question on the eighth dot point regarding Perth Motorplex. How much longer 
does VenuesWest envisage it will act as a transitionary manager of the venue? 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: What page was that? 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Page 484, under the second to last dot point. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, most people on the motorsports scene are very well aware that there have been 
problems out there, and at this moment work is being done. Again, I think I had better handball that one to the 
advisers for the sheer fact that there are some financial sensitivities in there, and I might drop my guard and then 
things could happen. I will handball over to my adviser. 
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Mr D. Etherton: The season runs from September–October up until May, and we expect to run it for this season 
to the end of the season. In May we will cease operating the motorplex and hand it over to a private sector provider 
in one form or another. We are very positive about the discussions we have had to date on that. We have found 
a number of parties, but we will find the right party that is interested in taking on that responsibility. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I have one further question. 

The CHAIR: A follow-on question or a further question? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Thank you. Will VenuesWest play a part in the development of management plans for the 
Collie and Albany motorplex facilities? 

[12.30 pm] 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I certainly have something to say about that. At this moment VenuesWest is not involved 
with the Collie and proposed Albany motorplexes. But I have asked for a review of all motorsport facilities and 
wish to have a strategic plan into the future. Too often competing groups and venues—whether it be motorsports 
or others—will all go broke. We very much want a strategic statewide plan, and I will stop funding in all areas 
until that plan is done. That will include the motorplexes in Wanneroo and Collie and the future facilities in Albany 
and Kalgoorlie—all of those areas—to make sure they are complementary to each other instead of competing 
against each other. I said previously that the Busselton council was talking about a $50 million complex in its 
area—of course it was government money it wanted—but 80 kilometres away is Collie. What is complementary? 
One might have a drag strip, one might have motorcycles and one might have cars. I do not know, but that is what 
I would like to make sure before we put money on the ground and then have people saying that they cannot afford 
to run it and coming back to government again. As we know, motorsport goes up and down with the economy, 
although the diehards are there, but if people do not have money to spend and go out on their machines—it is 
a very expensive sport—then we see a downturn in that industry as well. I look forward to the outcome and the 
Department of Sport and Recreation is ensuring the outcome of the overall strategic plan. I think it is very wise to 
have that. Internally, some problems have arisen at Wanneroo with motorbikes not being able to race there and we 
are working closely with the parties involved to make sure we can get bikes back on the track there. In Collie the 
track and surface changes are underway. Collie is looking to extend its track to allow other vehicles that are faster 
to be able to do that safely. We are very mindful of the safety side of that. At the same time Perth Motorplex at 
Kwinana has had its own problems. Once we get that strategic plan, we will be full steam ahead. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: My next question is on the first dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” 
on page 483. Because of the great public interest in what is going to happen, would the minister be able to inform 
the committee how many membership seats will be available to West Coast Eagles and Fremantle Football Club? 
How many stadium memberships will be offered? Will the number of seats for the public still remain about 10 000? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will handball again to my adviser. This has been a disappointing process. I have seen the 
former Premier stand up in this room and make some statements about what will be, what could be and what might 
be. It was very much my view that they are the sorts of things that should have been done. In saying that, I will 
pass over to my adviser. 

Mr D. Etherton: The deal is not done yet so I cannot answer that question because the negotiations are still 
underway. In essence, the parameters of 50 000 for members and 10 000 for non-members has not changed over 
the course. They are the broad parameters that the member would have been aware of for a while. Those parameters 
have not changed but we have not finalised the deal yet. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: If the Eagles have more members than Fremantle, would they be expected to just apply for, 
say, 40 000 member seats or do you just give them the allocation? How will that work in terms of providing an 
allocation for both clubs? One might be bigger than the other with more memberships. The number of public seats 
has been guaranteed, I gather. 

Mr D. Etherton: The arrangement for both clubs would be the same—50 000 seats. One thing I should have 
pointed out in my earlier response is that those memberships include also some corporate products that they will 
sell over the full season as well, so there is 50 000 and 10 000. They are the numbers and they will be the same for 
the Eagles and the Dockers. At the moment the Eagles have a higher membership base than the Dockers, but the 
idea of this deal is that it will be over a long period and those numbers—who has the most members, who has how 
many members—will change. We hope that they will both sell out the stadium all the time. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I believe you are close to releasing an offer for stadium memberships. What sort of number 
would you be looking at for stadium memberships? 

Mr D. Etherton: Again, that number is to be finalised when we sign the deal. The key issue of stadium 
memberships that we had to get across was to get football and cricket over the line to agree to those stadium 
memberships. Until we have signed that deal, that number is not set in stone. I can say, as has been repeated in this 
place previously, that the number we are looking for will be a very small number in comparison with other 
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stadiums. At the Melbourne Cricket Ground, I think 22 per cent of the capacity are stadium members. 
Perth Stadium will be nothing like that, but the final number is still to be finalised and will be part of the discussions 
that occur in the next week. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Given that this situation probably is unique in that this stadium has been built by the 
taxpayers of Western Australia, how will the operation of the stadium financially compare with places like the 
MCG and Adelaide Oval, or other stadiums around Australia? 

Mr D. Etherton: As I said, we released this last year. In essence, the 2016–17 Budget Statements said that for the 
initial 10 years of operations, we were confident that the operating cost of the Perth Stadium would wash its face, 
so the operating cost would equal operating revenues. After that, it got a little harder for the next 15 years, so over 
the 25 years there was a $2 million average annual deficit in regard to the revenue not covering the operational 
cost. As a result of some changes made by the current government, the number that we are now forecasting—we 
will update it in our midyear review estimates—will more than cover the operating cost. The principal decision 
there, as I am sure the member would understand, is the sale of the naming rights, but other negotiations are being 
done by the venue operator, VenuesLive, for stadium memberships and ticketing and deals along those lines that 
have come in as well. We forecast that the stadium will operate at an operating surplus over the 25-year life. As 
I said before, that will go up and down, as attendances go up and down, as acts go up and down, and as the touring 
market goes up and down, but we forecast that over the 25-year life it will cover its cost. How does that compare? 
To be frank, I have not done the research on the Adelaide Oval and how it is currently performing to make that 
comparison. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: You mentioned the negotiations on selling the naming rights to the stadium, and that is 
a decision for the government. Who is handling this negotiation? If the stadium rights are sold, where will the 
proceeds of those rights go? Will they go into consolidated revenue? Can you give us some guidance on that? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Can I first say up-front that we were very open about what we would do if we were elected 
about the naming rights and the finances in that area. We are following through. We did not hide it from anyone 
that it would be considered. It is another part of the taxpayers’ money that we are protecting. Some have a view 
that the stadium itself would sell Western Australia by not having a corporate name on there. That is certainly not 
my view, but in saying that, that was a view of many, especially in Tourism. However, we have to be real: a bird 
in the hand is worth two in the bush. We need that income there. As for where the money goes, I will defer to 
Mr Etherton.  

[12.40 pm] 

Mr D. Etherton: There are two questions there—the first is who is handling it, and the second is where the money 
will go. VenuesLive was appointed the operator a year and a bit ago now. Part of its role is to sell the naming 
rights on behalf of the state of Western Australia. The minister will have ultimate approval over the naming rights 
after the board of VenuesWest has provided the minister with some advice. That is who is handling it. Once the 
football and cricket deals are done, we will provide a budget update of the operating resources that will be required 
for the stadium. The additional money will then not be required by VenuesWest. As a result, it will go to paying 
down debt. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Can I add that we will not be put in a position, as the previous government was, of having 
to pay $1.5 million not to have a sign on Perth Arena, which was one of the most ludicrous decisions I have seen. 
Fancy a government paying not to have a sign on a facility that it is responsible for. We are looking forward to 
a competitive bidding process. At the moment, it is competitive; it is quite sought after. I hope that their pockets 
are as deep as we hope and that the funding that comes out of that will help offset some of the costs. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to page 486, the heading “Provision of Elite Sports Facilities and Support”, and the line 
item for full-time equivalent employees. Would VenuesWest taking over the management of Perth Stadium not 
result in a growth in the organisation’s workforce? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will refer to the adviser. 

Mr D. Etherton: We have appointed the private sector company VenuesLive to run Perth Stadium on behalf of 
VenuesWest. As a result, its FTEs are not carried on VenuesWest’s books. We have a small contract management 
team that will manage that contract and also the design, build, finance and maintain contract with Westadium. In 
the budget at the moment we have a slightly bigger team that is driving development of the stadium. Once we 
close the construction project and open the stadium, the human resources we have working on it will contract. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Relating to employment, how will the slashing of 3 000 public sector jobs affect VenuesWest 
in this division and also the Department of Sport and Recreation? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: With any restructuring, we have to be mindful of the needs of the business. It does not matter 
which area we talk about; we will look at how efficient the business is. Efficiencies can be gained in any area you 
like. I am from the mining industry. Every couple of years, there will be a walk-through and people will say, 
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“We can find this; we can use contractors there; we can do all those sorts of things.” In the scheme of things, I do 
not see any impact on the departments themselves. It is about how they do their business with what is in their 
allowances. I will not pre-empt or look at service cuts as such. It is about how we do it and doing it efficiently in 
that area. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have another question about the stadium. I refer to the first dot point on page 483 under 
“Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. I probably know the answer to this, but who will determine the ticket 
price for the 10 000 seats for the public? As this is a stadium that we want all Western Australians to be able to 
share in and come along to, will VenuesWest or the operator talk to the Australian Football League to make sure 
that people are not priced out and that ticket prices will be comparable to things such as family passes at the 
Melbourne Cricket Ground? Are any discussions along those lines taking place or about to take place? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, I will defer. 
Mr D. Etherton: Throughout the three years of negotiations, the AFL has been very mindful of making sure that 
we fill up the stadium, which has been good to see. It can be challenging for a business to go from 
a capacity-constrained environment to a not quite unconstrained but almost unconstrained environment. The AFL 
has been very mindful in its forecasting, budgeting and planning to understand that it has to sell 17 000 extra seats. 
I am confident that it will do the right thing to ensure it gets the most possible customers to the stadium. I am sure 
there will be opinions on that when it comes out with its membership prices, but that has been a key driver of its 
behaviour and business modelling for three years. It has not changed; it is in its DNA. What was the second 
question—who sets the prices? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes. 

Mr D. Etherton: As with all venues in Australia and, I understand, the world, the event promoter sets the prices 
for the overwhelming majority of the seats. The differences are for stadium memberships, stadium suites or 
stadium products, which are set by the venue operator. In the case of Perth Stadium, for Eagles or Dockers games, 
the stadium membership prices will be set by VenuesLive, the operator, and the rest will be set by the Eagles and 
the Dockers in conjunction with the AFL, with which they work very closely on their pricing. When it comes to 
finals, those prices will be set by the AFL, except for the stadium memberships. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Further to that question—I am not sure that the minister will give me an answer to this 
one—what rental fee will the Eagles and the Dockers pay when they play at the stadium every second weekend? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I defer. 

Mr D. Etherton: It is a complex question. The rental fee is a sliding scale based on attendance, total turnover, and 
gross assessable revenue earned. In essence, it aligns the objectives of the venue operator with the venue hirer to 
maximise the number of people who go and maximise the number of people who have a good time and the revenue 
available. There is no one answer to that question, as it is a sliding scale. The more successful the hirer is, the more 
rent it will pay, which makes sense. The less successful the hirer is, the less rent it will pay which, again, makes 
sense. The key in setting a hire fee is to make sure that the objectives of the two are aligned and working together 
to get the most out of it. Hire fees are a complex beast in that they also include access to inventory. At the MCG, 
for example, where there are 22 000 stadium memberships, the hire fee includes no-one having access to those 
22 000 stadium membership seats. It is a sliding scale, so there is no one answer. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I asked this question before but I was told that it should go to the Minister for Transport. 
Has the minister or his department had any advice about the possible completion date of the footbridge? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, as it is about transport, I am not going to put my foot on the footbridge, because 
I could be in great trouble! I think the member will have to go to a different estimates group to ask that question. 
The CHAIR: What do I call that answer? It was a duck. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to the first dot point on page 484, which is about ticket scalping. Can the minister give 
a bit more detail on VenuesWest’s plan to combat scalping? 

[12.50 pm] 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: The Premier has been on my tail about this. He is very keen that we stop ticket scalping. 
I think we have a figure for how many people have been turned away from Perth Arena because they had false 
tickets that were bought on the internet. People are turned away when they get to Perth Arena. It is a concern. That 
is unlike myself, when I turned up because my wife had dragged me along to some concert. We got to the gate and 
put the ticket in — 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: It was not Ed Sheeran; I know that. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: No! I was turned away because we were on the wrong day. That was a bit different. We had 
to go home all dressed up with nowhere to go. I held up a great big queue out behind me and people yelled along 
the lines of “What the hell is he doing, the silly old bastard!” It is a really, really big issue that people are putting 
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out false tickets or scalping them, as we talked about. The department is working, along with the department of 
commerce, to make sure that we put rules in place so people can be fined or their tickets can be confiscated so they 
lose them. People who are selling tickets have now become more aware of the scalping issue and they are being 
more vigilant about who buys them. My advice to anyone is to be very careful if they are buying a ticket off the 
internet. In recent times, we have seen ticket prices go through the roof and people were paying three or four times 
more than their face value. It is lucrative to a person who wants to make a quick dollar. It is our job to make sure 
that we bring in legislation and, as I said, the Premier is right on my tail about this. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have to keep going on this; it is too exciting! I again refer to the Perth Stadium on page 
483, and the first dot point under significant issues impacting the agency. I am aware that VenuesWest, which is 
the operator—and obviously, it would be crazy not to—is looking at bringing some big sporting events to Perth. 
I mean the Bledisloe Cup and things like that, but what would happen if it wanted to bring in the Asian Games or 
an event that would go over a couple of weeks? Would there be a problem if it was in the football season, given 
that the ground is needed every week for an Australian Football League match? Is the department looking at any 
international events that could fall into that category? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, I will defer to Mr Etherton. 

Mr D. Etherton: VenuesWest and the Department of Sport and Recreation work closely, as does VenuesLive, 
with Tourism Western Australia events on an ongoing basis to plan ahead and look at events that might be available 
that suit the infrastructure and the people of Western Australia. As part of that process, we look at the timing and 
how events are suited to the climate and all those sorts of things. I do not have any specific events to tell the 
member about, but we are constantly looking for events, as are VenuesLive and AEG Ogden at Perth Arena. The 
member’s explicit question was whether it will cause a problem. Part of the user negotiations with football is about 
the major events provisions in the user agreement and the right for the state to take over the stadium and impact 
the football season to ensure that we have large-scale events. That is still not 100 per cent resolved and I am sure 
we will talk about it in the next week or so. Our objective, clearly, as the state of Western Australia with 
a brand-new stadium, is to ensure that we get the maximum possible number of events. Our second objective is to 
make sure that we minimise the impact on the AFL and its scheduling. Commonwealth Games, world cups and 
Asian Games do not come along once a year; they come along once every generation for destinations. It is 
sometimes once in every two generations for destinations. Our job is to protect the stadium and make sure it is as 
available as possible to host those events. 

The way that the stadium has been designed, particularly the grass system, means the impact of a changeover of 
sports can be minimised. By minimising the time, we can switch overnight from rugby into AFL the next lunchtime 
with no problems at all. It has been designed to have a 12-hour turnaround. The grass is a ready-to-play turf. At 
nib Stadium, we have turned over a concert into a Perth Glory game in 30-odd hours with no-one able to know 
there was a concert the night before. I think that we replaced 12 square metres of turf; that was all we had to 
replace. The stadium and the grass has been designed to minimise the impact of events on other events. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Further to that question, I was more referring to if an event is brought in, the AFL will not 
be able to play football for couple of weeks. Maybe the two Western Australian sides would have to play two away 
games or something like that. I do not know how the stadium would get around it. Is that a bit of a sticking point 
with the AFL? A few years ago we had a problem when the West Coast Eagles and the Fremantle Dockers were 
going to play finals, but a rugby match was scheduled for Subiaco Oval. It would cause a problem for fixturing, 
especially at finals time when there has to be an equal break. Is that a sticking point with the AFL; would it like 
an exclusive time zone for its whole season? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I could make some comments, but I will defer to get the official line on that. 

Mr D. Etherton: I am yet to meet a hirer who does not want it all available for them all the time. They want the 
maximum possible flexibility. The AFL schedule is one of the most complex scheduling deals in the country and, 
this year, it looks like it has got it more right than it has ever got it before. The scheduling was immaculate and 
I congratulated Travis Auld from the AFL today because it has absolutely nailed the scheduling this year. It is 
a complex beast and the AFL wants minimum interruption to it. We want to make sure that we use the stadium. 
To give the member a good parallel, we have the Hopman Cup at Perth Arena. For 30-odd days a year, the 
Perth Arena is available only for the Hopman Cup and the Perth Wildcats need to go away for those 30 days. The 
Wildcats go away and the National Basketball League is well aware of it. The Wildcats are a professional outfit 
and they plan their travel and scheduling, and they get it done. There is no problem at all. It happens every year. It 
has happened for five years now and there has never been a problem. Would the Wildcats like to just have it 
week-on, week-off? Yes, they would like that, but it would mean we do not have the Hopman Cup and we do not 
have Roger Federer here. Clearly, there is a balancing act to be played between the flexibility the teams are looking 
for and the flexibility we need to utilise the asset that the taxpayers of Western Australia have paid for. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Thank you. 

The CHAIR: Are there further questions, members? 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH: We are worn out; the minister has worn me out! 
The CHAIR: Come on, government members; you must have a question for us. 
Dr A.D. BUTI: The member for South Perth’s dazzling questioning has just doosra-ed me. I could not possibly 
ask a question. 
The appropriation was recommended. 

Meeting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Division 33: Treasury, $5 326 552 000— 
Mr T.J. Healy, Chair. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt, Treasurer. 
Mr M.A. Barnes, Under Treasurer. 
Mr M.J. Court, Deputy Under Treasurer. 
Mr R. Watson, Executive Director, Economic. 
Mr A. Jones, Executive Director, Strategic Policy and Evaluation. 
Ms K. Gulich, Executive Director, Infrastructure and Finance. 
Mr Z. Khan, Acting Executive Director, Public Utilities Office. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 
If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for Warren–Blackwood. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to page 500 of budget paper No 2, volume 2, under “Spending Changes”, the middle 
line item being “Freeze Salaries and Allowances Tribunal Determined Salaries.” There are some changes there. 
Does this change, which is also across government, affect the regional district allowance that is paid out of royalties 
for regions; and, if so, if there are changes to the district allowance through royalties for regions, can the Treasurer 
outline what changes government has made? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That reference on page 500, “Freeze Salaries and Allowances Tribunal Determined Salaries”, 
does not affect district allowances. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is there a district allowance that is going to be paid under this budget to regional employees 
in government agencies? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, the standard district allowances that are already in place. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: There has been a royalties for regions funded district allowance program, which is based on 
a regional price index, of nearly $30 million a year. That is paid to regional government employees, particularly 
in the Pilbara and Kimberley regions where there is a high cost of living. I have not seen reference to that in either 
the royalties for regions budget or the consolidated fund. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: We have not touched the regional district allowances, but we are going through the process at 
the moment in working out or developing the regional inflation rate. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That was previously funded from royalties for regions. I have not been able to find in the 
budget papers where it is funded from; it is nearly $30 million a year. Presumably, if it is not funded by royalties 
for regions, it will be funded out of the consolidated account. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is titled the regional incentive allowance and it is funding in royalties for regions. 



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Tuesday, 19 September 2017] E35 

 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Treasurer is talking about $10 million, I think, as distinct from what was previously just 
short of $30 million a year. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will just dig that out, or Ms Gulich will dig that out for me, but there has not been any touching 
of those — 
The CHAIR: Members, sorry; I will have to slow it down for a moment. At the moment the member for Warren–
Blackwood has had four follow-up questions, which is fantastic in the intent. May we slow down and also allow 
the advisers to give the correct answers as well? I will say “further questions” and then “the minister”. Do you 
want to finish that extra question? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Just while my adviser is getting the specific line item for the member — 
The CHAIR: I thought, just so that we can get the information — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Can I clarify the question? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, clarify the question. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: There are two components supporting a district allowance or regional incentive scheme for 
government employees in the regions. One was in the south west part of the state for police—I think it was 
$2.5 million a year from royalties for regions. The other was a broader program. The funding was based on 
a regional price index, with a cost of living for a basket of goods. That was just short of $30 million a year. I have 
not been able to find the latter in the royalties for regions program, which suggests to me that the regional district 
allowance is not there or is unfunded. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: If the member will give us a minute, maybe I will take another question and I will come back 
because I just want to give the member a specific answer to that. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That sounds good. 
The CHAIR: Are you happy for that, Treasurer? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I am, if the member is. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, I am. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I want to ask a series of questions about table 21 on page 212 of budget paper No 3, under 
the heading “Provisions”. Perhaps the Treasurer can explain what is going on with underspending provisions in 
2016–17, underspending provisions in 2017–18 and slippage provisions. Take me through what that means and, 
in particular, what “slippage” means and how it relates to what was in the Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will make some comments around that. As the member is aware, each year there is effectively 
an underspend provision for capital works whereby, for a range of reasons, money will not be spent in that 
particular year. Capital works, as the member is no doubt aware, is particularly susceptible to that. On page 212, 
the 2016–17 budget had $1 billion in slippage or underspend, whatever you want to call it. We backed out of that 
$500 million—the member will see there the slippage provision change for 2016–17—to then re-cashflow, I guess 
is the best term, that out across 2017–18 and 2018–19. Mr Barnes can add further to that. 
Mr M.A. Barnes: As the Treasurer indicated, in every budget, for as long as I can remember, we have had a global 
capital underspend provision because agencies’ own estimates of their capital spending tend to be optimistic. 
Typically, that underspend provision that Treasury incorporates in the budget aggregates is in the order of 
$750 million to $1 billion each year. We had a $1 billion underspend provision in the 2016–17 budget. Then, as 
the financial year draws towards an end, we gradually unwind that underspend provision as we get agency data in. 
As we got towards the end of 2016–17, as we were getting the data to finalise 2016–17, we could see that the 
actual underspend was going to be around $500 million. The $500 million actual underspend is the net of that 
backing out of the $1 billion, and then the $500 million slippage provision. That was designed to get as accurate 
an outcome for 2016–17 as we thought at the time the budget was being prepared based on agency data. Similarly, 
as I said, in this budget, the 2017–18 budget, we have a $750 million global capital underspend provision, as we 
have every budget, and then the rest of that slippage provision. We knew that there would be a residual 
$500 million underspend in 2016–17 based on agency level data.  
We effectively have a $950 million underspend provision in 2017–18, which is the sum of $750 million and 
$200 million. We have assumed a further $200 million underspend in 2018–19. Again, we just think that the 
agencies are being optimistic in their timing of capital spend. The member can see that in the last two years of the 
forward estimates, we have caught up that full $900 million worth of capital underspend. Over the full forward 
estimates period, it is a net debt–neutral cashflow adjustment. 
[2.10 pm] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just looking at some of these numbers, one is a positive and one is a negative. I just want to 
understand what they mean. In 2016–17, was the $1 billion provision additional money below the line for capital 
expenditure or was it a provision for underspend? 
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Mr M.A. Barnes: Originally in the 2016–17 budget we had a $1 billion underspend provision. This $1 billion 
here is backing that underspend provision out altogether, and then we put back in a $500 million underspend 
provision, which is the minus $500 million a couple of rows below that. Putting back in that $500 million 
underspend provision was based on the actual agency data we were getting in for the 2016–17 results. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member will see very shortly that the annual report will almost confirm that figure. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There are a couple of other things. The slippage is new. I know there were underspending 
provisions. In 2017–18 there is an underspending provision of $750 million, but that is shifted in the out years 
from an underspend to a slippage. Is the Treasurer ruling out underspends in those out years? Is that a systemic 
underspend as opposed to an allocation, I assume, of mainly commonwealth funding coming in? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think the member will find that come 2019–20 and 2020–21 there will probably be provisions 
made for underspending in those years as well. It may be smaller than the $1 billion or the $950 million, but that 
is effectively an assumption around the out years. I imagine that come budget time, there will be assumptions 
around underspending. It is common, but the size may shrink depending on the size of the capital works program. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I understand that for 2016–17 and over the forward estimates from 2017–18 Treasury is 
assuming that agencies will underspend in 2017–18 and 2018–19, but Treasury’s view is that they will overspend 
in those other years, or there is likely to be a shift in spending from early years to later years. 

Mr M.A. Barnes: That latter interpretation is the correct one—agencies will seek to carry over the underspend. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It will not just come back into the consolidated account; it will be spent at a later date. 

Mr M.A. Barnes: We are making provision for that likely carryover. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Further to that question, there must be some key investment projects that the government is 
looking to do in the latter years or has removed in the early years. Can the Treasurer share what projects are 
impacted to drive this funding change through this slippage provision? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Like many things in the budget, it is effectively a global provision or a global assumption; it 
is not project specific. The important bit is that we have provisioned the spend, just later. Although we are 
expecting a slippage or underspend or whatever we want to call it, we are assuming that it will be spent in due 
course in 2019–20 and 2020–21. It is not project specific. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Is this state funds, or does it include commonwealth grants that are actually redirected to later 
years? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: This is simply the spend, regardless of the funding source. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Does that include the royalties for regions program as an underspend? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No. Royalties for regions has a specific underspend assumption that has been there for a while. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer the Treasurer to page 4 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, which has a pie graph 
of the budget repair measures. I draw the Treasurer’s attention to the corporate sector component of the budget 
repair to net debt of $922 million. Can the Treasurer provide me with a breakdown of that $922 million as 
a contribution from payroll tax budget repair measures, the gold royalty budget repair measures and other budget 
repair measures? It might have to be provided on notice. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Obviously, as the member points out, the payroll and gold royalty increases are the biggest parts 
of that contribution from the corporate sector. The member will also see on page 7 the reference to the increase in 
the Pilbara Ports Authority port dues. That falls to the corporate sector. I think that comes to $922 million. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Those two numbers? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Those three numbers. There is $435 million for payroll tax, $392 million for the gold royalty 
and $95 million for the Pilbara Ports Authority increase in port fees. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I thank the Treasurer. In addition, can the Treasurer break down that $922 million for me in 
terms of what BHP and Rio Tinto will contribute as two players in the iron ore sector, and what the gold industry 
will contribute, bearing in mind that the gold industry will also pay a payroll tax component? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: From memory, in respect of the payroll increase, around two per cent was coming from the 
gold sector of that total of $435 million. With respect to the Pilbara Ports Authority port dues, I think we know 
who the majority of that will come from. In respect of payroll, about 20 per cent will come from the iron ore sector. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: From the iron ore sector as a group, including FMG and all the iron ore sector? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Only a small number would be captured by the payroll increase. Interestingly enough, it is one 
of those things by assumption that I am not allowed to be told who will be paying it, but one can look at the size 
of the companies and the payroll scale to see to whom that would apply. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: On that same graph I note that the public sector is making a contribution of $1.743 billion. 
The royalties for regions section on page 216 of budget paper No 3 refers to the changes or the substitutions of 
$861 million across the forward estimates, and that this will improve the net debt. Page 216 refers to the royalties 
for regions changes improving net debt. Is that a component of the public sector benefits? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: So why has it not been included on the graph if it is in fact a change in government? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a good question. The decisions around royalties for regions were not driven so much by 
budget repair but more by the issues I have ventilated in this place for quite some time around putting more into 
the consolidated account spend and underwriting some of the regional programs that were previously funded by 
the consolidated account. It is a good question. I mean, we could if we wanted to, but it was simply not part of our 
consideration for budget repair as such. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Does the Treasurer therefore concede that changes to the royalties for regions program are 
in fact contributing to budget repair measures? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It will certainly improve net debt by $861 million. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 4 of budget paper No 3 and the $1 000 wages policy. Maybe the Treasurer could 
provide this later. Could the Treasurer indicate the savings or costs from the application of this change in wages 
policy from 1.5 per cent, which is in the forward estimates, to $1 000 per year with the following expiring 
enterprise bargaining agreements—that is, those for public servants, police, hospital support workers, TAFE 
workers, teachers, Main Roads workers, prison officers and salaried health officers? Of the EBAs that are coming 
due over the next period, what are the savings from each of those EBAs from the shift from the 1.5 per cent, which 
is in the forward estimates, to the $1 000 a year new wages policy?  

[2.20 pm] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We can provide a breakdown of, effectively, assumed savings, which I think is what the 
member is looking for, by EBA, not so much by agency. We can provide that by way of supplementary 
information. We will provide the member with a breakdown of the $498 million in projected savings from the 
$1 000 wages policy by EBA. 

[Supplementary Information No A4.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: On that policy, what will happen if the government is not successful in negotiating a $1 000 
settlement, particularly for one of the major EBAs, as opposed to a 1.5 per cent increase? If the government’s 
policy is not implemented and it does not get what it is aiming for, what will be its policy response? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not expect that to happen. Clearly, there will be pressure on that to happen, as the member 
knows, but we do not expect that to happen. Of course, if a particular EBA goes to arbitration, for example, and 
a different outcome is achieved, cabinet will have to deal with that, but my view is that that will have to be dealt 
with by the agencies within their spending limits. That is what the wages policy states. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: My understanding is that the initial statement was that if the government was unsuccessful, it 
would legislate the $1 000 policy. What I understand the Treasurer is saying now is that the government will not 
legislate; it will just allocate to the departments moneys equivalent to that $1 000. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am not sure that we said that we would legislate. Obviously, we have committed to the policy. 
However, if there was an outcome at arbitration—the government does not intend to change its position—that was 
greater than the $1 000 wages policy, that would have to be absorbed by the agency. 

By the way, member for Warren–Blackwood, I am still digging up that answer. 

The CHAIR: Treasurer, would you like to allocate a supplementary information number to that earlier question? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No; we have time. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to the household fees and charges outlined on page 8 of budget paper No 3. I see in 
the budget repair table that the estimated revenue from the government’s increases in household fees and charges 
drops suddenly in 2021 to $7 million. I want to check that that is not an error and that it is correct, given that in 
the first three years there is $59 million, $63 million and $50 million, and then it drops to $7 million. I cannot 
understand why revenue from an increase in household charges would suddenly drop off, because I would have 
thought it would flow through. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The main reason is that in 2019–20, we assume we will reach cost reflectivity in the electricity 
market. It is also the base. In 2019–20, the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement had that increase at 
seven per cent, from memory. So the figure in 2020–21 is effectively assuming cost reflectivity and maintaining 
cost reflectivity; therefore, the savings are not as dramatic. Bearing in mind that 2020–21 is a new year and has 
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not been reflected before, the savings in 2017–18, 2018–19 and 2019–20 are based on the power price assumptions 
in the PFPS. The application of our 10.9 per cent increase in the fixed price effectively drives those, and then there 
is cost reflectivity. I know what the member means. It is a good question. It drops dramatically. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: That creates greater confusion, because at the bottom of page 6 of budget paper No 3, it 
intimates that the increase of $438 in household charges that we have experienced this year will generate 
$200 million over the forward estimates. The table on page 8 suggests that that revenue is from all those things 
that are attributable to the increase in charges this year and does not reflect the charges in the forward estimates 
continuing. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right. That may change again in next year’s budget if we increase it beyond seven per cent. 
We could increase it beyond seven per cent, which is the assumption at the moment, and those figures for 2018–
19 and 2019–20 would change fairly dramatically again. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I am not sure that the Treasurer is following that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Clearly, I am not. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: According to page 6, the 10.9 per cent increase in household charges for power, water and 
so forth that was put into the budget this year will generate $200 million of revenue over the forward estimates. 
The $200 million in revenue in that table is wholly and solely attributable to the power price increases from this 
year. I would have thought that an increase in power charges would flow through in the revenue stream in each of 
the four years. So, why it suddenly drops off in the fourth year has nothing to do with cost reflectivity or future 
household charge increases, because it is attributable only to what has been done this year. It does not make sense 
that it drops to $7 million. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: This change—hence the title of the graph—is based on the PFPS assumptions, which we have 
now shifted in this budget. Getting cost reflectivity is the key to why it drops to $7 million in 2021. The decision 
we made around household fees and charges, of course, flows through. Those impacts in the out years are based 
on the assumptions, and it drops to 3.5 per cent in power in the 2021 year, because power drives a lot of this. That 
is why there is a much smaller budget impact, if you like, in 2020–21. That will change again in next year’s budget 
as we make further decisions around it, unless we adopt the current forward estimates assumptions. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I cannot accept that answer, and I cannot accept it because of what I read on page 6. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: What is it on page 6 that confuses the member? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Page 6 refers to the representative household increase of $438. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: On 2016–17 levels, yes. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The additional revenue from these changes in household fees is only from what has occurred 
this year; it has nothing to do with power charges, reaching cost reflectivity and what might be charged moving 
forward. These household charges that have been put in place this year will create an additional revenue stream 
for the next four, five, six, seven years—in perpetuity. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I want to make it clear that this is nothing different from what has been done by the previous 
Liberal–National government and the government before that. The assumptions around that $200 million net debt 
impact on page 8 reflect the decision that has been made around household fees and charges, and that flows 
through. But it also reflects the assumptions around water prices, electricity prices and public transport prices—
all the parts of the representative household that are decided at each budget round. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: However, the Treasurer acknowledges that all this revenue for the four years is purely a result 
of the charges that have been allocated in this year; it has nothing to do with future charges. 

[2.30 pm] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: And assumptions in those out years. For example, if we assumed that next year—in 2018–19—
we go to cost reflectivity, that would have an impact on those out years. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The Treasurer is anticipating that power prices will rise by seven per cent next year. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Seven per cent is the assumption at the moment. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The budget papers state that this $230 million is from the $438 increase this year. That 
$200 million is now assuming there will be additional charges, which does not seem to correspond. I am confused. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: There are two impacts on those figures that equate to $200 million in the table on page 8. There 
is that figure of $438, or 7.7 per cent, on page 6, but also assumptions in the PFPS around revenue in those out 
years of seven per cent, seven per cent and seven per cent. The budget actually made 10.9 per cent, kept the seven 
per cent and then it declines at 5.6 per cent and then in 2020–21, it is 3.5 per cent. That figure of $200 million is 
a factor of both of those. 
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Mr D.C. NALDER: If we look at seven per cent, seven per cent and seven per cent, each one has a compounding 
effect on the previous year. This is purely revenue, not a net position. It is not taking in the increased costs of 
Synergy, Western Power or whatever; it is just a revenue stream. Let us focus on power; it is simple. We have 
a 10.9 per cent increase this year. If we have seven per cent, seven per cent and seven per cent, it is a compound 
effect. The revenue stream is growing if future years have been taken into consideration. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member is right, because the assumptions in the forward estimates — 

The CHAIR: Minister, if you let the member finish his question, you can answer. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: My assumption from here and what I read on page 6 is that this line item is purely revenue 
as a result of the one change, being the change for this financial year, and how that flows through. It does not take 
into effect that compounding of additional revenue streams. It does not make sense why it drops to seven per cent. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: If we increase power bills by 3.5 per cent next year instead of the current assumption of seven 
per cent, that would have an impact on it. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I agree. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I want to make that point. The member is right; it does compound—of course it does—but it 
is also driven by those assumptions. As every budget has done now for however long, it assumes rising power 
prices. Admittedly, now we are seeing the rise decline but it is still rising at 10.9 per cent this year, seven per cent 
next year, then 5.6 per cent and 3.5 per cent. I am not trying to be evasive; I am just trying to answer the question. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I am trying to articulate this in a way that gets the point through but some of it is not logical. 
Forward estimates are only assumptions. The fact that the government changes that assumption in 12 months is 
irrelevant to the numbers that we see flow through today. If we focus on power prices, we have 10.9 per cent for 
this financial year and in the next three years, it will be seven per cent. All of a sudden this revenue line starts 
decreasing and does not reflect those additional revenue streams from those forward estimates—charges coming 
through. Page 6 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook shows that this revenue stream for these four years is purely 
from the $438 impact on household charges for this year. Therefore, I cannot understand why that revenue stream 
would drop off; it does not make sense. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am going to keep saying the same thing. I think I am agreeing with the member; I am not 
sure. For 2017–18, the PFPS had an assumption of a seven per cent increase around power. Let us stick with power. 
We have a 10.9 per cent assumption. This is based on the representative household. That 3.9 per cent difference 
flows through; the member is absolutely right. For 2018–19, it is still at seven per cent and then in 2019–20, we 
have a smaller assumption of 5.6 per cent instead of seven per cent. That would effectively offset the difference 
between 10.9 per cent and seven per cent. The member is right. All those budget repair assumptions are based on 
the forward estimates as they are at budget cut-off. Every single one of them is dependent on that—household 
expenditure, the wages policy. In 2020–21, the wages policy savings at $316 million is based on what the 
workforce is expected as at cut-off date. That could change. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I will finish it off. I suggest that Treasury has a closer look at this because it does not add up.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I know that is what the member thinks but there is nothing conspiratorial here. It is simply the 
impact of the increase, which is above the increase that the former government had in its PFPS. There is a not 
insignificant saving of $200 million. That is also driven by assumptions in the out years around what those power 
prices might otherwise be. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I was not suggesting that it was conspiratorial. All I am suggesting is that if the government 
puts up charges—there is nothing in the assumption that suggests those will be reduced moving forward—there is 
no argument for that revenue stream to drop. If additional charges occur in the future, which I do not believe are 
built into this, based on what I read on page 6, but if they do, it is a compounding effect and the revenue stream 
should still be climbing. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member should remember that it is compared with the PFPS; it is the base we are 
comparing it with. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Now I get it. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to page 303 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. Under the heading 
“Regional Utilities Pricing Subsidies” is a forward estimates visual of the component of the royalties for regions 
program that is picking up the regional water subsidy. I note that it does not start picking up until 2019–20 and 
2020–21. Therefore, the full impact of decisions around the substitution—that is, that water subsidy, which we see 
on that page, the TAFE subsidy of $44 million, the remote essential services of $56 million and the increase in the 
patient assisted travel scheme, three of which do not start until year three of the forward estimates—utilise the 
headline figure of $861 million as substitution. Does the Treasurer agree that the impact of decisions in this budget, 
once it normalises in 2019–20 and 2020–21, are in excess of 40 per cent substitution just on those four items alone? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Can the member clarify that? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There are $860 million worth of substitutions. That is the headline figure. There are at least 
four components to that. The big one is the regional water subsidy. The next one is the TAFE subsidy. The next 
one is remote essential services in remote communities, and of course the increase in PATS. Three of those four—
that is the first three, being the water subsidy, TAFE and remote essential services—do not start having an impact 
on the budget until the third year of the forward estimates. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, the member is right. They start in 2019–20. Is that the question the member is asking? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes. If we fast forward two budgets, and therefore we have the full impact — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: So we have 2021–22 and 2022–23. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Or 2019–20 and 2020–21. If we had the forward estimates from that period, when we have 
the full effect of those three programs that are now funded by royalties for regions that were previously funded by 
the consolidated account, the full effect of that is brought to book. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think I understand what the member means. For example, will country water, sewerage and 
drainage coming from royalties for regions be at least $284 million in 2020–21? Yes, that is right.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I cannot imagine that the government will take that out of royalties for regions. That will be 
the new norm, if we like. If we look at the new norm—the 2020–21 forward estimate gives an indication of what 
that looks like—we are looking at what is in reality a cost shift of over 40 per cent out of the royalties for regions 
program in those four items alone.  

[2.40 PM] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am not sure what the percentage is, but the member is right that it is unlikely to decline from 
$284 million in 2021–22 and similarly with TAFE and remote services. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: To me, those four items add up to about $420 million, so out of a roughly $1 billion program, 
the Treasury is looking at 41 to 42 per cent. I note in the total for 2021–22 that there is still $59.6 million funded 
out of the consolidated account. Is it the Treasurer’s intention to have that funded by royalties for regions in the 
following year? The cost shift has started flowing and the full extent of that regional subsidy is not funded by 
royalties for regions; there is still $59.6 million there. Is it the Treasurer’s intention to bring that amount to book? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That would be my intention, but there is still a budget decision to make about that. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: While we are talking about the shifts in the royalties for regions program, one of the other 
provisions that has been dropped in the forward estimates is overprogramming. There was previously 
overprogramming allowing for a level of slippage, presumably in the capital works program. I note that it is only 
in the forward estimates from 2017–18 — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: What page, member? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Page 227 of budget paper No 3 in the table on royalties for regions expenditure. There is an 
overprogramming provision towards the bottom of that table, which effectively stops at the end of 2018–19. 
I assume that there will still be some slippage as it has been defined in previous accounts. What percentage of the 
royalties for regions program, which is $41 billion a year, does the Treasurer expect it to slip by in the next 
financial years? The fact that there is not an overprogramming provision means that it will be effectively a budget 
saving. Can the Treasurer confirm whether that is the case? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member is right. Previously, the overprogramming provisions were much larger. The 
reason we made that decision is that we have effectively removed from royalties for regions the large global 
provision of spend, whatever it was titled. Those funds have now been allocated to much more specific projects 
and programs, which reduces the need to have such a substantial overprogramming provision. That was what drove 
the change from the previously much higher overprogramming provision. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: My memory is that it was 12 or 15 per cent. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Something like that; it was quite big. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: What amount of slippage does the Treasurer expect to occur in the royalties for region 
program now? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The figure for 2017–18 is $117 million, and as budgets come down, they will be populated by 
carryovers going forward from, I guess, future decisions. We have removed most of those big global allocations 
of expense money, which were really subject to the likelihood of much more underspending, and that is why the 
figure has come down so much. 

I will address the member’s earlier question about the regional workers’ incentive. An amount of $112 million 
was allocated for that in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement. In this budget there is $86.6 million 
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allocated from 2017–18 to 2020–21. The amount has been reduced through changes to the indexation rate. Input 
costs into the calculation and changes to the number of eligible employees have been updated as a result of actual 
receipts due to those payments. It is at the line item “Administered Items” on page 227. Hopefully that answers 
the member’s question from earlier on. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is that funded by royalties for regions? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is it under “Administered Items”? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Next to the “Administered Items” line item is footnote (c); it is included in that. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: In 2017–18 there is $3 million allocated under administered items. Is the Treasurer telling 
me that he is going to fund what is just short of a $30 million district allowance with $3 million? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I should have been referring the member to the line item above, “Administration”, not 
“Administered Items”. Sorry, that is my mistake. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I assume that that administration item that the Treasurer just referred to will be funding the 
development commissions and the regional development component of the new agency. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The 2015–16 actual and 2016–17 estimated actual are pushing close to $80 million. Either 
there is going to be a substantial cut to the regional development component of the new agencies and/or 
development commissions or, once again, the district allowance component, which to my understanding is worth 
nearly $27 million a year, is not being funded. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The district allowance would have been reflected in those two figures in 2015–16 and 2016–17. 
Where is the cut, sorry? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Previous to this budget there was a line item allocation in the royalties for regions program 
and it would have shown up in last year’s Economic and Fiscal Outlook. It showed roughly $27 million a year 
towards district allowances for regional employees working in areas and it was funded on the basis of a basket of 
goods on a regional price index. The Treasurer just told me that that funding is now shown in the “Administration” 
line item on page 227 and if it is anything near $25 million, $26 million or $27 million a year, compared with the 
previous year, which presumably is only funding the development commissions and the regional development 
component of the new agency, someone is missing out somewhere to make those numbers add up. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We have flatlined incentives across the forward estimates at $21 million simply because of the 
reducing demand, as I referred to previously, with the actuals coming in. The agency costs are coming in lower 
now. We have effectively flatlined at $21 million from 2017–18 on. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Further to that, if we are flatlining at $21 million for the district allowance, which is the 
2017–18 figure, we are looking at $60 million total funding of the development commissions and what was the 
Department of Regional Development. That is nearly $20 million cut from the previous year. Is that the case? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Certainly, the Department of Regional Development component will not be as large as it was—
absolutely; I have said that here. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: What about the regional development commissions? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think the minister is still working with them on what role she sees them playing. They are 
still within the figure of $81 million and $82 million et cetera across the forward estimates. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Regarding the $21 million that was put into the district allowance, which has flatlined across 
the forward estimates, is it the intention to use the regional pricing index as the tool to work out what that figure 
is, which is what has happened up until this point? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The policy of using that regional inflation rate has not changed. 

[2.50 pm] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 8 and table 2 on the budget repair. I want some clarification on this. Under 
“Government Trading Enterprises efficiency measures” there is line item for the deferral of interim dividends. 
I take it that the Treasurer deferred these dividends from 2016–17 to 2017–18. What was the basis for that? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The interim dividend for 2017–18 was pushed off to be paid in the actual 2017–18 year as 
opposed to 2016–17. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Treasurer shifted the $298 million that was booked in the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement to be paid in 2016–17 to 2017–18. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is the effect of it; that is right. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is about a $600 million turnaround in those two years. What was the basis for it? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: To push it into the year in which the dividend is due. We may do that again and make it more 
permanent. Interim dividends, the member may recall, were a recent construct of the former government to bring 
forward some cash, I assume. That was to simply push it into the year it was due. Whether we make that permanent 
is a decision that we are looking at. It is effectively removing the bringing forward of dividends. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was due in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement in 2016–17. The Treasurer has 
brought it over to 2017–18. I put it to the Treasurer that he did that to improve the relative outcome of the budget. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The member can put that to me. We are talking $298 million in 2016–17. It is not a dramatic 
impact because of the size of the deficit the former government left us. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It makes the deficits about equal between 2016–17 and 2017–18. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The member will find the deficit—good news—is coming in lower than we expected, as 
I pointed out in my budget speech. Even with that, the member will be pleased to see. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I did that every year for four years. 
I refer to the voluntary targeted separation scheme in the same table, which provides $185 million in savings. 
However, elsewhere the budget refers to $300 million in savings. Why is it minus $185 million and not minus 
$300 million? Is it because the government expects to get some gains in 2017–18? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a net cost with the initial total cost at $300 million and about $115 million in savings. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The same table refers to government trading enterprises. The government expects to collect 
$807 million over the forward estimates from these efficiency measures by increased dividend payout ratios, net 
debt targets, special dividends and tariff adjustments. That is a very large additional impost and collection of 
money from government business enterprises across the board. Is the Treasurer confident that the GTEs can 
respond by improving their efficiencies, because that is the only way they can pay this, and that he will not have 
to come back and increase fees because of these additional imposts? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I am as confident as I can be at this point. Clearly, this will put some pressure on these utilities. 
The member is absolutely right. There are not many benefits of being the decider of what the prices do, but one is 
that we can ensure that this does not simply flow through to price increases and that is not the intent of what we 
are seeking to do. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Has Treasury done an assessment of each paying entity, whether it be Water Corp or a port? 
For example, Port Hedland has limited room to move to pay additional dividends without raising prices. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question. We looked at a range of things around the debt levels of all these 
different utilities, their capacity, their appropriate debt level and their various cash positions. Some of them were 
sitting on a lot of cash; Synergy is one example. The member is right. That will perhaps require a bit more hands-on 
management by the ministers in some of the utilities to ensure that the utility, whichever one it is, delivers on 
these. But I will not pretend for a minute that these measures will not put pressure on some of the utilities. We 
need to make sure that these measures are done in a way that does not simply flow on to price rises. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There have been repeated proposals for Treasury to take on a role of overseeing government 
trading enterprises to have a common set of policies. In the past, one of the problems has been that they were 
treated as cash cows. A lot of states have done that, particularly New South Wales, although it no longer does that. 
Queensland is doing that. This has the hallmarks of that, potentially. I am not accusing the Treasurer of doing that. 
The only way to overcome that is to have greater transparency of the capacity of these entities to pay. 
Western Power, for instance, the last I heard, has an 85 per cent, or maybe pushing a 95 per cent, debt–equity ratio. 
It does not have the capacity. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: As the member pointed out, Western Power carries a lot of debt. The member is right; with the 
Public Utilities Office coming back into Treasury, that is the intent. The PUO is really sort of an energy office. 
I would like to see it have more of a role, as its name would suggest, across the utilities. This is no doubt something 
that the member came across as well; often there is a conflict between being Treasurer and Minister for Energy 
and trying to ensure that we extract value as much as we can from these organisations. That may put them under 
a bit of pressure—that is okay; I am not particularly fussed about that—and we need to ensure that they can 
continue to do what they need to do around investing et cetera. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I want to get the Treasurer’s view on this point; if we pull out a lot of cash and the utilities 
have capital investment—such as Synergy faces with its renewables, which we can talk about later; it has some 
cash surplus balances in there—they will have to go out and borrow to meet their additional capital investments, 
which will come up. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That may be a result, hence I am keen to have Treasury and government more involved in the 
oversight of these organisations. Bear in mind, they are commercialised organisations now. But, ultimately, to be 
frank, I want better advice from Treasury around these organisations. The member says that it may result in 
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increased borrowing and it may do, but I understand fully that Western Power probably does not have that much 
capacity. The member may have some questions coming up about the requirements around this matter. 
Western Power has its fourth access arrangement nearly about to be submitted—I think next month—to the 
Economic Regulation Authority. That will have a range of assumptions around its capital spending requirements. 
Either way, governments will be required to take more of a role. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Did the Treasurer or any of the other ministers have to submit a section 68 notice to require 
the agencies to pay the moneys budgeted here? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: We will go back to the start; I refer to page 1 of budget paper No 3. The fourth dot point 
highlights that $3.7 billion has been allocated to election commitments. To clarify, was it an election commitment 
to negotiate across government general agreements retaining penalty rates and committed overtime allowances 
within the existing wages policy? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The wages policy is only in respect of annual increases of $1 000. Could the member provide 
more information with his question? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Was it an election commitment to retain penalty rates and committed overtime allowances 
as part of that? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not recall any specific policy to have them, but I certainly do not recall any specific policy 
to remove them. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Does the Treasurer have a total cost of committed overtime allowances across the forward 
estimates? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Minister for Commerce will have that information, I would have thought. That is more 
agency-related. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Treasurer, I refer to page 497 of budget paper No 2, volume 2, right down the bottom. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry; give me a second to catch up with the member. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: While the Treasurer is waiting for the answer to that question, can we have some clarification 
about the number of people who are allowed to ask questions? 

The CHAIR: I was advised by the Clerk. We went through a series of questions from the existing committee 
members and once they had had a chance, the member for Dawesville was invited to ask questions as well. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: He is invited to ask questions. 

The CHAIR: That was the wrong choice of term—he is allowed to. I am happy to give the call to your side as well.  

[3.00 pm] 

Dr A.D. BUTI: That is not the issue. This is the seventh estimates that I have done and it has always been three 
opposition members. The Chair is able to substitute members if he or she has the correct paperwork. Is the 
paperwork available that allows —  

The CHAIR: To answer the query—it might be worth taking this up with the Deputy Speaker, Lisa Baker, later—
I have been advised by the Clerk that it is a legitimate question once the three existing opposition members have 
asked their questions. I am happy to clarify this later with the Deputy Speaker, but I have been told by the Clerk it 
is appropriate.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Treasurer, I refer to the fourth line item from the bottom on page 497, “Interest on Public 
Moneys Held in Participating Trust Fund Accounts”. The Treasurer would be aware that a number of 
Treasury Corporation accounts are held on the basis of some committed royalties for regions funds with local 
government in particular. How much money is held in Treasury Corp accounts for committed projects for local 
governments and other proponents, specifically royalties for regions funds?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think the member will have to put that question on notice because getting an answer will take 
some time. I am not trying to avoid it, but it will take some time.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will put two questions on notice. First, how much royalties for regions money is held in 
Treasury Corp accounts that was committed in previous budgets? Second, how much of that has government 
clawed back by negotiation and/or telling those proponents that it is losing $2 million or $3 million on a particular 
project? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I ask the member to put them both on notice. We will not be able to get that information by 
supplementary information. It will take some time. I ask the member to put it on notice in the normal course. 
I cannot answer that by way of supplementary information.  
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: I thought the Treasurer had a bit of time to answer.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Just so the member knows—I will get that information—and for the avoidance of any doubt, 
that line item does not include funds for RforR funds held by WATC. That interest is paid directly to proponents 
I have just been told.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: My two questions are: Of the Treasury Corp accounts that are held for RforR projects in the 
past, how much is the total and how much has been clawed back? I am aware that the Minister for Regional 
Development is approaching a number of the local governments that have such accounts and is leaning on them to 
give some back.  

[Mr R.S. Love took the chair.]  

Mr B.S. WYATT: It will have to be on notice.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Treasurer, I refer to the royalties for regions component in the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. 
A number of royalties for regions programs on the list come to an end; they have typically been four-year programs. 
I am advised by outside information that the royalties for regions budget is fully allocated. By definition, that 
means that once any of those programs in the four-year forward estimates come to an end, that will stop. Can the 
Treasurer confirm whether that is the case? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I confirm that royalties for regions is fully allocated. If things come to an end and we fund 
them, it will have the same impact on net debt as would funding anything in government. Royalties for regions is 
fully allocated. If it comes to an end in the forward estimates, there will have to be a future decision if we want to 
continue to fund something. That is right. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 36 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, “Summary of the General Government 
Revenue and Expenditure Projections”, vis-a-vis the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, and to table 
1.1 on page 231. In 2021 the current grants in subsidies increases quite substantially by $2.4 billion. That is largely 
commonwealth payments. I am trying to come to grips with changes to the commonwealth. I think there is a large 
payment from the commonwealth through the National Disability Insurance Scheme. I want to understand how 
the NDIS is treated in this account. In the PFPS there was a separate breakout box for the expected treatment 
of NDIS. Since then things have changed—not only is there another year, 2021; there are different flows. 
There is no breakout box in the budget on the NDIS. Although the Treasurer is not the minister responsible for the 
NDIS, can he can provide by way of supplementary information how the NDIS is treated in the budget in terms 
of revenue coming from the commonwealth and expenditure going out from the state, and how it affects the 
Disability Services Commission? When does NDIS start? It is my understanding that other than the trial, it has not 
officially started. In the budget there is a receipt from the commonwealth in the vicinity of $1.7 billion in 2021, 
which is a material increase. Is that a one-off? What portions of it are one-off? It would be very helpful if the 
Treasurer discussed how the NDIS is treated in full in the budget. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The member has come to a very complicated area with NDIS. The budget is simply predicated 
at this point on the agreement that was signed by the member’s government. We will have a go; I will ask 
Mr Barnes to make further comments but, unsurprisingly, a hell of a lot of work has been done and continues to 
be done on the NDIS. I will ask Mr Barnes to deal with a couple of the specific points.  
Mr M.A. Barnes: Further to the Treasurer’s comment, the treatment of the NDIS in this budget is identical to the 
treatment in the PFPS. It reflects the three-year transitional agreement that was signed in January, pre-caretaker. 
That three-year transitional agreement with the commonwealth runs in the years 2017–18, 2018–19 and 2019–20. 
The treatment is, as I said, identical to what was in the PFPS. I guess the only new bit in the budget is the rollout 
of 2021, which is the new out year. In that new out year, as the member mentioned, there is about $1.7 billion of 
disability funding from the commonwealth. About $1.1 billion of that is revenue from the commonwealth to fund 
service delivery under the NDIS and there is a one-off payment estimated at $604 million from the DisabilityCare 
Australia Fund to be received in 2021.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the assumption that the NDIS, as per the agreement, is the WA-based system, which is more 
costly, I understand, than the national system?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is what is reflected in the budget.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can the Treasurer provide a breakout of revenue in from the commonwealth and expenditure 
for the NDIS over the four years, and the assumptions made, so we can get a grip on this new huge program that 
is funded in a very complicated manner, because some money is funded by the states, some from the 
commonwealth and there are some one-off payments and some regular payments? I might add that something 
a breakout of that information was done in the PFPS.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: On page 127 of budget paper No 3 there is some information on NDIS spending assumptions. 
I am not sure how much more information there will be, but we can try to provide it by way of supplementary.  

[3.10 pm] 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, the Treasurer could put it in a single document, like he did with the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We could do that by way of supplementary information and it will just be effectively bringing 
together some information that is here. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There were two trials underway for the National Disability Insurance Scheme: NDIS My Way, 
and another one; I have forgotten what the other name was. They are still going. Are they assumed, under the 
Treasurer’s assumptions, to be rolled into the national system? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The budget assumptions and the spending assumptions on page 127 of budget paper No 3 
effectively assume the three-year rollout and the full operation in the final year. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. Just another question, with reference to page 36 — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, did the Leader of the Opposition want that information by supplementary information? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, I do. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Maybe if the member could say again what it is. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What I would like through supplementary information is a statement about the revenue flows 
from the commonwealth government and NDIS, and any revenue flows to the state, if there are any, so there are 
two sources of potential revenue flows to pay for it; I assume it is an appropriation rather than revenue flow. Also, 
the expenditure under NDIS within the budget by the state, so I can understand what revenue comes in from the 
commonwealth, what appropriations are allocated by the state, and what expenditures they are. Another issue with 
NDIS is that — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Hang on, let us just deal with that, if I can. We will provide by way of supplementary 
information the assumed revenue flows from the commonwealth to the state under the NDIS, as signed in the 
current bilateral agreement. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay, yes. 

[Supplementary Information No A5.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is NDIS a single program or is it spread over a number of appropriations, departments or 
agencies? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: At the moment, as we can see on page 127, it is effectively just the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme. If we stick with the current bilateral agreement, we have to effectively establish our own 
authority and that will then probably have an impact on how it is reported in the budget. At the moment, while it 
is being transitioned, that is it; for budget purposes, it is housed there in that line item. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can I put a request to the Treasurer? Hopefully over the next year, the government will decide 
what it is going to do — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Hopefully well before! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, there will be penalties otherwise. Can I request that, following the decision, as part of the 
next budget statement—whether it is the midyear review or the budget—the government give a statement on how 
that is treated? My understanding is that the money from that agency, NDIS, will go to a number of agencies, such 
as the Department of Housing and others. That is what other states are doing. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Noted, though, member. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. On page 36 — 

The CHAIR: Sorry, Leader of the Opposition—is that a new question? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it is from the same table. 

The CHAIR: Is it the same question, further to the item on the NDIS? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. I refer to table 2 on page 36 and the line item, “Commonwealth grants”, which is blank 
for 2020–21. There is nothing there for 2020–21, but we just discussed the government’s plan to get a grant from 
the commonwealth for NDIS, which is not on that list; none of it is. In fact, for all other revenue moments—
taxation, commonwealth grants—there is nothing for 2020–21. I assume it is because the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement does not have an estimate, but looking above that, under the heading “Revenue Measures”, 
there are variations. I am puzzled by the blank there. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Apparently it is standard presentation for those revenue measures. Where there are policy 
differences, they are presented across the full forward estimates, including the new year. In respect of parameter 
changes, which is what commonwealth grants falls under, it is effectively silent in the new year, as we can see 
there, because there is no PFPS base for that year for those parameter changes. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Where is the NDIS in these? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Obviously, on page 36, there will be no change there with regard to assumptions because we 
have not changed the policy. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was a change in 2020–21. I can remember this quite clearly; we did not forecast to 
2020–21 in the PFPS for the NDIS. We had an estimate of what was going to happen in 2020–21, but we did not 
put it in the PFPS, so it seems to me that it is, in fact, higher than it was supposed to be. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I draw the member’s attention to page 261, which is the appendix on the revenue. In the line 
item “Disability Services”, the member will see that it is captured in the total revenue at 2020–21 at $1.7 billion. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: So with regard to the NDIS, the assumption in this budget is that it is exactly the same in terms 
of the volume, pattern and flow from the PFPS? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes; that has not changed. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Just shifting towards underlying assumptions, particularly around iron ore royalties, I refer 
to the fifth dot point on page 500 of budget paper No 2, volume 2, under the heading “Economic Outlook”. Has 
the Department of Treasury changed or altered any part of the methodology for iron ore forecasting; and, if so, 
what is that change? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The answer is yes. Treasury has again changed its forecasting around the iron ore price. I still 
refer to it as the “strike price” and how it declines to a level across the forward estimates. The member will recall 
that the previous methodology, the one that was part of the last budget—I think this came in with the 2015–16 
budget—was to assume that the price would hit its long-run average 10 years out from the budget. In this budget 
we have brought the endpoint forward from 10 years to three years, so we have declined it quite dramatically. The 
fourth year then effectively replicates the third, so we have assumed that it reaches the long-run average much 
quicker than we did using the previous methodology. Again, as with all these changes, both this government and 
the former government have tried to remove the volatility around it. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Can the Treasurer clarify what the unit price forecast change is from the PFPS — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: On the iron ore price? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: No, on what we have done in the budget forecast. If we look at how we have forecasted it in 
the past, we now have a new methodology, which has changed things. Can the Treasurer provide the actual 
differential on the iron ore price forecast in the forward years? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The iron ore price assumptions are in — 
Mr D.C. NALDER: But how is that different? Can the Treasurer give us the differential and what impacts that 
has had on the budget? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: On the revenue? Okay; that is a good question. The change in the methodology between the 
PFPS and this budget is $977.1 million. If we had stuck with the PFPS assumption, we would have assumed an 
extra $977.1 million in revenue over the forward estimates, so this is taking a more conservative view of the price 
of iron ore. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I accept that; I am just trying to understand it. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: This is always one that we spend a lot of time on. This is not a political point, but I think there 
were two or three changes under the previous government, and we are all trying to achieve the same thing: how 
do we try to remove the volatility? Since the election of the former government, there has been a fundamental 
change; the spot price has taken over the contracts and everything has changed. There is now what there did not 
used to be, which is effectively a futures market, which is helpful in making assumptions as well.  
[3.20 pm] 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The reality is that this is really trying to reduce that volatility. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Trying to, yes.  
Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes, I know. Time will tell.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: Do not get me wrong, if there is a significant surge in the iron ore price, certainly in the 
immediate term, I would be delighted.  
Mr D.C. NALDER: The Treasurer would pocket it!  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not think it changes the volatility at all. The volatility is inherent in the spot market price.  
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Mr B.S. WYATT: We are trying to deal with the volatility of the assumption on the revenue, though. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We go to the long run for three years rather than 10 years; that is, as I understand it, the 
methodological change. Has the underlying data of the actual prices in the spot market up to that three years 
changed?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: No.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government is basically writing down $977 million over the forward estimates, on the 
basis of a methodological change? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Whereas the spot market changes have not been significant?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: We have not made any changes around how we strike the price at budget time, no.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In terms of the futures market for iron ore prices, has there been a significant change since the 
Pre-election Financial Projections Statement in the six, 12 and 24-month price?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: We have not changed how we use the information, if that is what the member is asking. 
Obviously, the price and the assumptions around those have changed. The spots come down from $90 to $70 and 
the futures market reflects that.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Two things have led to this $977 million. First, is that we assume that we go to this long-term 
average quicker. Second, is that the data itself has changed.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Certainly the price has declined, yes. But I want to make the point that $977 million is just on 
the methodology change on how we assume getting back to a long-run average.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government is writing down on page 36, table 2 that the iron ore hit this year is minus 
$185 million. It goes for minus $1 748 over the forward estimates. That is the reduction of a parameter change of 
the iron ore price. Again, if the government has changed its methodology, it has changed its policy, and it should 
have something in terms of the impact of 2020–21. It is not just a parameter change; it is a policy change.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a methodology change, that is all. It has been dealt with the same as previous methodology 
changes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: But if the public trading enterprise efficiency dividend is changed, that is a policy change. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is; absolutely. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If the government has a methodology change in how it calculates forward estimates for 
anything, it should be a policy change and therefore it should have it in the revenue measures and should have 
some kind of forecast for 2020–21. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: All those decisions at page 36 in the revenue measures are policy decisions; they were made 
by the cabinet. The methodology change is not a cabinet decision — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was with us! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: —it is a Treasury decision that, of course, cabinet approves as part of the budget. I did not go 
off and source a different methodology. Treasury did that.  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: On page 3, “Key Budget Assumptions”, I note the second item “Real State Final Demand”, 
which is effectively taking out imports and exports, the performance of the domestic economy. Can the Treasurer 
tell me whether in fact those future figures—which are improving; there is growth there—are in fact taking into 
account his budgetary measures in this budget, or are they simply predicted on other predictors?  
Mr B.S. WYATT: They explicitly take account of government spending, both capital and recurrent.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I note that with the exception of the new year coming on, 2020–21, the 2018–19 and 
2019–20 figures were in last year’s budget; is the Treasurer saying therefore that there is no change to the 
performance of the domestic economy on the basis of his current government spending measures? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, what were the figures in the previous budget?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I was just saying that the Treasurer gave me the impression that his current budget priorities 
are taken into account in the underlying performance of the domestic economy. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Other things will be as well, but the budget is as well.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: But 2018–19, 2019–20 and obviously 2017–18 have been revised down. In fact, it is down 
from the previous budget forward estimates and 2018–19 is the same. It is predicting the same growth in the 
domestic economy as was in last year’s budget forward estimates. Is the Treasurer saying that he is not expecting 
any kick beyond what was predicted last year as a product of his expending measures this year?  
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Mr B.S. WYATT: We are expecting a positive outcome but it will not just be the budget that drives those figures. 
There will be other probably much more dramatic impacts, for example, around private sector investment, I would 
have thought, and household consumption and all sorts of different factors that would drive state final demand—
not just the role of government  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I guess it is about confidence in the government’s own investment decisions about whether 
it has a material impact upon the domestic economy. Just on that last point that the Under Treasurer mentioned to 
the Treasurer, on the page opposite, page 2, the household consumption figures rise considerably as a component 
of the gross state product. Is that what is driving those increases in the out years? And can the Treasurer give me 
reasons or the basis for the significant increase in the household consumption component of the gross state product 
in the graph on page 2?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will make a couple of points. Obviously, I am pleased to see state final demand growing 
again because it has been negative for a while. In respect of that figure on the chart on page 2, yes, household 
consumption is having a more positive impact, but we are still overwhelmingly dominated by business investment. 
The member will see business investment is also looking to business investment now. Look at page 17. Because 
there has been such a big come-off in business investment over the last few years, we will see that is now expected 
to grow in 2019–20 and 2020–21 at healthy rates. That would have a significant impact on SFD growth.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: On the GSP? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: State final demand growth.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I guess I am trying to tease out whether the Treasurer has confidence in his budget and 
therefore investment decisions having a material impact upon the domestic economy—notably diversifying the 
economy, which has been part of the mantra.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Of course we have huge confidence in our budget, member, delivering on all those things for 
us. The WA economy, as the member knows more than most, is driven, by and large—I do not know the percentage 
of state final demand figures, but 20 per cent is driven—by business investment, which I guess does not surprise 
us, and that has come off a lot. The Under Treasurer informs me it has come off by about a third. That has an 
overwhelming impact on state final demand, which is why the correlation between expected growth and business 
investment is now correlating with growth in state final demand figures again. The previous government members, 
sitting across from me, had to wear the dramatic impact of that significant decline in business investment. We saw 
what it did. That business investment is feeding into lots of things, whether it be the employment rate, export rates 
et cetera. Almost all those figures turn into a better growth trajectory.  
[3.30 pm] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: On the key budget assumptions, firstly, population growth is very important. Currently, the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics data indicates that it is growing at a rate of 0.6 per cent, and I think the budget has 
0.6 per cent for 2016. The government has it going back to 1.8 per cent, largely due to overseas migration. If it is 
going to grow, that is definitely where it will come from. What is the basis for that assumption that immigration 
to Western Australia will pick up? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, I come back to the point I just made to the member for Warren–Blackwood. The 
investment cycle is picking up again, as it did in perhaps the most dramatic way possible a few years ago. As 
business investment picks up again, that will draw in labour and hence will flow through to population 
expectations. I note that the long-run average population growth rate is about two per cent, so it is not expected to 
get back to the long-run average population growth rate. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I put it to the Treasurer that the recovery is more a methodological approach; that is, it is not 
so much a forecast, but an assumption of Treasury as it goes back towards its trend, which is about two per cent. 
Is that correct? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: But it is being driven by assumptions around business investment and housing investment. 
Housing and business investment have an impact on the domestic economy and, therefore, on expectations around 
labour demand, so that would flow through. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is also a policy factor in the net immigration targets of the commonwealth. Also, the 
government has put limitations on migration to WA through both a reduction in the number of categories from 
178 to 18 and removing — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is not a limitation on migrants to WA, but there has been a change in visa categories. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Visa categories, yes—that is, migrants. This growth will come from overseas migrants, not 
interstate migrants. That is the government’s assumption. It basically has no growth in interstate migration. I accept 
that that is a reasonable assumption, but it may be conservative. If there is going to be almost a doubling of the 
population growth from its low level now, I just do not see how there will be a very large pick up of overseas 
migration to WA given the state-based immigration policy changes that the government has made. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: The member can put that to me, but there has been no policy change in what Treasury does 
with assumptions around business investment and housing investment; that is, they drive our economy, as they 
always have. On whether it is a make-up of interstate migration and overseas migration, during the time that we 
had a labour shortage, I watched many a minister become frustrated at the inability to get Australians to move to 
the west for whatever reason. It is hard to get people to move here from other parts of Australia. Whatever that 
reason is, that reason is. Maybe not the member for Hillarys. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: My point is that page 23 of budget paper No 3 outlines additions and subtractions to growth 
in population. It supports a substantial increase to 2021 in net overseas migration, which is the largest source, and 
a decline in net interstate migration, which I accept, but there is no growth in it. The government has a policy of 
restricting immigration to WA. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, we do not. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, it does. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, we do not. We made a change to the policy around what we saw as a priority for visa 
categories. We do not have a policy of restricting migration into Western Australia. 

The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition and Treasurer, this is not a debate. Leader of the Opposition, if you have 
a question, could you frame it, because at the moment you are making a series of points, not asking a question. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government has reduced the number of visa categories from 178 to 18, and most of the 
18 residual categories are for specialist medical people. It also changed the policy and changed the status of 
Western Australia as a regional centre to a capital city, which makes it more difficult for people to migrate here. 
Those two policies necessarily inhibit interstate or international migration to WA. Treasury has an assumption of 
rapid growth in net overseas migration, but the policy does not fit with the forecast. Could the Treasurer explain? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think I have, but I make the point, which I made before, that we do not expect to get back to 
the long-run average by the end of the forward estimates. Although we expect population growth, it is still expected 
to be below the long-run average of around two per cent. We are getting close to it at 1.8 per cent. Healthy 
population growth is good, and hopefully we will get back to two per cent sooner rather than later. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I would like to look at the economic forecasts on page 17 of budget paper No 3. I am 
particularly focusing on household consumption, dwelling investment and business investment. Has there been 
any change in methodology by the Department of Treasury in determining these for the forward estimates? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No; there has been no change. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Could the Treasurer please explain what is underpinning the rebound, particularly in dwelling 
investment? I will focus on that first. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: In a moment, I will hand over to Mr Barnes, who might make some specific comments. 
I imagine it is a combination of an uptick in business investment and that flowing through to population growth 
et cetera. Mr Barnes might make some more specific comments. 

Mr M.A. Barnes: It is really a reflection of the current supply–demand imbalance working its way through, as it 
will over time. Obviously, at the moment we have significant excess supply. We are seeing dwelling investment 
fall quite sharply in 2016–17. From memory, it was a fall in the order of 20 per cent in dwelling investment in 
2016–17. Our expectation is that that excess supply of new dwellings will be caught up in the next couple of years, 
and as demand continues to slowly grow—it is slow growth through the population growth that we are projecting—
and as that excess supply unwinds over the next couple of years, that slow demand growth will eventually lead to 
a turnaround into positive growth in dwelling investment. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I will clarify the numbers. There is a 21.5 per cent decline in 2016–17 and a 2.5 per cent 
decline in 2017–18, but then a five per cent rebound in 2018–19, which is the next financial year. I am just trying 
to understand why we are expecting dwelling investments to go through in 12 months’ time. I understand that a lot 
of this is based on certain assumptions that Treasury holds. I know there is not a process necessarily for 
consultation with industry, but it seems to be contrary to what industry is potentially saying about dwelling 
investment; that is, it believes it might be depressed for two to three years. I am trying to understand the difference 
between what industry is saying and what Treasury is calculating. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a good question. Noting the 2016–17 data, most of these seem to be coming in fairly 
closely to what was in the 2016–17 budget. There will be some changes in what the budget assumes and estimates 
and the actuals. Mr Barnes might make some more comment around that specific point. 

Mr M.A. Barnes: As the member pointed out, we estimated in the budget a fall in dwelling investment of 21.5 per cent 
in 2016–17. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: These are actuals, are they not? 
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Mr M.A. Barnes: That was an estimate of 21.5 per cent. On the day before the budget was released, we got the 
state accounts from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, which showed that the actual fall in dwelling investment in 
2016–17 was 22.8 per cent, so it was marginally worse than we estimated. Based on that, there is a potential risk that 
the decline of 2.5 per cent that we are projecting in 2017–18 could be slightly worse based on that 2016–17 actual. 
We also consult pretty closely with the Housing Industry Association in developing these forecasts. My 
understanding was that our forecasts were not too dissimilar from its forecasts.  

[3.40 pm] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will add to that. Some of the assumptions around dwelling investment—this is the point that 
the Under Treasurer just made—are fairly consistent with forecasts from the Housing Industry Association. There 
is a strong level of consistency. As the Under Treasurer pointed out, a fair bit of dialogue goes on, like there is in 
the iron ore sector et cetera around volumes and things. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just to follow on from the member for Bateman’s question, population growth and dwelling 
investment are obviously very closely related. I just want to make a statement and maybe get the Treasurer’s reply. 
If policies inhibit population growth and international migration, the government will not get the dwelling 
investment — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry; I am not going to get? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government will not get the rebound. The rebound is based to a very great extent on 
rebounds in population growth. The immigration policies are inhibiting international migration. I just want the 
Treasurer’s confirmation that the rebound in dwelling investment that is very important to the economy is based 
to a large extent on the rebound in population growth. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right. Unsurprisingly, dwelling investment is linked very closely with the assumptions 
around population growth. If population growth is significantly different from that, we assume it will have an 
impact on dwelling investment. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Did Treasury take into consideration in its population forecast the government’s change of 
position early in March on visa status and the status of Perth as a capital city? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: All the policy positions of government feed into the budget assumptions. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Did the government explicitly take that into consideration in formulating this population 
forecast? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: As I said, it is part of the budget. It is part of the policy position of the government. Does it 
feed into those rates? I guess to some degree it does. What is the explicit impact? I could not tell the member. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: One of the measures listed in the table on page 8 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook is the 
gold royalty changes. I am assuming that the forward estimates include the shift in GST clawback as we move 
forward, so it would be net of that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is just the royalty impact, but we do assume a loss of $50 million in the consolidated 
accounts in the final year. Sorry; I have been corrected again. The figure on page 8 is just the revenue impact of 
the gold royalty increase, but the consolidated revenue on page 9, for example, has a loss of $50 million but that 
is spread across two years—2019–20 and 2020–21. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Although I do not like the royalty and we have opposed it clearly, has the government 
considered seeking a special exemption from the federal government to have that quarantined from GST given 
that it is a new revenue that the government is bringing to book rather than something that is existing? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, I have not. I have previously posed hypotheticals. I have been to only one Treasurers’ 
meeting; I have another one next month. It is fair to say that the idea was not embraced, unsurprisingly. Now that 
the member has raised that, it is not a bad idea to pursue but I will not assume it, simply because I cannot see it 
happening. Looking at what has happened out of our GST on this stuff, I will not assume it. We have assumed, in 
terms of consolidated revenue, that the redistribution as it currently applies will redistribute some of that impact. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I guess the point I make, which we talked about in the Loan Bill 2017 on a different issue, 
is that the environment is probably right for the federal government to give some sort of concession to 
Western Australia. It would not be hard, given that it is a new revenue source and something that notably would 
not impact upon other states. Although I do not like the revenue source, that is a point that might be worth 
considering. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a very good idea. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am always happy to help! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to table 3 on page 9 of budget paper No 3. Two reforms were underway that were 
itemised in previous budgets—that is, the agency expenditure review and the workplace reform. I have seen them 
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referred to in various places in the budget, sometimes budgeted, sometimes closed up. Are those two policies being 
implemented in full unless otherwise indicated in the budget? Is the $442 million that was forecast in the PFPS 
expected to be met over the forward estimates of all the agencies? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, they are. Both the agency expenditure review and the workforce renewal, which are still 
being implemented, are all part of the forward estimates for the agencies. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: With the exception of the DPP. The DPP has a cash-out in the budget. Did any other agencies 
get a cash-out? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The DPP had that one-year holiday, if you like. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just one year? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. With Corrective Services, we have had to recashflow the AER because there were some 
pressures that we had to deal with. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The other AER change was that we did it for the head office, not the hospital section, of health. 
We were going to reallocate savings from the AER to the hospitals. The government has cashed those out too. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have another question.  

The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition, are you asking another question or a supplementary to that? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is related. Have the efficiency measures of programs that were in the budget that the government 
received been carried out? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Obviously there are some adjustments, but yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was a one per cent efficiency dividend on top of those other ones applied to those 
agencies. Has that been carried through over the forward estimates? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, it is still in there. It is still embedded. 

The CHAIR: Members, it is a quarter to four. There are five appropriations in this block and two examinations. 
Are we now ready to move forward? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would like to ask a few more on Treasury. Treasury is easily more important than the rest. 

The CHAIR: Perhaps, but a number still have to be progressed. If we could prioritise it down to a couple of — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are we scheduled to finish at four? 

The CHAIR: It is scheduled to finish at six o’clock, but there are five separate appropriations and two further 
examinations. If the Leader of the Opposition is happy to keep going, that is okay. I am asking the question. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is up to the opposition how it allocates the questions. 

The CHAIR: We may come to a point at the end of the afternoon whereby we will have to rush through other 
things, so as long as members are aware of that. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Page 4 of budget paper No 3 refers to the service priority review. I would like to ask some 
questions about the service priority review. There are a number of aspects to it, sometimes bundled together in the 
budget. First, the government changed the SES, I think, which is a 20 per cent reduction. There will be some 
change in department numbers. There is also a service priority review. I have read the first draft, I think, or the 
first preliminary. What does the government envisage the final report of the service priority review will do? Is the 
government booking savings from it and from where will those savings evolve? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We might be entering into a bit of a hypothetical. I just wanted to confirm, for the purposes of 
the service priority on page 4, obviously, that the targeted savings of $763 million are made up of the wages policy, 
the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal freeze et cetera. Where do I envisage the service priority review to take us? 
Is that the question? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government has provided $249 million over the forward estimates. Beyond the wages 
policy and the wages freeze, it has a service priority provision of $249 million. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is part of the $763 million.  

[3.50 pm] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Forget the wages policy and the freeze of SAT-determined wages. There is a service priority 
review. I am trying to understand where the $249 million now comes from. Is it due to the change in department 
numbers; and, if so, how much is due to that? Is it due to the reduction in senior executive service numbers? In 
this $249 million, are there other efficiencies or reductions beyond those two factors? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: The $249 million is made up only of the reduction in the SES numbers and effectively the 
voluntary separation scheme. That is what driving that $249 million; nothing else is part of it. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: But the voluntary targeted separation scheme is listed further down in that table at $355 million, 
so it cannot be that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The first round of machinery-of-government changes, with the reduction in the number of 
departments from 41 to 25, is driving $171 million of that $249 million, and $78 million is from the reduction in 
the SES, if that is the more specific information the member is looking for. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: How many SES members does the Treasurer expect to leave, and is a redundancy program 
included for them? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The target is 104. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is there a redundancy program for them? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That member may have already heard this, but in 2017–18 there is a $13 million provision for 
any redundancies, if required. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is that in the budget? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is part of the $78 million, which is part of the $249 million. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Where are the efficiencies coming from in the MOG changes? I assume they are not labour, 
because that would be mainly SES, but other redundancies and workplace reforms. I am trying to figure out where 
the efficiencies are going to come from other than those itemised elsewhere. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: A fair bit of thought has gone into this. For example, the human services function has been 
consolidated into the Department of Community Services. Similarly, the overseas offices and market promotion 
have been consolidated into the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation. There is a logic to what we 
are trying to do to create those efficiencies. Some of these will deliver the obvious savings of, I guess, 
a requirement for fewer staff where there was duplication, and that is the purpose of the voluntary targeted 
separation scheme and the reduction in the SES numbers. I am not sure what the recommendations will be with 
the service priority review; we have seen the preliminary report. I dare say there might be some recommendations 
and guidance on some of the more difficult agencies and departments that might require legislative change et 
cetera. Ultimately, we have made the changes that can be made by effectively administrative decision, and it will 
take some time for those to bed down and to get those savings and efficiencies. At the moment, that is coming 
along well, but ultimately there is still a bit of work to do. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The way it is treated in the budget is—as Treasury often does—that a conservative benefit 
from the efficiency changes is estimated, the efficiencies from those changes are booked, they go into the forward 
estimates of all the departments affected and the departments then have to follow through with those efficiencies. 
Is that the case? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right. As has been done, there is a global provision that is in due course allocated to 
agencies. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: One of the other reforms that the government has underway is the so-called sustainable health 
review. Is Treasury involved in that? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes; Mr Barnes is on the panel. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is Mr Barnes optimistic about restraining the growth of health expenditure to one per cent? 

The CHAIR: You are sailing close to the wind. You have to ask questions of the Treasurer. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If so, he has changed a lot in the last year! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Barnes has to be optimistic about the health budget! The only thing that gets him up each 
morning is optimism about the health budget! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to contingent liabilities on page 70 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. The example 
used is the statutory limitation on civil litigations by victims of child sexual abuse. I was not going to ask a question 
about that. However, there is the recent decision, as the Treasurer would know very well, of the Yindjibarndi 
exclusive native title outcome. Is the Treasurer aware of any liabilities that would come back on the state in respect 
of that? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Yindjibarndi decision? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes; regarding exclusive native title access on the basis of government having previously 
made decisions that might provide a call back on that. Has that been an issue or not? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: It has not yet. I assume the member is referring to potential compensation issues. It is a bit of 
an unknown. The so-called Timber Creek decision in the Northern Territory is the only precedent we have and 
unfortunately it is not directly applicable to WA. I cannot remember the exact name of the case, but it is referred 
to as the Timber Creek decision. It was very specific to the Northern Territory lands administration legislation. 
Although the decision has been upheld on appeal—there were some small changes—there is not yet a direct 
relevant precedent out of the Timber Creek decision for Western Australia. Having said that, the Yindjibarndi 
exclusive native title outcome may result in a precedent in Western Australia, depending on what happens—if 
there are any appeals or claims for compensation. We are entering into a very new area of native title now. There 
has only been one compensation decision. Western Australia may well drive another; I do not know. I have always 
been of the view that ideally these will be handled by way of an agreement reached. In terms of contingent assets 
and liabilities, the budget does not have anything new around potential native title. The Yindjibarndi decision is 
interesting. It is a good question, because it is an area about which there has been significant dispute, and has been 
for some time, between the state and commonwealth governments about who bears responsibility for compensation. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It has its own uniqueness. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, that is right. In October, for the first time in a long time, there will be a meeting of native 
title ministers. George Brandis has requested that meeting. That is a fallout from not so much the Timber Creek 
decision but the McGlade decision, because when the Native Title Act had to be amended, it got stuck in the Senate 
for a while and there was a range of requests or desires for further changes to that legislation across a full spectrum 
of different areas. The point of the meeting called by the federal Attorney-General is to try to land a position on 
what other parts of the Native Title Act need amendment and why. I do not know whether the issue of 
compensation will come up as I have not yet seen the final agenda. I have noted correspondence under 
Mark McGowan as Premier and, I think, also from Michael Mischin or Colin Barnett, about who will bear the cost 
of compensation under the Native Title Act, and I dare say there is a bit to go on that. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Have there been any meetings with Standard and Poor’s or Moody’s regarding the state’s 
credit rating; and, if so, what were the outcomes? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I had a meeting with Moody’s in April, I think, and that was really just to outline the agenda 
of the new government et cetera. I am potentially meeting with them next month in Sydney. I am just waiting for 
a reply at the moment. Just prior to the budget, Treasury briefed both credit rating agencies on the budget so they 
were aware of what was coming. They were briefed by Treasury on the day before the budget. I think my next 
meeting with them will hopefully be in October. They are both visiting in October. 

[4.00 pm] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Page 279 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook refers to the special purpose account—
specifically the royalties for regions regional reform fund, which over the course of three budgets was to 
accumulate $150 million. As I understand it, expenditure brought to the budget in the royalties for regions program 
will start to expend funds out of that program. Can the Treasurer provide what that is? The reason I ask is that 
I cannot reconcile the $18 million payment in 2017–18 with anything that appears in the other royalties for regions 
program. Secondly, when this was set up as a special purpose account, it was netted off the billion-dollar expense 
cap at the time. I assume that it is being brought back to book and is being netted off against the close to $1 billion 
expense of royalties for regions? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: In terms of the breakdown, it states— 

Payments in 2017–18 are expected to fund the Kimberley Schools project, the North West Aboriginal 
Housing initiative and improvements to essential and municipal services in remote Aboriginal communities. 

Yes, it is within the expense limit, in respect of the second part of the member’s question. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Can the Treasurer provide the forward estimate breakdown? I cannot seem to reconcile what 
is in the royalties for regions’ program against the $18 million that is down as a payment for 2017–18. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Does the member mean in respect of those things listed—Kimberley Schools project, 
et cetera—how much each one is being — 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, for 2017–18, 2018–19, 2019–20—can that be provided? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can I provide it by way of supplementary? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: For the benefit of the transcript, Mr Chair, by way of supplementary information, I will provide 
to the member for Warren–Blackwood the specific expenditure for the Kimberley Schools project, the North West 
Aboriginal Housing Initiative and improvements to essential and municipal services in remote Aboriginal 
communities from the royalties for regions regional reform fund. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: My only point of clarification is that the other budget papers and those other items the 
Treasurer has just listed do not show an $18 million figure for that year. If there is any change for that, will the 
Treasurer provide that? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes; and if there is any discrepancy, we will explain the discrepancy. 

[Supplementary Information No A6.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In table 2 on page 8 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, it has “Remove non-salaries 
indexation”. Will the Treasurer describe what that is, and will it be on top of the one per cent efficiency dividends 
that are already in place? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is on top of that; yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What does it apply to? Is it everything that is salary—such as consultancies and contract staff? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes; that is right. It provides basically all non-salary expenditure. It does not capture, for 
example, contracts with the not-for-profit sector that have in-built escalation rates around salaries; they are 
contracts so we cannot simply apply it to them. Mr Barnes can provide more detail. 

Mr M.A. Barnes: Further to that, apart from those contractual indexation arrangements the Treasurer mentioned, 
which remain unchanged as a result of this measure, previously agencies’ appropriations were indexed by 
one per cent per annum for non-salary expenditure. This measure will remove that one per cent indexation and 
will flatline that non-salary expenditure over the forward estimates. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In respect of the contracts to non-profits, now that you raise it, has the indexation for the 
not-for-profit sector been changed? In the previous budget, I remember that they were a combination of wage price 
index and the wages policy of the state. Has that been changed at all? 

Mr M.A. Barnes: Member, the policy around that indexation has not changed, but the parameters that make up 
the policy are CPI and WPI. The policy requires that they be updated based on actual CPI and WPI results each 
year. Because CPI and WPI are both still trending down, the aggregate amount of indexation is revised down 
accordingly under those contracts. But that is just a parameter update; the policy itself has not changed. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Have you changed the stock of money allocated? The indexation has just been described; has 
the allocation to the not-for-profit sector changed? 

Mr M.A. Barnes: No, I do not believe so. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I would like to focus on page 3 of volume 3 of the budget papers and the $5 billion revenue 
writedowns. The first dot point is about royalty income being down as a result of lower iron ore prices, and it is 
down $1.8 billion. I think the Treasurer has said that that $977 million was due to the change in methodology in 
iron ore prices—so it is not an actual drop in iron ore prices; it is just the way it is forecast to go through. Is the 
remaining $823 million due to the change in forecasts on the exchange rate? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a function of that—the exchange rate—and the lower price; it is not just the exchange rate. 
It is due to a higher exchange rate, but a lower price as well. It is a function of both. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: There is $1.8 billion at that dot point, of which $977 million is due to the change of 
methodology. Is the Treasurer telling me that there is a further change in price as well as the exchange rate—so 
three elements make up the $1.8 million? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The fourth dot point on that page states — 

… grants from the Commonwealth (down $572 million), largely reflecting changes to tied funding 
arrangements … 

Is that a line to watch in the slippage on page 212 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook or is it something different? 
If it is something different, please explain what it is. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: This is different. From memory, it is mainly education that makes up the bulk of this—
StudentsFirst. Of that $572 million, page 36 shows that $415 million of that is the StudentsFirst national 
partnership agreement. It changed the cash flow for moneys from the federal government to Western Australia for 
education. That, compared to the FPFS, reduced across the forward estimates period the expected revenue from 
the commonwealth government by $572 million, but with StudentsFirst making up $415 million of that. That is 
separate from the slippage. This is simply about issues around national partnership agreements. Again, as is always 
the way with these negotiations, the figure in the final dot point on the page is based on the May commonwealth 
budget, but negotiations are still occurring between the state and federal government about the final payments and 
how they will be cashflowed. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: So it could change? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: It could change again, yes; but we had to bring that to book because that is what the 
commonwealth budget contained. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There is a table on page 225 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook headed “Royalties for Regions 
Expenditure”. A number of items at the bottom of that page relate to either the Great Eastern or Great Northern 
Highways with a total spend of over $100 million. Can the Treasurer tell me whether any of those items were 
previously included in the Main Roads Western Australia budget out of consolidated funds and/or other funds? 

[4.10 pm] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, some were. Approximately $84 million was previously funded from the consolidated 
account for roads. That is now funded by RforR. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: An amount of $84 million funded those highway projects. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. So all those projects there on page 225 for Great Eastern Highway and Great Northern 
Highway were previously funded from the consolidated account. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: On the same list on page 227, the line item “Administered Items” grows into the out years 
and footnote (c) refers to further planning being required for election commitments. Is the Treasurer able to itemise 
the election commitments on which nearly a quarter of a billion dollars will be used? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: A range of decisions will have been effectively deferred for further work, but we have 
provisioned amounts for them. The member asked whether I can provide a breakdown of them. If the member puts 
the question on notice, I probably could. I can provide supplementary information. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I thank the Treasurer. 

The CHAIR: State what information you will be providing, please, Treasurer. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We will provide information on the breakdown of provisions under “Administered Items” on 
page 227 and a breakdown of the projects allocated to that. 
[Supplementary Information No A7.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to table 2 on page 37. I want to go through a number of these items and particularly 
“Other Expense Movements”. From the way it has played out, I take it that those are laid out under the assumption 
that they are parameter changes, not policy changes. Otherwise, there would be something in 2020–21. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right. We can see that from looking at the items. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: “Non-hospital Services expenditure” has a reduction of $730 million. Is that a policy change 
or a revision to estimates of parameter changes and demand? What does it relate to? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Rather than repeat everything that was just said to me and get it wrong, I will ask Mr Barnes 
to respond. 

Mr M.A. Barnes: Below that line that the member mentioned, “Non-hospital Services expenditure”, is 
“Hospital Services—Revised Activity and Cost Settings”. Those two changes were driven by the Department of 
Health as part of this budget process. Health did a very comprehensive review of its outcome-based management 
structure and as part of that review it reallocated its total budget between non-hospital services and hospital 
services. Basically, the department determined that its previous allocation was not quite right. As part of this budget 
process, it reallocated between non-hospital and hospital services and that is what those two lines represent. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: For the member’s reference, on page 115 is a bit more detail about non-hospital services 
expenditure. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Another item is “Local Projects Local Jobs”. I never saw that item in previous budgets. If that 
is a new policy of this government, why is it listed as a parameter change, rather than an additional expenditure 
item? What is the project? I know it is something to do with keeping things local. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is certainly a policy of government, so it is a good question. Effectively, the spend on 
Local Projects Local Jobs then expires, even though there is a dash there in 2018–19. Similar to some of the other 
items in the budget, such as reinstating education assistants in classrooms, it is a comparison with the Pre-election 
Financial Projections Statement. That is a good question because that is not a parameter. That is a policy of 
government. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I think it is there because the expenditure took place in 2016–17, even though it was not 
allocated in PFPS or the budget. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, it is above and beyond. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Those are new programs created by the new government after 11 March. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a spend above and beyond the PFPS. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: What are the objectives of Local Projects, Local Jobs? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Its objective, as the name suggests, is to create local opportunities for local organisations, 
including schools, for small funding grants across a full spectrum of areas such as environment or education. I am 
just trying to think what else. It is almost across the entire policy spectrum of local organisations. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Does the Treasurer have a list of where they have been allocated to date? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Department of the Premier and Cabinet is the relevant agency. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I will bring it up with that department. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is best to put it to it. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is an omnibus question but related to these matters. We have an extremely tight 
expenditure program along with a raft of changes. There are probably pushing 10 changes, including the 
Australian Energy Regulator transfer, the workplace reform and the one per cent efficiency dividend. Then we 
have changes to the structure of the bureaucracy and the senior executive service with a 10 per cent change, or 
100 per cent change for some people, and 3 000 voluntary redundancies. There are a lot of things going on. How 
is the government going to hold all this together? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I think we had this conversation last week in private members’ business or during a matter of 
public interest; I cannot remember now. The member is right. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I just wanted to see the faces of the Treasury people behind the Treasurer. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: There is a lot going on and I am expecting a lot of the Treasury people behind me, as the 
member said. Regardless of whether the papers have referred to it, I know I have said that there is risk around 
assumptions about spend across the forward estimates and revenue. I accept that. That exact point is made under 
“Spending Risks” on page 67. Certainly, a lot is falling to Treasury and to the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, as central agencies, to make sure that this all works and is delivered. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: In reference to risk, Treasury’s document, the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement 
put in a couple of risk factors. One is the new prison and another was the National Disability Insurance Scheme, 
which we have dealt with. Under the previous government, Treasury allocated certain money for planning a prison; 
it was not a huge amount, but I think Treasury indicated that a decision was needed in the next year, which is this 
year. That is a major growth area. In April, Treasury under this government came out with an indication of 
significant pressures on the Department of Corrective Services, Department for Child Protection and Family 
Support and the Department of Health, obviously. Could the Treasurer indicate what he believes are the risks 
associated with slippages in those three areas? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The risk in the Department of Corrective Services, as has been the case for a while now—the 
minister informs me that apparently it is common in all states—is a huge increase in the number of remand 
prisoners. It has been particularly problematic for Western Australia for a while. The “Justice Pipeline Model” 
breakout box in budget paper No 3 explains that we are looking at how we can reduce pressure points to reduce 
the number of prisoners on remand. It might be issues with the ChemCentre and the testing of urine and blood, 
which is taking a long time; when people wait for that, they wait inside prison. I am encroaching into the 
Attorney General’s area and maybe I am making comments that the Attorney General will say are not quite correct, 
but there is the nature of the crimes and a reluctance of the judiciary to release people into the community so they 
are going inside more than they are being released. That might suggest that there is an opportunity for more 
community-based options for the judiciary. I am probably wandering into the Attorney General’s space. He is the 
best person to comment on that. I know the Attorney General has been looking at the nature of community-based 
options in other states. But the member is right; ultimately our prisons are almost at capacity and that is a problem 
for the government. It is risk that we have to deal with somehow. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is it a risk if the government brings the contract for the women’s prison back into government 
rather than private? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: We looked at that in some detail, the member might be surprised to know. I do not think it is 
a risk for the operation of the facility. I want to ensure that savings measures that have been recaptured—we talked 
about agency expenditure review savings for Corrective Services a while ago—are still delivered. The government 
needs to ensure that that is delivered regardless of who is delivering that service. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The wages are between 40 per cent and 60 per cent of the cost. The government’s wages policy 
is to cap annual pay increases to $1 000. I hope it gets away with that, as I have stated before. In the forward 
estimates, the wage price index increases to $3 000. For the average public servant, I think the $1000-ers would 
be less than 1.5. I do not know what it will be; it will vary from department to department, but will probably be in 
the vicinity of 1.2 per cent. The government is basically forecasting below inflation and below WPI wage increases 
across the forward estimates. One of the things that enterprise bargaining agreement negotiators will try to do is 
truncate the length of the EBA from three to two to one and a half, whatever—that is what they did with us—to 
hopefully renegotiate in better times. Does the Treasurer have a policy on the length of EBAs? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, that is probably a question that is best put to the Minister for Commerce, who is dealing 
with EBAs. I am not qualified to comment on the tactics of those we negotiate with, other than to make the point 
that our savings assumption on our wages policy is a four-year assumption and the member’s comments about 
WPI projections are noted. 

Meeting suspended from 4.23 to 4.30 pm 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer the Treasurer to page 8 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook that states that the 
government has limited the government’s net debt impact of its election commitments to $603 million over four 
years as a result of budget repair measures and other factors. It also states that a number of remaining election 
commitments will be considered. Can the Treasurer give me a list of the remaining election commitments that are 
presumably unfunded? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, but the member will see some of the ones that we are working on in the list I have already 
undertaken to get for the member about the provisions. We will continue to work on a range of others and similarly 
I will continue to work on that $603 million. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: By way of supplementary information, is the Treasurer able to provide me with what he just 
described? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I can provide what is in the budget, and that is the provision list that I have already undertaken 
to provide. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: On a point of clarification, I refer to page 4 of Economic and Fiscal Outlook. Earlier I asked 
a question about the proportion of the corporate sector $922 million net debt improvements between the gold 
royalty, payroll tax and the other $95 million. The Treasurer said that gold contributes two per cent. I assume that 
that is two per cent of the payroll tax component — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: — and the iron ore miners as a collective are 20 per cent of the payroll tax component. The 
ballpark contribution from the gold sector is around about $400 million out of $922 million, which is just over 
40 per cent — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can the member say that again? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: On page 4, three components make up the $922 million of net debt contribution—
$435 million from payroll tax, $392 million from gold royalty and $95 million — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, yes. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: In breaking down the payroll tax component of that, the gold sector contributes two per cent 
of that $435 million; that is what its payroll tax bill is. The iron ore sector is roughly 20 per cent of that 
$435 million. Basic summation says that for the gold sector, as a sector, both the gold royalty and its share of the 
payroll tax, I have a figure of around a $400 million contribution to that $922 million, or 43 per cent, and the iron 
ore sector contribution is simply 20 per cent of $435 million, which is $87 million. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, that sounds about right. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I guess I am seeking assurance that I have got that right. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, that sounds about right. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Thank you. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: But also iron ore, of course, has a much higher royalty rate. That is a separate point, but I just 
put that there as well. Of the port dues, I do not know what percentage of the forward increases will fall to the iron 
ore sector, but I dare say the vast majority of the Pilbara Ports Authority’s port fee increases. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I want to focus a little on the cut in rebates to self-funded retirees. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Where is that? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Page 152 of budget paper No 3. How many seniors will this policy affect in 2017–18 and in 
each year of the forward estimates? I am happy to take it as supplementary information, if the Treasurer likes. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Does the member mind taking that by way of supplementary information? By way of 
supplementary information, we will provide to the member the number of seniors — 
Mr D.C. NALDER: In your modelling, what is the actual number of seniors who will be affected by this impost? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Which impost? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: The cuts in rebates. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The capped rebates for WA Seniors Card holders? 
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Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes, so there are the power, water and council rebate cuts. It is basically affecting only 
self-funded retirees. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: By way of an aside, before I come back to that, I am still happy to provide this if it is not what 
the member is looking for: this is in respect of the decision to reduce rebates available to holders of the WA Seniors 
Card. These measures will save an estimated $82 million across the forward estimates period, impacting around 
56 200 households. That is just a household figure. Is that what the member is looking for? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: That is not what I am looking for. There is a cut in the rebate to seniors for council rebates, 
water rebates and power rates. They all have rebates as part of the Seniors Card, which have been cut. I just want 
to know the number because it does not affect people who have the pension. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We only have the household number, but we can provide that by way of supplementary 
information. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I would appreciate that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The supplementary information is the numbers of individuals who have been impacted on by 
the decisions around the WA Seniors Card and the eligibility for local government rate and water rebates. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: And power. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: And the decision in respect of power. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: They are the three major ones that have been impacted on. Can I add one more bit to it? 
I want to understand the average dollar impost. So it is the number of people who are affected, and how much it is 
affecting them by. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I can give the member that now. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: If it combines it with the number. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The average household impact is $322 in 2017–18. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: In the cut in rebates, $322 per household? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: So if we get the number, we just multiply it by that. I imagine the Treasurer has the numbers 
in the modelling. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I just make the point about the household figure that a lot of people will be living alone, so if 
we simply multiply it we will get an inflated figure. I am happy to provide the household figure, but we have not 
given it a number yet. The household figure is probably the more valid figure. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Just to confirm, it will be the number of people who are affected by the rebate cuts and the 
cost associated with those cuts in rebates. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, okay. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Not the cost, the impact on the individuals. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will just ask Mr Jones to make a point that is worth making.  

Mr A. Jones: We can provide the member with the information per household. We can also provide the member 
with the information by the number of cardholders. I guess the issue I was raising with the Treasurer was that in 
a number of households in which two people hold a Seniors Card, the household impact would actually impact. If 
we multiplied it by two people, we would get a greater amount. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I will have it by cardholder; that might be better. It is a more accurate reflection. 

The CHAIR: Would the Treasurer like to restate exactly what the member is going to get? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We will provide the member with the number of Seniors Cards that have been impacted by the 
decisions around reducing the rebates for water rates, local government rates and underground electricity 
connection. 

[Supplementary Information No A8.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What changes to the State Fleet policy and procurement initiatives are expected to save 
$49 million by 30 June 2021? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: There is a range including around the length of the lease terms and the nature of vehicles 
accessible under the fleet entitlements. 

Mr M.A. Barnes: It is probably more a Department of Finance question; Finance manages the State Fleet. My 
understanding is that it is around the type of vehicle that can be procured, effectively smaller and cheaper vehicles. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are you going to get a cheap, low-price Getz? 

Mr M.A. Barnes: Hopefully not me! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are you going to drive a Getz, Mr Court? 

Mr M.A. Barnes: I am not sure I would fit in! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am happy to have another crack at the question when I have the Finance people here. I should 
have said that at the beginning, I apologise; that is really about Finance’s delivery on that. 

The CHAIR: You cannot buy a Getz anymore anyway. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 34: Economic Regulation Authority, $2 640 000 — 
Mr I.C. Blayney, Chair. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt, Treasurer. 

Mr R. Sarawat, Acting Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr P. Kelly, Executive Director, Regulation and Inquiries. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 

The Treasurer may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the 
question be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the Treasurer to clearly indicate what supplementary 
information he agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 

If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the Treasurer’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered 
to the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if the Treasurer asks that a matter be 
put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the Leader of the Opposition. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Could the Treasurer describe when the Economic Regulation Authority is going to the fourth 
access arrangement for Western Power; what the timing of it is; any methodological changes that he has asked it 
to make to the regulatory structure for it; and the duration of AA4 if there are any changes to it? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Western Power is due to lodge its proposed revised access arrangement on 2 October 2017. 
The review of Western Power’s access arrangement was extended from 1 March to 31 December 2016. Obviously 
not to transfer the regulatory functions to the Australian Energy Regulator, Western Power was allowed until 
2 October to submit its proposed revisions for its fourth access arrangement period. The assessment period for 
AA4 is from 1 July 2017—there will be an element of backdating as a result—to 30 June 2022. Network tariffs 
for the first year of AA4, this year, have been held to 2016–17 levels and the ERA will adjust future network tariffs 
to account for any over or under-recovery of revenue between 1 July 2017 and when the access arrangement is 
approved. 

In the second part, have I given any methodological — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, the move to the AER would have changed the constrained versus unconstrained network. 
The Treasurer made a statement that he was going to move in that direction anyway. Is the AA4 going to have 
a constrained versus an unconstrained methodology? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I have asked the Public Utilities Office to undertake that work in respect of the investment 
operating under Western Power. Regarding how it will impact on the ERA, I will ask Mr Sarawat to make some 
comments. 

Mr R. Sarawat: It will be made under the code. Unless there is a change to the access code, there will be no 
changes given. The impact will probably flow into the market rules and the energy market. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the AA4 going to be under the existing code? 

Mr R. Sarawat: Correct. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: If the ERA changes the code, will it have to come back? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: We can deal with this later, but the budget papers have two sets of data for Western Power; 
one is an estimated allocation of capital spend and the other has provisions. Are the provisions due to some 
assumptions about changes to the AA4? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: In Western Power? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I want to say that I do not think so. My advice so far is that the AA4 is coming in as the budget 
estimates forecast around capital and recurrent spend, but it might be best if the member re-puts that question to 
me when I have the CEO of Western Power here. He might be able to provide some more information. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are any other studies being undertaken or commissioned by the ERA other than AA4? In the 
past, the ERA took briefs on a whole range of things. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The final report on water pricing should not be too far away, it is due in November, and the 
emergency services levy report is due at the end of this month. I am currently working through some options as 
well for me to refer something to it. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Treasurer had a standard one on microeconomic reform; is that going to be continued? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That might be one of them.  
[4.50 pm] 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to item 71, “Net amount appropriated to deliver services”, outlined on page 512 of 
budget paper No 2. What has driven the 63 per cent reduction in appropriations from 2017–18 to 2020–21? The 
Treasurer does not need to worry about the numbers so much, but there is a huge drop in appropriations throughout 
that period. What is driving that decrease in appropriations? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will ask Mr Sarawat to explain that. 
Mr R. Sarawat: It is a two-step production. The first is due to the reduction in the Electricity Generation and 
Retail Corporation regulatory scheme review that the Economic Regulation Authority has to do, which is the 
scheme review of Synergy’s ring-fencing arrangements. That review is done every year and a report is given to 
the Treasurer every year. That funding is done through the Public Utilities Office, and the PUO is expected to 
review whether we should continue that review. Once that is decided, we will put the funding back in through the 
PUO’s adjustment, but if it is not, that funding will not be given to us. The second step is in respect of the rail, 
which is industry funded as opposed to an appropriation. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Does that reduction in appropriations impact on staffing levels or is it consultants or 
contracted out? 
Mr R. Sarawat: It does not impact on the cost; it is just the funding arrangement. Instead of coming up through 
the appropriations, it is funded through industry—so, the rail. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Who is on the board of the ERA? Have there been any changes to it? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: There has been some change. For a while, it was just Nicky Cusworth chairing. Greg Watkinson 
and Dr Ray Challen have come on, but for a while it was just Nicky. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: She would have been busy! 
The ERA does a review of water and it is due in November. Will those recommendations be binding for the 
government, as they are for Western Power? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: No. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: May I ask why they are done then? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: After looking at the draft recommendations, I dare say that there would be some dramatic 
implications for the budget, so they will not be binding but they will be noted. The member has raised some very 
good issues that we have to resolve at some point, but the problem is how we do that in the current fiscal 
environment. The member is not surprised at that answer. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No; it does not shock me. 
Another ongoing review is into rail access. Has that review finished? Has the government made a decision on the 
basis of the ERA’s recommendation? Is it thinking about changing the access regime? CBH Group and Brookfield 
Rail are in arbitration, but there was a very long and tedious review of the access arrangement by the ERA and 
there were discussions about what next. Obviously, there were flaws in the access arrangement. I think the ERA 
review indicated that. Is the Treasurer thinking about moving on and doing something different following the 
ERA’s recommendations? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: That was given to government last year. We will have to make a decision around it in due 
course, but I do not have any information on it to give the member at this point. Now that he has asked that, I will 
probably pursue it and find out. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: He had better. It is good reading! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I am sure it is! 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to the regulatory fees and fines outlined on page 517 of budget paper No 2. What is 
driving the 44 per cent increase in these fees over the forward estimates, and will the Treasurer provide 
a breakdown of those fee increases? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The amount for regulatory fees and fines increases from $10.8 million to $11.7 million. Is that 
what the member is referring to? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is easier if I hand over to Mr Sarawat to answer that. 
Mr R. Sarawat: There are two reasons for that. The first is the increased functions that were given to the ERA 
last year, including compliance and enforcement, and rule change panel secretariat support services. The second 
reason is the expected increase in rail funding. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 35: Office of the Auditor General, $7 939 000 — 
Mr I.C. Blayney, Chair. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt, Treasurer. 
Mr C. Murphy, Auditor General. 
Mrs S. Labuschagne, Acting Deputy Auditor General. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The Treasurer may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the 
question be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the Treasurer to clearly indicate what supplementary 
information he agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 
If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the Treasurer’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered 
to the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if the Treasurer asks that a matter be 
put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for Warren–Blackwood. 
[5.00 pm] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: In division 35, under the spending changes on page 519 of the budget papers is the line item 
“Local Governments and Regional Councils Performance Auditing”, which is a product of recently changed 
legislative provisions allowing for this to happen. A number of figures going into the out years are obviously 
increasing over time. Can the Treasurer give me an understanding of the basis of those numbers and the nature of 
how the government intends to provide the audit processes, either on a sample or by referral, and the reasons for 
those audits? The funding has effectively doubled over a period of four years. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Local Government Amendment (Auditing) Bill 2017 will make the Auditor General 
responsible for financial and performance audits of 148 local governments. This will represent about an 80 per cent 
increase in the number of entities that the office audits. To successfully complete these audits, the office anticipates 
an additional FTE requirement of about 15 to 20 per cent. About half of these additional staff will be required 
initially for performance audits, with the remainder required progressively for financial audits over the proposed 
three-year transition period. A high proportion of the financial audits are expected to be contracted out and 
additional contract management staff will be required to oversee the quality of those audits. Preparation for that 
undertaking is continuing to ensure a seamless transition if the bill is passed. Auditor General, have I covered that 
off or did you want to make any more comments? 
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Mr C. Murphy: The Treasurer has indeed. The funding that is provided relates solely to performance audits. The 
financial audits that will be carried out will be on a fee-for-service basis, so the revenue and expenses will offset, 
so they are not visible in these papers. The funding that the member is looking at relates solely to performance 
audits. Our capacity to conduct performance audits is directly related to the amount of funding that we get. Clearly, 
the bill made its passage through both houses and it has received assent but it is yet to be proclaimed, so it is not 
implemented. I do not have the authority to get out there and audit immediately, but it is imminent. Clearly, for 
the current financial year there is only a part requirement for funding. It will take me a while to gear up and get 
into it, although we have been preparing for some time. That is why the funding in this year is lower. There is an 
expectation that then our activity will ramp up, with staffing and the rest of it, when it reaches a round figure of 
about $2 million. In estimating how many performance audits we can do for around $2 million—the member will 
appreciate that audits vary depending on what we find, what we are looking at and those sorts of things—we 
believe that we could do two broad scope performance examinations, two narrow scope performance examinations 
and a couple of information system audits. They would typically look at six or eight local government areas in 
each. If we were looking at an issue such as procurement, we would probably look at some metropolitan areas and 
a couple of regionals, compare and contrast, look at what is good practice, what needs improving around the sector 
and try to get coverage across the sector over a period of something like three years. There is a range there. The 
amount of auditing that we do is entirely dependent on the funding that is provided. It is not reasonable to charge 
local governments for something that they have not asked for and cannot anticipate. It is really up to the 
Auditor General what areas and what local governments are targeted. We will conduct an audit program and put 
it on our website, as we do for state governments, to let people know what the forward program is. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The inference from the Auditor General’s comments is that six to eight local government 
areas are likely to be audited on a performance audit every year. 

Mr C. Murphy: Per audit. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The suggestion is that the Auditor General will have full coverage of the sector every three 
years. Is that right? 

Mr C. Murphy: When we get to a steady state, we would like to do exactly that. When we are up and running, on 
a budget of $2 million, if we are doing six audits a year, two broad scope audits could potentially cover 10 local 
governments; two narrow scopes, maybe 12 local governments; and the narrow scope IT, a much larger number 
because we are looking at control, so maybe 16. If we have around 40 local governments in a full year, hopefully 
with the program running over three years, it could probably cover a number that is getting up to the full 
complement. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: As a product of these performance audits, does the Treasurer see improvement in the local 
government sector and is the government setting KPIs for that improvement? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Before I hand that to Mr Murphy, this goes back to a very good Public Accounts Committee 
report in 2006. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It must have had good membership. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It had very good membership. Having the Auditor General in the local government space was 
basically endorsed by the Public Accounts Committee again in 2015 or 2016. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Were they the Financial Management Act recommendations? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. We found that there was a huge variance between audits undertaken by various local 
governments. That is not a critique. It made it very difficult to compare this council with that council. Some were 
very small minor audits. We found in some places—this is inevitable when we sometimes have councils with small 
populations—that when an auditor was there, a very close relationship developed over time between the auditor 
and the council. This is to try to create almost a better comparison of audit outcomes. With respect to the KPI 
issue, I will hand over to Mr Murphy. 

Mr C. Murphy: Do I expect an improvement? Absolutely. I point out that WA is now the last jurisdiction to go 
back to appointing the Auditor General as the auditor of local governments. We are following New South Wales, 
which took it up during the last year. The member’s question related to performance audits and whether I believe 
they will result in improvement. Yes, I do. The equally important issue for me is that there will be financial audits 
in every local government authority every year once this is up and running. Financial audits touch on every local 
government authority every year. Management letters are issued and improvement opportunities are identified. As 
we go back in year after year, we check to see whether those have been done. In the case of the Auditor General, 
the difference between what we do and the current process is that there is a lot more transparency. We report very 
publicly to the Parliament every year on the results of our audits, what the findings are, who is doing well and who 
is not doing very well. It has certainly been my experience that transparency works extremely well in generating 
improvement. 
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As for a specific KPI and how we can measure the value of an audit contributing to improvement, that is the holy 
grail for auditors, and we have not quite managed it yet. I certainly would point to the Victorian jurisdiction where 
the Auditor General has published sustainability reports year on year comparing the financial results and financial 
management of local councils. An improvement has been recorded year on year, which is as close as one can get 
to being able to measure and see a real value from the audit. It is a very difficult thing to measure, but there will 
be absolute transparency for the Parliament and for the community in the work that we do, and who is doing well 
and who needs improvement. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to the second dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 520 of 
the budget papers. With the changes in the machinery of government, there may be an increased audit effort to 
evaluate those changes. When we look at that workload on top of what the Auditor General has to do with local 
government, how long will it take to complete verifying the transfer of asset and liability account balances? Have 
there been any discrepancies to date in any of the changes that have been uncovered; will this affect the normal 
tabling of annual reports that is done; and is all this achievable under the current appropriations? 

Mr C. Murphy: These are significant issues in the environment today but they are not that unusual for an audit 
office. Machinery of government on this sort of scale comes along from year to year. We have certainly seen lots 
of changes in the sector. I point to last year when the TAFE sector underwent significant changes. That was a pretty 
significant issue for us on a much smaller scale, and we undertook that without any great difficulty at all. This is 
the sort of thing that creates additional challenges for auditors, and also for the agencies preparing and arranging 
all the transfers. I do not foresee any great difficulty in achieving all of that within our existing resources. We have 
not seen any significant issues arising yet, but it is certainly very early days in terms of implementing the changes. 

[5.10 pm] 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to the time frame to be able to complete those. What sort of time frame is being worked 
to with these changes of government? 

Mr C. Murphy: The end of the reporting period, so the end of this financial year, will be the first challenge for us 
to see the assets taken up and the changes that have been made from reporting in the current year cycle, which has 
closed out a number of agencies that now no longer exist. Reporting officers have been appointed, they will be 
reporting, and their final reports will go to the Parliament. By the end of next financial year, effectively at this time 
next year, we will be able to report on the outcome of all of those. At the end of each of our audit cycles, our June 
cycle and our December cycle, we provide a report to Parliament on the results of those audits and any difficulties 
that have been encountered and any major issues that have arisen. The June cycle report is normally tabled in 
November and I expect that to happen this year and next year. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer to “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators” at page 521 of budget 
paper No 2. The outcome “An informed Parliament on public sector accountability and performance” is broken 
down into a number of tabled reports, namely on service delivery, economic development, social and environment, 
and governance. Are notifications under section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006 incorporated in reports 
on governance? 

Mr C. Murphy: Yes, they are. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: In those governance reports, is noncompliance with the notification requirements 
under section 82 monitored? 

Mr C. Murphy: That has been the matter of much discussion between ourselves and the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations. The member will find a wealth of information about that in the committee’s 
report “Provision of Information to the Parliament”. A much shorter and concise answer is that we certainly do 
not monitor Hansard. I do not sit in the gallery looking at what is being answered and not answered. However, as 
a result of exchanges with the committee and discussions with members, I have agreed that when an issue of 
noncompliance is drawn to my attention, I will follow it up. I have written to ministers reminding them of their 
legal obligation under section 82. If someone has not provided information to the Parliament about the conduct or 
operation of an agency, they are required by statute to submit a notice within a prescribed period. I remind 
ministers of their obligation and on each occasion I have done that, it has prompted a resolution of the matter. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer specifically to a letter that the Auditor General sent to the Minister for Health 
on 6 July drawing his attention to the requirement under section 82 of the act. Has the Auditor General received 
a reply to that specific request to Minister Cook? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will ask the Auditor General to make comment in a minute, but I am not sure whether the 
Auditor General can respond to specific issues. I will leave it to his discretion whether he does. 

Mr C. Murphy: I do not believe it is appropriate for me to follow up on the status of that particular issue, other 
than to say, as I said in my earlier response, that on each of the occasions we have reminded a minister of their 
obligation to date, there has been a satisfactory resolution, and we will pursue each of those issues until there is 
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a satisfactory resolution of the matter—that is, either a notice, or an outcome that confirms there is no need for 
a notice. I am not aware right now of the particular situation and in my view it is not appropriate to comment on it 
in this forum. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It might be worth putting that question to the Minister for Health. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer to a comment made by the Minister for Corrective Services in this place on 
6 September 2017 regarding commercial-in-confidence and the Wandoo correctional facility. Has the Auditor 
General received a section 82 notice in relation to that or had any correspondence with the minister about his need 
to comply with section 82? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, that may be a question better put to the Minister for Corrective Services, but I fully 
recognise that the Office of the Auditor General is an independent body, so I am keen for the Auditor General to 
answer most of the questions when he feels it is appropriate. 
Mr C. Murphy: I agree with the Treasurer’s response but also point out that the section 82 obligation to provide 
a notice to me has a mirror obligation that notice is provided to the Parliament, and that is a very sensible 
requirement in my view that relieves me of the obligation to run and tell members of Parliament whether I have 
been notified or not. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: They are tabled in June. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, I do know, which is why I am asking for them. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to page 519 and the question I asked earlier about the line item “Local Governments 
and Regional Councils Performance Auditing”. My colleague has just highlighted a point that I should have asked 
about at the time. The allocation listed is for performance auditing. The Auditor General has said that there will 
be a financial audit of all local governments every year. Can the Treasurer confirm that those audits will be catered 
for within the operating budget of the Economic Regulation Authority? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Financial audits will be on a cost-recovery basis. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: They will be done on a cost-recovery basis; so, in other words they will pay for it? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, so the councils will pay for their financial audits. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: It will be done on a cost-recovery basis; okay. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is currently the case, of course. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 36: Finance —$428 121 000 — 
Mr T.J. Healy, Chair. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt, Minister for Finance. 
Ms A. Nolan, Director General. 
Mr W. Sullivan, Deputy Director General, Building Management and Works. 
Ms N. Suchenia, Commissioner of State Revenue. 
Mr R. Mann, Executive Director, Strategic Projects. 
Ms K. Barrie, Acting Executive Director, Government Procurement. 
Mr S. Whitmarsh, Executive Director, Strategy and Coordination. 
Mr A. Wood, Executive Director, Corporate Services. 
Mr D. Geraghty, Director, Finance and Business Services. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 
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If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for Bateman. 
[5.20 pm] 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to “Amount Authorised by Other Statutes—First Home Owner Grant Act 2000” on 
page 527 of budget paper No 2. I will make a short statement first. I note that the large amount of $98 million in 
2015–16 drops to $73.678 million in 2016–17, and then it remains relatively flat. We see that drop-off. When we 
consider the underlying economic forecasts and what we learnt from Treasury, which explained that in 2016–17 
there was a 21.5 per cent reduction aligned to the Housing Industry Association, there was a rebound of 
five per cent in dwelling investments in the economic forecast but no real corresponding increase in the number 
of first home owner grants. Can the minister explain why this has remained flat relative to economic forecasts 
about dwelling investments? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Before I ask Ms Suchenia to comment, I would like to make sure that I have this right: is the 
member wondering why the $74 million for the first home owner grant is not increasing across the forward 
estimates in line with other assumptions? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: It is relatively flat. There was a big drop-off, and a 21.5 per cent drop in dwelling investment, 
so I imagine there is a correlation between the economic forecast — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: And the first home buyer spend. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The number of first home buyers would be relative to the number of dwelling investments. 
There are movements in dwelling investment in the economic forecasts Treasury has applied, yet there is a relative 
flatlining of the first home owner grant across the forward estimates. I wonder why that is the case. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will ask Ms Suchenia whether she can explain the assumptions she made—I imagine that 
they flow from Treasury—about the likely spend on the first home buyer grant. 
Ms N. Suchenia: I cannot add a lot because the modelling was done by Treasury and the assumptions that it made 
in relation to the first home owner grant are essentially flatlined on the grant following the drop. However, the 
underlying assumptions and the link to the economic data was not passed through. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is passed on from Treasury. It is a fair question. If dwelling investment is assumed to 
increase, is there — 
Mr D.C. NALDER: If the minister cannot answer the question now, can he respond via a question on notice? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: If the member does not mind, I will take it on notice. It may only take a little bit of time to get 
the answer if it is put on notice. Is the member happy to do that? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Yes, I will put it on notice. Can that be a question on notice to Treasury rather than to Finance? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes; that would be best. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: On page 528, the first dot point under “Government Procurement” refers to a strategy to try 
to increase the number of government contracts awarded to Aboriginal businesses and to increase local 
participation. Can the Minister for Finance advise what strategies will achieve that? It has been my experience, 
and probably the Minister for Finance’s, that unless a target is set for some of these objectives, we do not get close 
to the target. Is a target objective being set in this case and will the strategy ensure that the dial is shifted so that 
Aboriginal businesses can pick up a larger proportion of these contracts? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Absolutely—and the member for Warren–Blackwood is right. Our election policy on this, 
which was around well before the election, was modelled basically on the commonwealth government’s policy of 
setting a target for the number of contracts awarded to Aboriginal businesses. It set a target of three per cent by, 
I think, 2020, and it is very close to that already, if it has not already been achieved. Obviously, the state enters 
into more contracts than the commonwealth government does, particularly in service delivery, so the state 
government has adopted a similar policy. That is being worked up now. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is that three per cent? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is three per cent, and it is being worked up by the Department of Finance, to be achieved by 
2020—a similar time frame. That will be reported on. The member is right, that is the key to it; some conversations 
are taking place now. The federal government uses Supply Nation to accredit organisations as being Aboriginal 
owned. We have yet to work out whether we will use Supply Nation or our own Indigenous directorate to do that, 
but I am very keen to have this policy implemented sooner rather than later. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is that a three per cent target statewide? As the minister would be well aware, the Kimberley 
and Pilbara regions have a much higher proportion of Indigenous people and, therefore, I assume, Aboriginal 
businesses, so it would be a poor outcome if that were to be applied to a regional target. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: It is statewide. The member is right; I would like to think that in places like the Kimberley, 
where there are higher percentages of Aboriginal people, and presumably businesses, we would get a much higher 
take-up there. Ultimately, what will drive the reaction of agencies, including government trading enterprises, is 
the fact that they will be reported to. That is a key issue, as the member pointed out. If that target is not set now, 
and if by 2020 we are not at three per cent but we are close, that will not be a bad outcome, because, ultimately, it 
will embarrass the government with targets that it is required to meet. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Page 534 of volume 2 of budget paper No 2 refers to a master plan for Dumas House. 
I understand from the newspaper that the Premier is moving from Hale House to Dumas House, and that the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet will be moving with him, at least in part. What will be the cost of the 
upgrade to Dumas House because of that decision? Will there be any additional cost for security measures? Can 
the minister indicate whether any savings will be derived from the Premier moving from Hale House to 
Dumas House? I also understand that the government has a new accommodation strategy, which involves moving 
from 13 square metres per person to nine square metres. Will that apply to the Premier in his Dumas House digs? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The remaining funding for the master planning strategy relates to the restoration work being 
conducted on Dumas House, and I gather that has involved funding a driller to sit outside my window 24 hours 
a day! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He was outside my office for a year! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is what we are spending all that money on; he is there drilling non-stop! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I thought it was a bunch of unemployed dentists! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Let me assure the Leader of the Opposition that I am very familiar with that little thing that 
goes up and down and is used to drill outside my window! 

The Leader of the Opposition is right when he says that the Premier is keen to move out of Hale House into 
Dumas House. That is being worked out, effectively, with the Premier’s office. The Leader of the Opposition 
might have to put the question about the exact time frame to the Premier, but I understand that it will be 
a cost-neutral exercise because Hale House will be backfilled. There was another question. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Hale House is occupied and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet will be moving to the 
fourth floor of Dumas House, so he will have to fit it out for a variety of reasons. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We are not changing the fit-out of Dumas House. 

[5.30 pm] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: So he is moving into the existing digs. Who is moving out of the fifth floor?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think it is Department of the Premier and Cabinet and Public Sector Commission staff. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Will the government build a new cabinet room? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, we intend to use the cabinet room in Hale House still. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Will the new accommodation standard of nine square metres per person apply to the Premier? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: There is no intention of spending money on changing the fit-out of Dumas House, which I dare 
say answers that question. I am not sure, but we are not spending money on refitting Dumas House. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to the bottom of page 527 and the line item “District Allowances”. This sounds like 
a small item, but I am interested in getting an answer about the trend here. Although they are in the thousands, 
there are cuts over time. The Treasurer gave me the response in the Treasury division that there is a flat figure of 
$21 million per year across the forward estimates for district allowances. However, I note that in the final year of 
the forward estimates, the figure kicks up to $125 000, and if we look at a number of other agencies, there is a kick 
up in the final year. Given the Treasurer flatlined the allocation for district allowances, I am trying to understand 
why there is a jump in the final year of the forward estimates. Even though they are small numbers, a number of 
the agencies that have a district allowance provision have this kick up in the last year. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: All I can say is that that is effectively an alignment of the royalties for regions funding of 
district allowances to the actual requirements for the department’s regional staff. The member is right; it shows 
a kick up to $125 000. That is a continuation of what has been budgeted. It goes back to $125 000. It is ordinarily 
set at $125 000 and there have been underspends on that. This is compared with the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statement. Obviously, in 2017–18 it was $125 000, but it has come in $20 000 under. That is all. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: That does not make sense to me. Will the director general respond? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will ask the director general, Anne Nolan, to make that exact same point that she just made 
to me to the member. 
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Ms A. Nolan: These are changes from what was in our budget previously. With the removal of indexation, they 
are the negative numbers over the years out to 2019–20, and 2020–21 is the first year that number has come into 
our forward estimates profile; therefore, it is $125 000. For each of the years from 2016–17 out to 2020–21, there 
is $125 000 for this purpose. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 530 and the bottom of the service summary table. I note that there has been 
a sharp reduction in 2017–18 in item 5, “Leads the Planning and Delivery of New Government Buildings”, from 
$314 million in 2016–17 to $185 million down to $10 million. The capital works budget declines over that time 
but nothing like this. Does that mean the government is going to have an increasing amount of planning and 
delivery for new government buildings done outside the strategic projects unit? What gives rise to that sharp 
reduction in expenditure? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is Strategic Projects. Basically, it is because the program of work being undertaken by 
Strategic Projects—for example, the Perth Children’s Hospital and Perth Stadium—is declining. That is driving 
the decrease, because, obviously, there has been a big spend on the delivery of those projects and that is now 
declining over the forward estimates. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I assume the government has limited capital expenditure in 2017–18 and 2018–19 overall, 
mostly in transport. Given the rise in transport costs, is Strategic Projects going to take on the responsibilities for 
Metronet or things of that nature? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: No, there is a specific Metronet team to deliver those items. This is for the projects that have 
been going for a while now. Obviously, the big ones such as Perth Stadium and probably the hospital are nearing 
completion. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Museum project is still going. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Museum and Karratha health campus. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is halfway finished. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Hence the decline. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the strategic projects unit going to be retained? Is the government going to change it and 
mix it with Building Management and Works, for example? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I have not considered that. For the moment, I think Strategic Projects has enough to do for the 
next little while. I have not considered whether there is merit in that. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I refer to the asset investment program on page 538 of budget paper No 2 and the line item 
for service appropriations under “Cashflows from State Government”. It shows an increase of around 38 per cent 
from $94 million to $130 million in 2019–20. Could the Treasurer explain what is driving that growth? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Between the 2015–16 actual and 2016–17 budget, there were budget movements included. 
There was obviously a decrease from 2016–17 to 2017–18. There is a range of reasons for that, the primary one 
being a $17.6 million reduction through the devolution of building maintenance funding to agencies as a result of 
the agency expenditure review. The member is more interested in what is driving the increase. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I am concerned with the big jump from 2018–19 to 2019–20. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The member means to 2020–21? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I mean 2019–20. Does the Treasurer see the increase to $130 million? It is a big jump in one 
year. I am asking what is driving that. 
Ms A. Nolan: There is no real change in the actual services being provided. It is the way it has been funded. It 
sees us funded by service appropriations rather than a drawdown of existing cash facilities. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I did not quite get that. My hearing is not great. 
Ms A. Nolan: This is the “Statement of Cashflows”. In effect, we will receive an additional appropriation in 
2019–20, as against drawing down cash as we had been in previous years. It is a change in funding arrangements. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Is that because cash surpluses are decreasing? 
Ms A. Nolan: Correct. It is just a change in the funding. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 535. There is $34 million in 2019–20 for “Accommodation Fit-out Projects—
New Public Sector Offices for Fremantle”. I assume that is at Kings Square. Does Building Management and 
Works still expect to save money by moving public servants from East Perth, or wherever, to Fremantle? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: There is no change in the assumptions that were made by the previous government. The 
benefits that the previous government expected when it entered that agreement are still expected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can the Treasurer describe the savings that the government is making with the State Fleet? 
[5.40 pm]  
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Mr B.S. WYATT: I will pass that to the director general in a minute. That is right. This was a decision about the 
fleet. I will go through a few stats. The state government’s vehicle fleet comprises about 9 000 vehicles with annual 
operating cost just in excess of $100 million. We have included $49 million of savings in the cost to operate the 
fleet across the forward estimates. This was identified through a review of the fleet that was undertaken by the 
Department of Finance. This has driven some policy changes and those policy changes are expected to save up to 
$30 million over the forward estimates and include, as I indicated before, increasing current and future vehicle 
lease terms, which will reduce the monthly rental paid by agencies with minimal impact on the assets’ reliability 
and reduce the number of vehicle categories available for purchase by agencies. Agencies will be required to 
choose the lowest cost, fit-for-purpose vehicle. Similarly, the procurement initiatives are expected to save up to 
$19 million, which makes up the $49 million over the forward estimates and are aimed at leveraging government’s 
significant buying power in respect of the fleet. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Did the minister consider cashing out the entitlement all together? They did it in Queensland. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We did not. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Looking at this, it is my understanding—correct me if I am wrong—that the Water Corporation 
exited the state fleet and the cost for vehicle and management financing has increased by 13 per cent. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I know it exited last year but I am not sure what impact it has had. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: There is an increased cost per vehicle or a cost increase of 13 per cent. Can the minister 
explain why? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Finance’s or the Water Corp’s costs? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: My understanding is that it would be Finance costs. I refer to page 532 of the budget. I am 
considering the cost of service. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The director general can probably answer that question. 

Ms A. Nolan: Over the year 2016–17 there was a large reduction in the number of vehicles in our fleet. We did 
not a commensurate reduction in the number of people involved in administering the fleet. We are in the process 
of reducing the number of staff involved in that. It is just a timing issue. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It is the head office administration, obviously. 

Ms A. Nolan: Yes. It is not as flexible downward as quickly as removing the fleet. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Is that a restructure that has come in? 

Ms A. Nolan: It is happening now. 

The appropriation was recommended. 

Division 25: Planning, Lands and Heritage — Services 9 and 10, Aboriginal Affairs, $21 344 000 — 

Mr T.J. Healy, Chair. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. 

Mr V. Davies, Acting Assistant Director General. 

Mr J. Deery, Chief Financial Officer. 

Mr D. Foster, Director General, Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Mr A. Murphy, Executive Director, Land Approvals and Native Title Unit. 

Mr D. MacKay, Acting Director, Aboriginal Policy Unit. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 

It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 

The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 
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If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for Warren–Blackwood. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: My question relates to Aboriginal Affairs from a policy perspective. Regional services 
reform was initiated by the previous government. One platform in the reform involved an employment package 
that put some good pull targets for government agencies to walk the walk and employ Aboriginal people on 
a regional target basis rather than a statewide target basis. Does the government intend to stick with that policy 
setting; and, if so, what stage is it at? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question and I will ask the executive director of the Aboriginal policy unit to 
make some comments about that. 
Mr D. MacKay: The government has introduced a range of things to advance Aboriginal employment, including 
the Western Australian Jobs Bill 2017, which was introduced into the Assembly. The Minister for Finance has the 
Aboriginal procurement policy and the Public Sector Commission is continuing with its employment strategy. As 
part of that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet has taken overall responsibility for Aboriginal employment 
across the whole public sector and is coordinating that. Through the range of those things and in other portfolios 
we are putting together a collective approach to Aboriginal employment both in the public sector and through 
government contracts and so on. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Further, can the minister outline the regional services reform unit? My understanding is that 
it is being led by Housing and Peter Tinley as the lead minister. Can the minister outline whether the unit that 
comprised 22 staff previously has been maintained and does it have the imprimatur of cabinet and the Minister for 
Aboriginal Affairs to pursue that agenda? Because of the staffing question, I will ask Mr Foster, the DG of DPC, 
to make some comments. 
Mr D. Foster: The regional service reform unit, as the member knows, had a very interesting and ambitious 
agenda. The short answer is that we have scaled it up statewide through establishing the Department of 
Communities. A large number of staff from that reform unit have gone with that department under 
Grahame Searle’s leadership. I have shamelessly plundered a few people for the DPC Aboriginal policy unit, 
including Mr Mackay, so we still have a close relationship between the team in Communities and DPC. In fact, 
the Aboriginal policy unit in DPC draws from a range of different agencies, including the former Department of 
Aboriginal Affairs, but, importantly, key people from the regional services reform unit. As the member knows, 
they had finite funding. One of the things we need to look at is normalising and establishing that as best practice 
across the sector, hence the creation of the Department of Communities. 
[5.50 pm] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Further to that, a lot of work was done to try to shift the dial and try to coordinate collective 
agency investments in this space. Part of that was around obligations that were attached to any investments and, 
I guess, groundwork done with remote Aboriginal communities in particular, in terms of instilling those 
obligations, such as school attendance, for example. Is it the intent to have the same principles, if you like, that 
were laid out to be followed? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, and in fact the work that was done around getting an understanding of the capacity of 
a lot of remote communities has come up with some very valuable information. I do not think there had really been 
an audit of a lot of those communities. In terms of school attendance et cetera, yes, absolutely. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: One last quick question, if I may. The Treasurer quite rightly highlighted his desire—in fact, 
in history it was mine as well—to get out of Aboriginal Lands Trust land and dispose of it. One of the issues we 
butted up against was contamination and a range of other things that were, in fact, liabilities. Has the Treasurer 
made provision in the budget for liabilities to settle that prior to disposal? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Not yet. Some may do, but not overall. The problem with the ALT estate is that it is a huge, 
valuable asset for Aboriginal people, but there are also some significant liability issues—contamination is a classic 
one—and a budget that has not really had provision for that for probably decades. I am finding now that one of 
the bigger issues for divesting that will probably be around tenure. I know the member is not unfamiliar with that 
issue. How do we divest it, and is there a tenure that we might need to create to allow that? I have not yet landed 
on that position. I have set an ambitious—very ambitious—target, but whether we achieve it or not, I do not know. 
I am also asking, and have put it upon Aboriginal communities, to come back to me with ALT land, particularly 
in the larger centres such as Broome and Kalgoorlie et cetera that they think can be divested. I am willing to take 
that risk of divestment, provided there can be at least some agreement—not universal agreement, because we will 
never get that—from those Aboriginal groups and communities. But sitting within the ALT with almost no budget 
to do anything with it is just a complete waste. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is no man’s land. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Correct. It has caused me some frustration, I must admit, because it is proving to be more 
difficult than I would have hoped, but there may be some tenure issues we need to deal with. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 62 of budget paper No 2 and the heading “Significant Issues Impacting the 
Agency”; this is obviously Department of the Premier and Cabinet. With regard to the government’s Target 120 
program, does the Treasurer have any insight into how many of those 120 targeted juveniles might be of Aboriginal 
or Islander descent? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Good question. I do not, but I dare say it would be in the order of 40 per cent. In respect of the 
detail, the member will have to ask the relevant minister, but it would be 40 per cent, I would have thought, 
member. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Just to clarify, is that not something the minister has any input into as Minister for 
Aboriginal Affairs? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I have more input into it as Treasurer. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Just further to that, that is overseen by the Community Safety and Family Support Cabinet 
Sub Committee. With regard to the composition of that subcommittee, is that something that the Treasurer is part of? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: No. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Further to that, on that subcommittee is there any representative of the Treasurer in relation 
to Aboriginal affairs? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, there is—the director general, Darren Foster. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
Western Australian Treasury Corporation— 
Mr T.J. Healy, Chair. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt, Treasurer. 
Mr J. Collins, Chief Executive Officer. 
Mr S. Luff, Chief Financial Officer. 
Mr M. Nunes, Deputy Chief Executive Officer. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
Members may raise questions about matters relating to the operations and budget of the off-budget authority. 
Off-budget authority officers are recognised as ministerial advisers. It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that 
as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both questions and answers are short and to the 
point. The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee, rather than asking that the 
question be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary 
information he agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is 
to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 
29 September 2017. 
I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question 
on notice through the online questions system. 
The Leader of the Opposition. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Could the Treasurer provide information about the spreads and the bond issues up until the 
latest possible date, in a time series, over the last 12 months? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I can give the member some information on the spreads in respect of three-year and 10-year 
bonds. Compared with Treasury Corporation Victoria, three years, +0.13 per cent, and 10 years, +0.33 per cent; 
compared with Queensland, three years, +0.1 per cent, and 10 years, +0.16 per cent; and South Australia, three 
years, +0.1 per cent, and 10 years, +0.1 per cent. I do not have a comparison with the commonwealth. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can I get by way of supplementary information a time series of the spreads up until the latest 
possible date? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Compared with those three states? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, changes over time—the spreads between, say, South Australia, Victoria and Queensland. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: At a three and 10-year bond, presumably? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: I will just quickly pass this to Mr Collins, who might deal with it. 

Mr J. Collins: The last time we were here back in May 2015, our spread to Victoria was 16 points in the three-year; 
it is now 13, so it has narrowed three basis points. Also, the ten-year part of the curve has narrowed from 38 to 33. 
That is largely because Victoria had a port sale and a lot of cash coming in, so it has not been issuing, and it is now 
starting to issue, so that has caused its spreads to widen a little to the market, including ourselves. Queensland, 
a year ago, in the three-year period we were about three basis points above it, and we are now 10, so we have 
widened by seven basis points to Queensland in the three-year term, and we have widened eight basis points in the 
10-year term from about eight to 16. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Could I have that by way of supplementary information? 
Mr J. Collins: We will do that for the member. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: By way of supplementary information, we will provide to the member for Riverton a graph of 
the spreads over a time series of the WA bond rate compared with Victoria, Queensland and South Australia. 
[Supplementary Information No A9.] 
The CHAIR: If there are no further questions, that completes the examination of Western Australian Treasury 
Corporation. 
Insurance Commission of Western Australia — 
Mr T.J. Healy, Chair. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt, Treasurer. 
Mr R. Whithear, Chief Executive Officer. 
Mr R. Howe, Deputy Chief Executive. 
Mr D. Denooyer, Chief Finance Officer. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I thank the Treasurer for his leniency. I have been informed that the Insurance Commission 
of WA has previously funded, or certainly currently funds, the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre for some 
asbestos cancer work. Historically it has been to the tune of $500 000 per year; certainly, that is the most recent 
iteration of that. I am told that in this budget that has now been cut to $200 000 per year. I am also told that because 
there is actually leveraged money in there—I think it is one-for-two type leverage arrangement for other research 
funds—that cut from ICWA’s contribution to the program in fact amounts to a sum total of a $900 000 cut to the 
program. For a program that is emerging as one of the big sleepers in our community, I would have thought that 
research work was quite essential. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will ask Mr Whithear to answer that question. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Could the Treasurer give us a reason that has been cut and whether he is prepared to review 
it? 
Mr R. Whithear: The decision was not related to the state budget at all. We have increased some funding for 
neurotrauma research because the catastrophic injuries scheme we have implemented will be incurring liabilities 
of $200 million a year. Asbestos liabilities are about $3.5 million per year, so we are reallocating some of our 
research funding to neurotrauma research. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is that something the Treasurer is prepared to review? 
The CHAIR: We will need to continue this after dinner. 

Meeting suspended from 6.01 to 7.00 pm 
The CHAIR: We will continue with the division on the Insurance Commission of WA. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: In our discussions before the dinner break, I talked about the fact that ICWA has previously 
funded and currently funds the asbestos cancer work, and it has done so for over 20 years through the 
Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre. I am told that ICWA has effectively done that because Western Australia has 
the highest incidence of asbestos cancer in the world. In my view, there is a pretty strong obligation to support 
that. I am told also that previous funding has been supportive of and led to the discovery of the world’s first blood 
test for asbestos cancers, which is being used around the world. The $300 000 cut is not just a straight $300 000 
cut to what was a $500 000 program; in fact, because of the leveraged funds, I am told that the impact is something 
like $900 000. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Is that from the commonwealth or somebody? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Basically, funds are leveraged from a range of sources. I have a list of acronyms but I do not 
know what they refer to, but it has been raised with me. I do have some sympathy for the issue. It is my 
understanding that the incidence of mesothelioma in particular is on the rise. We have not seen the issue peak yet; 
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hence, that research work is critical. I am asking about the Treasurer’s preparedness to reconsider the decision that 
ICWA has made in the context that it is a $300 000 figure in comparison with the funding for the other areas that 
Mr Whithear talked about, which is in the millions, and the scope to redraw a boundary there. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The points the member makes are well made. Before we rose for the dinner break, Mr Whithear 
made the point that in light of the liability increase for catastrophic injuries—this is my understanding; this is new to 
me—effectively there has been a redirection of some of the money that has been going to mesothelioma research to 
neuro trauma. I will be frank. I would be reluctant to ask the board to reconsider decisions it makes, because I assume 
that it has considered this. It has been supporting this area for 20 years. No doubt it thought long and hard—again, 
this is an assumption—about the impact, particularly if for each dollar that came in, another $3 came in from another 
source, whether it be the commonwealth government or anything else. I agree; ultimately, I think we are seeing the 
second and third waves of mesothelioma coming at us as opposed to peaking. There is some sense to the answer 
given by Mr Whithear before we rose. I cannot guarantee that I will ask the board to reconsider, but I will certainly 
find out more information about it. I am not familiar with it. Unsurprisingly, there are lots that I am not familiar with. 
I will find out about it, but I cannot commit to the member that I will ask the board to reconsider. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Would the Treasurer be prepared to meet with the people who are involved with the program? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: This is the program with — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: At the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre, specifically Professor Bruce Robinson. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Sure. I am happy to meet with Bruce. I have met with Bruce a number of times and am happy 
to meet with him if he wants to talk about this. Normally, I meet Bruce at a WAFL game when his team is cleaning 
mine up, so preferably I will meet him somewhere else! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can the Treasurer let me know how many properties have been sold through ICWA’s asset 
sale process, at what price and whether any have sold below market value? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: There was some recent good news around Westralia Square, but I will hand over to Mr Whithear 
to make some comments. 
Mr R. Whithear: Five assets have been sold over the last two years. The most recent one was Westralia Square, 
and that sale process is still being completed. We sold that for just over $216 million and it was north of its 
valuation. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is a good outcome. 
How do the projected numbers for the catastrophic injuries support insurance cover compare with the numbers for 
both expenditure and people covered? Does ICWA intend to re-evaluate the scheme uptake and the cost of it to 
Western Australian motorists, given that it has been running for a year? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Whithear. 
Mr R. Whithear: The catastrophic injuries scheme is only one year told. The actuaries tell us that it will be mature 
and stable somewhere between 80 and 100 years on. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What does that mean? That is a long time. 
Mr R. Whithear: It sure is. The claim numbers are within the range expected by the actuary. A lower number of 
claims were made to the fund, but at the end of the financial year, we were still assessing another 13 cases to see 
whether they would go in. The estimated cost of each claim is nearly 20 per cent higher than we estimated, as 
some of the people were younger than the age cohorts we predicted. When the provision of lifetime care is being 
offered to somebody, an extra 10 years’ life expectancy will have that effect on the numbers. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is ICWA on schedule to accumulate enough money in the fund to cope with increases in cost 
or annual variations? 
The CHAIR: Treasurer, do you need any additional advisers to cover these questions? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: No. 
Mr R. Whithear: Our actuaries will do some work each year to assess the new claims and re-forecast the likely 
claims to be submitted for access to that scheme. We expect quite some fluctuations, so it would be brave of me 
to say that it is stable. We have a solvent fund and the fluctuations will continue that way forever. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: One of the controversial or uncertain things was the $99 price. Does ICWA think that was the 
right price? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Whithear. 
Mr R. Whithear: We think $99 was the right price to have the fund operate at a solvency level of 100 per cent. 
The more conservative approach, as was used for the other insurance funds, would be to have that operating at 
135 per cent or more, particularly in the infancy of this fund. That is a balance to be struck between the price and 
the solvency of the insurance scheme. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: I spent a lot of time on the Bell group litigation. Could the Treasurer give me a rundown on 
that? I assume that it has all been resolved and Mr Reijtenbagh has given up and gone back to wherever he lives 
with his tail between his legs! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will hand to Mr Whithear in a minute, because he likes the topic! I am learning a lot about 
this as well, member for Riverton. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Has the Treasurer met Mr Reijtenbagh? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He should. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Did the member for Riverton meet him? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. I did not get near that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not expect I ever will, but suffice to say that the case continues. With that, I ask Mr Whithear 
to make any comments.  

[7.10 pm] 

Mr R. Whithear: The litigation continues. There was a case conference between the parties this morning. The 
Insurance Commission is pushing for a single trial to bring all the issues together. We trust that the other parties 
will also see the merit in endeavouring to do that. That is the key piece of information about the status of the 
litigation. Various satellite litigation is still continuing but we are trying to corral that. The summonses that were 
obtained by the Bell Group NV liquidator in the New South Wales Federal Court have now been set aside. The 
judge mentioned a series of material non-disclosures to the court and breaches of parliamentary privilege as the 
affidavit used to support the examination’s summons requests made certain references to statements made by 
members of this Parliament. The judge in the New South Wales Federal Court found that of significance and set 
aside the summonses. 

The CHAIR: That completes the examination of the Insurance Commission of Western Australia. 

Horizon Power — 
Mr I.C. Blayney, Chair. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt, Minister for Energy. 
Mr D.J. Tovey, Acting Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr M.A. Houlahan, General Manager, Commercial Services and Finance. 

Ms K. McKenzie, Principal Policy Adviser. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. Members may raise questions about matters relating to the operations and budget of the 
off-budget authority. Off-budget authority officers are recognised as ministerial advisers. It is the intention of the 
Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both questions and answers 
are short and to the point. The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather 
than asking that the question be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what 
supplementary information he agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary 
information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk 
by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to 
the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 

I give the call to the Leader of the Opposition. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I want to ask some questions with respect to competition in the north west interconnected 
system. Alinta has had an access application for some time. Alinta and Horizon have been negotiating over access 
to each other’s system for some time. Could the minister give us an update on where those negotiations on the 
access applications are at? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question. The Leader of the Opposition is right. As he knows, this has been 
around for some time. They have been negotiating a replacement of the existing access and supply agreement since 
June 2014. The Leader of the Opposition will recall that both Horizon and Alinta applied for recovery of each 
other’s transmission and distribution networks in 2014. In January 2015, they withdrew and have been trying to 
negotiate a new agreement since that time. That has been unable to be resolved. A couple of issues have been 
outstanding. I will ask Mr Tovey to reflect on both those issues—two in particular. Alinta has now submitted an 
application for coverage of the Horizon Power network under the access code. As I have learnt, that goes through 
a series of steps. In due course, a decision will be required by me as the Minister for Energy. That will require the 
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consideration of three matters: first, whether coverage will increase competition; second, whether it is uneconomic 
to duplicate infrastructure; and, third, whether coverage is in the public interest. I have also announced the desire 
to create, as the Leader of the Opposition knows, a regulatory regime around NWIS, but Alinta’s application will 
proceed in any sense. I do not get any sense that it will withdraw that. I will ask Mr Tovey to make any comments 
on the outstanding issues if he feels that is appropriate. 

Mr D.J. Tovey: There are a couple of issues that Alinta and Horizon Power were trying to resolve. Alinta 
ultimately terminated those negotiations because it felt that the non-binding nature of the dispute resolution process 
would not take it any further forward on those two matters. One was certainly the liability indemnity issue, and 
Horizon Power sought to resolve that through an insurance framework, and also replacing the access and standby 
agreement that Western Power originally executed with Alinta many years ago, and the need to roll that over into 
a new electricity transport access contract following settlement of the electricity transfer access contract 
negotiations. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Before the change of government, work was underway to develop a light-handed access code. 
Is that continuing? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. We have asked the Public Utilities Office to work that up. I am keen to have something 
before government in March or April next year. The time frames for Alinta’s application of the access code will 
be complete this year, I think. The time frames are quite tight, from memory, whereas the work that the PUO is 
doing under that—the light-handed regulatory regime—will take a bit longer. I am hoping at the very least that all 
parties can see the benefit of that regime as opposed to the application of the access code. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Does the minister have an estimate of what the cost of Horizon entering the market will be on 
Horizon’s enterprise value? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry; on Alinta entering? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If Alinta enters, what impact will it have on Horizon Power? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will ask Mr Tovey to make some reflections on that but obviously it will be subject to 
a certain extent to terms and conditions upon which they get access and whether there is any competitive cap 
et cetera. Clearly, competition will mean that Horizon Power will probably lose market share, and that will have 
an impact. 

Mr D.J. Tovey: Being a monopoly provider in that market, any loss of market share would lead to a loss of 
revenue, although distribution network revenue will offset some of that. It really depends on what view government 
takes in terms of whether there are any contestability thresholds and whether the market has opened up in its 
entirety. Once that has been established, Horizon Power can provide that information through to government. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Page 304 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook sets out some of the operating subsidies for 
Horizon Power. When looking at the forward estimates for operating subsidies and the like, does the current budget 
reflect Alinta’s access to the premium part of the market?  

[7.20 pm] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, the budget simply reflects the regime as is. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The current status. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, it reflects the current status. If Alinta get access under the access code or there is some 
form of regulatory regime that provides Alinta with some access, as Mr Tovey suggested, even with some form of 
contestability threshold, it will have an impact, but at the moment the budget reflects the status quo. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I notice that on page 304 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook the tariff adjustment payment 
is listed as dropping. I did not know there was a TAP on — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There is a tariff equalisation contribution on the tariff adjustment payment. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I know where the TEC is. Is that being absorbed in Horizon’s TAP? 

Mr D.J. Tovey: In the budget papers there was a change to the tariff rates that drove a reduction in the TAP figures. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the government considering selling Horizon’s power and assets in the north west 
interconnected system? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No. That was the position of the former government; it is not the position of this government. 
It is a question that obviously gets asked as soon as we talk about the regulatory regime around it, but we are not 
considering that. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I am looking at dividends and savings measures. What are the total savings expected as 
a result of the staggered dividends on discretionary spend and what will the savings compose of each year—that 
is, renewable energy, innovation funding et cetera? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, can the member please take me to the page? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: A lot of this does not necessarily relate to the budget papers. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Over the forward estimates period the dividend increase will change from $21 million to 
$22.9 million in light of the government’s changing dividend policy. There were some one-off revenue issues in 
respect of revenue from the last financial year. Is that what the member referring to? I am sorry if I have mistaken 
what the member was asking for. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I will leave it at that; that will be fine. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member can come back to me. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is an issue I will raise in respect of all the electricity businesses. On page 46 of 
Horizon Power’s annual report financials document there is reference to accounting treatments for leases of 
purchased power agreements. Can the minister explain what the practical implications are of a change from 
a financial to an operating lease? Does it mean that Horizon Power’s purchased power agreements will potentially 
come back onto the state’s balance sheets in 2019? 

Mr M.A. Houlahan: In reference to accounting standards AASB 16 and moving operating leases to finance leases 
in July 2019, we have a number of operating leases that are not significant—the midwest is the main one—and 
property leases. They were determined to be off balance sheet at that point in time. We do not believe they are 
significant, so they are not our major power purchase agreements. We are working to determine exactly what the 
impact is during this financial year; we do not expect it to be too significant. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the agreement with TransAlta in Port Hedland not subject to that? 

Mr M.A. Houlahan: No, it is not. That agreement is not a lease at all. It is a supply agreement. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Could I be given an example of leases that are susceptible to being treated as an operating 
lease coming on. What is the criterion? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I would hazard a guess that it is around control, but I will pass that on. 

Mr M.A. Houlahan: Yes, that is correct. Effectively, controlling the asset is being very prescriptive with what is 
being required and therefore we are effectively taking ownership of the asset to employ that and get that PPA 
environment. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: If a large-scale renewable energy target requirement was entered into or there was a wind farm, 
and Horizon purchased an LRET but also purchased energy from it in full, would that come back onto the balance 
sheet under this accounting transaction? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, I assume it would be around control of who is delivering a wind farm. Is that correct? 

Mr M.A. Houlahan: Correct. The criteria are effectively the same. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Maybe I can be provided with some supplementary information, but can the minister outline 
towns that have reached their hosting capacity for renewable energies—their maximum capacity for penetration 
of renewable energies. Carnarvon did that some time ago. Was there any funding in Horizon’s asset investment 
program to increase hosting capacity in those towns to take up higher utilisation of renewables? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will flick this to Mr Tovey in a minute, but we will come back to the first part of the question 
because we will have to get the names of those towns via supplementary information. I will pass on to Mr Tovey 
to talk about the asset investment program. 

Mr D.J. Tovey: There are not in our capital program, but Horizon Power certainly has a number of trials underway 
to look at increasing renewable energy capacity onto our networks and they are being undertaken in Carnarvon 
and Onslow. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Carnarvon and Onslow—are those the two that have reached their capacity already? 

Mr D.J. Tovey: Carnarvon is certainly at capacity, Onslow is probably not, but it is one of the towns we are doing 
trials in. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: How is the Onslow project going, now that it is being mentioned? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question. I pass to Mr Tovey. 

Mr D.J. Tovey: The Onslow project is going very well. We are currently constructing a 5.25 megawatt gas-fired 
power station at Onslow and building to express feeders into town to supply the town. We are now considering 
centralised solar, so looking at a one megawatt solar farm coupled with a one megawatt/one megawatt hour battery 
supply system, and following that we will turn our minds to a high penetration of distributed energy resources into 
houses likely to be with some supplementary batteries as well. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are you confident you are going to meet your cost limitations? 
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Mr D.J. Tovey: Absolutely. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: There has been a rollout of the smart meter program. Can I just be given an outline of where 
that is at and what is in the forward estimates to provide for the expanded role? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: There is a good question I will pass on to Mr Tovey. Before I do, these have been really good. 
I have had a couple of letters expressing some disgruntlement about them, but I think overall they have been very, 
very good with what they have been able to achieve, not just in Aboriginal committees, but across the 
Horizon Power customer base. 
Mr D.J. Tovey: If I am not mistaken, the advanced meter rollout was completed in about September 2016. It was 
about a $36 million project and is currently fully operational and is delivering approximately $7.5 million per 
annum in operating cost savings for us. It has gone exceptionally well and it is off the back of this project that we 
have been able to do with other projects, including the delivery of their Horizon Power application, which I think 
was launched yesterday. It gives customer a little bit more information about how they are using power on an 
ongoing basis. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: In line with that, there was also a series of online communication devices that provided people 
with information about the utilisation of the electricity and whatnot. There was a program rolled out. How has that 
gone? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That was Power Ahead. 
Mr D.J. Tovey: Horizon Power undertook a Power Ahead trial through last summer. I might actually hand to 
Mike, who is closer to that project than me. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It has been really good, member. The information has been used by people to change behaviour. 
Mr M.A. Houlahan: The trial of 470 participants in Port Hedland has included businesses, vulnerable customers 
and residential customers and has gone extremely well. We gave them stretch targets off their consumption during 
peak and there was up to 20 per cent reduction from their historical peak usage. They get incentives if they 
managed to do that and only lose them if they do not do it three times. We had 97 per cent of participants receive 
incentives. The trial showed us that given the right toolsets, they were given an app and notifications if they were 
going to exceed the allowance of energy consumption an hour during peak. If there were going to go over, they 
got an SMS and an alert on their app so they could change their behaviour. Customers responded to that. It showed 
that when given the right toolset and incentives, customers can change their behaviours during peak time; it costs 
Horizon to produce that capacity. It was very successful. 
[7.30 pm] 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The remote program for farms down in Esperance refers a lot to Western Power, but I assume 
it is a joint initiative between Western Power and Horizon. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Not in Esperance; it is just Horizon. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I would like to know how that trial for remote solar farms to help farmers get off the grid is 
going. I would like an understanding of, one, how they are progressing; two, the economic benefit and efficiencies 
that will be generated from moving away from transmission; and, three, the regulatory hurdles around the whole 
question of whose show it is and whose it is not, because the state needs to sort out these things for that to progress 
and to be good for the state? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a big question. It is also a fundamental question for Western Power, because the current 
regulatory regime for Western Power effectively does not incentivise it to invest widely; it effectively encourages 
Western Power to invest in a less efficient outcome as a result of what Mr Tovey is about to tell us. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just before Mr Tovey answers that question, can I add that that was one of the reasons we were 
going to the Australian Energy Regulator, because the AER has incentivised and has dealt with the issue of 
non-monopolies at the fringe of the grid. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes; that is right. I am very aware of that. I have been in this role for only six months, but this 
has been around a long time. We are wandering a bit out of Horizon’s space, but something I got to do as 
a brand-new minister was to open the grid scale battery in Perenjori. I think Mr Tovey will say something similar 
about Esperance, but when a location is on the edge of the grid, service reliability is limited and lots of short 
blackouts occur. They could actually come off the grid and get a much better service that does not require the 
ongoing spend on the long skinny line. But I will hand that particular question over to Mr Tovey. 
Mr D.J. Tovey: After the fires in Esperance in 2015 Horizon Power installed five standalone power systems—
a combination of solar battery and diesel backup units. Off the back of that, Horizon Power recently installed 
a further standalone power system at the golf club in Exmouth, and another one is currently being planned to be 
implemented in the Fitzgerald River National Park for the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 
Attractions. Horizon has utilised a supplier for the Esperance units. It utilised different suppliers in Exmouth and 
the Fitzgerald River National Park. We are now assessing where Horizon Power could implement them broadly 
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by looking at our network and finding feeders with not too many customers at the end of them, and where it will 
be economic for us to install SPSs as opposed to maintaining long distribution networks. In terms of regulatory 
power, Horizon Power is vertically integrated and it does not have the regulatory impediments that the member 
refers to in the south west interconnected system. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I understand that Horizon has had some issues with non-payment by some remote 
communities that it supplies power to. I know most of those things go through Housing, but are there many 
communities on Horizon’s list that are not paying bills and are therefore risking disconnection? Are there any in 
that situation; and, if there are, what has been the response? 
Mr D.J. Tovey: Disconnection of remote Aboriginal communities in particular is an absolutely last resort. It is 
certainly not something that Horizon Power considers appropriate, particularly when power supplies are needed for 
essential services such as water and wastewater. Horizon Power works with communities to the extent it can. The 
introduction of prepayment meters in seven or eight communities has been very successful in reducing debt, but 
community debt still accumulates over time. We work with communities to see what they can do to pay that debt down. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a problem. We have had to deal with one community in particular—I will not name it—
on that issue, where also the community organisation was effectively defunct. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: So it took no responsibility? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. Trying to resolve that with an essential service like energy, when there was a not massive 
but not inconsiderable debt, and an organisation that was basically dysfunctional and not worth operating anymore, 
was a particular problem. We have not resolved that yet, but Horizon Power have been dealing with this for 
a long time. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Some communities in the RforR remote community investment program were going to move 
towards normalising some communities, and one that was looked at as being the first cab off the rank—although 
a bit of community work still needs to be done—was Bidyadanga. In moving over to Horizon there would have 
been a requirement to meet the service provision standards, which are quite different from what Housing is 
required to do. Is that work being done and is there an intention to move towards normalising some of those 
communities if there is community support to do so? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I would like to do that. It has been a long desire of governments to do that. In fact, I received 
a disgruntled letter about Bidyadanga not that long ago—maybe I am misremembering it—but that is still the intent. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: And Horizon is the obvious choice to move to that service provision? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: This is a follow-up question because the subject changed before I had finished my last 
questions. When the minister talks about assessing remote locations, there would be two factors there: one would 
be reliability of supply of power and the other one would be the unit cost per kilowatt hour. Particularly on that 
second one, I have read reports about how reliable that is and how people are wanting to get off the grid and go to 
remote locations. Is there a sense that they are more economical over their lifetime? Obviously, there is an up-front 
capital cost or component, but over the lifetime, is it working out? Does it look like it is a cheaper source of energy 
for those remote locations? 

Mr D.J. Tovey: At the moment, with the technology where it is, it is fairly close to a normal distribution network, 
although we are experiencing reductions in cost of both solar panels and battery technology, and there are forecasts 
that battery pricing will decline rapidly over the next five years. It really is a case of testing the technology and 
getting it right so that as prices come down we can identify more opportunities to install those systems where it 
makes sense for Horizon to do so. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The big issue is whether or not it is economic, and can Horizon convince the farmers to do it? 
They spent 20 years lobbying to get on the grid, and once they get off, they are not going to come back on. Under 
this test, the grid does not change; the grid is still there in case it does not work out. Is Horizon getting a good feel 
for how farmers are perceiving these tests? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Tovey will answer that, but hopefully the service will be more reliable. That will ultimately 
be the test. If they are limiting them and if Perenjori is an example—I think it was a Western Power asset—
80 per cent of their blackouts were under two hours’ long, and there were lots of them. It was infuriating for those 
living there. The battery that has been installed there has not yet been connected to solar—it is still connected to 
the end of the old powerline. It is a two-hour battery, so, effectively, it can eliminate those blackouts, which, 
I imagine when there is meat melting in the freezer, that is not a bad outcome. Mr Tovey will answer the Leader of 
the Opposition’s question. 
Mr D.J. Tovey: It is probably a question the Leader of the Opposition should put to the customers. In 
Horizon Power’s experience, the reliability has improved quite dramatically for people being supplied through 
those standalone power systems. 



E78 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Tuesday, 19 September 2017] 

 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is Synergy taking this up—both the standalone facilities and the pricing mechanisms in the 
Pilbara? 
Mr D.J. Tovey: Could the Leader of the Opposition clarify that question. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Synergy was looking at what Horizon was doing; has Horizon continued communications with 
them? 
Mr D.J. Tovey: We have continued conversations with Synergy. I am not sure about the status of those discussions. 
The CHAIR: That completes the discussion of Horizon Power. 
[7.40 pm] 
Synergy — 
Mr I.C. Blayney, Chair. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt, Minister for Energy. 
Mr J. Waters, Chief Executive Officer. 
Mr A. Kabra, Acting Chief Financial Officer. 
Ms K. McKenzie, Principal Policy Adviser. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 
If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for Riverton. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: How many large-scale generation certificates will Synergy need to procure to meet its 
large-scale renewable energy target obligation? How will those certificates be procured, what will be the cost, and 
when will it have to start doing this? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a very good question, member. I will get Mr Waters to answer. Obviously, we have an 
LRET obligation that we need to make a decision on fairly soon. The member would have seen some media about 
the provisioning in Synergy’s accounts for meeting that obligation. Synergy has done a lot of work in this space in 
respect of certificates required to be purchased et cetera. I will hand over to Mr Waters to deal with those specifics. 
Mr J. Waters: I thank the member for the question. First of all, I will provide a bit of background about how the 
LRET obligation works. It is a federal commonwealth legislation target that is set, based on retail market share. 
When we talk about our future obligations in regard to the LRET scheme, it is very much based around forward 
projections of retail electricity demand in the franchise sector, which is Synergy’s monopoly market, and our share 
of the contestable market. As we get closer to 2020, the actual amount that we are required to procure grows each 
year as we get there. On the basis of the current target, we have a shortfall that will be created by 2020 of about 
900 000 LGCs per annum. Each LGC is equivalent to one-megawatt hour of renewable energy. That amount then 
stays pretty constant out until 2030. It is a scheme that runs from 2020, once the target has been met, and it 
continues for 10 years beyond that. There are many ways in which retailers can go about discharging their 
obligations to the target. There is obviously the ability to build renewable energy facilities and self-produce the 
certificates to discharge our obligations. There is the ability to buy LGCs under contract in the market, and many 
facilities are being built on the east coast of Australia right now that are writing long-term contracts for LGCs that 
we can buy, because they are a tradeable commodity. Additionally, there is a central exchange for the purchase of 
LGCs with a floating price that is set by market forces—supply and demand. The final option is that organisations 
have the choice to effectively ignore the target and pay a penalty rate of $93 per megawatt hour. In our current 
forward estimates, we have taken a position that we will buy LGCs at market to present a base case for analysis. 
At the moment, our projections include what we would actually see us doing in discharging or expensing the 
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equivalent of about $460 million worth of LGCs out to 2020. The majority of those are not being purchased, so 
that is not a $463 million cash outlay. Many of the LGCs that we will expense we already self-produce under 
facilities we own, like the Albany wind farm, or facilities we already have under contract, such as the Collgar wind 
farm. The actual value of the gap in LGCs, should we buy them at the market, is to spend around an additional 
$170 million as cash expense on LGCs that we do not yet have an avenue to acquire. Our actual plans, and we 
spent a lot of time analysing this, is that we believe that it is the right commercial decision to build facilities here 
within the south west interconnected system to discharge the obligation through production. Depending on the 
types of facilities we build and where they get built—obviously by that I mean there is a difference around the 
production rates of, say, wind verses solar, because solar has a much lower yield than wind—we are talking around 
about 250 megawatts of new facilities that would need to be constructed by 2020, and that is very much what we 
are working on with government right now. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Some projects have been floating in the wind in terms of delivering renewable energy—in 
fact, base load. One is the biomass project in Manjimup, which is hoping to produce base-load energy from the 
residues from planation forestry. Given that is very much a local project, and it is base load, which I would have 
thought would have some substantial benefits as being part of the energy mix, what is the likelihood of that sort 
of organisation getting support from Synergy in picking up a contribution to Synergy’s target? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, that is a good question. I will ask Mr Waters to make a comment in a minute. There are 
a lot of different renewable projects around in various stages of readiness and at various levels of commerciality, 
generating from the access period for Western Power. It has highlighted some along the way that perhaps are not 
as ready as they thought they were, but also in respect of what price they can provide that energy for. That is 
something that I am particularly sensitive to, of course, because most consumers are. In respect of that biomass, 
I will ask Mr Waters to make some comments. 
Mr J. Waters: I am well aware of that project and it has been on the books. I think it started as a project at 
Bridgetown and was subsequently relocated to Manjimup. We understand it very well, and there have been many 
other projects like it. In fact, there are even similar projects of differing technologies that are around at the moment. 
We are always interested in base-load supply because it removes the element of instability from the production 
side that wind and solar facilities have as one of their downsides in application. However, based on the prices that 
we are seeing through the work in our own developments and other expressions of interest we have received, 
biomass—I do not want to speak specifically about any project—is generally not quite as cost-competitive as wind 
and solar as alternative projects. That is simply because of the extent of global production and the availability and 
progress that has been made technically with turbine technology in particular. We have seen both wind and solar 
travel down a cost curve over the past five or six years. The cost-effectiveness of those technologies versus some 
of the alternatives has personally really surprised me. 
[7.50 pm] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: By extension, can the Minister for Energy guarantee that to meet any shortfall in renewable 
energy requirements, the government will not go to market and hence pick up something being produced 
elsewhere—for example, in South Australia if it has spare wind farms? I refer to the buy local thinking. Can the 
minister put a line through that right now or is he keeping his options open? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: We are keen to do that. We would absolutely prefer to produce our own energy locally. I do 
not know whether Synergy has looked at those sorts of options. 
Mr J. Waters: Our plan is very much to build facilities to meet the bulk of our requirements, but we are talking 
about facilities that will vary in their production according to weather conditions and a demand side that will vary 
according to economic factors. The growth or delivery of new large loads and customer behaviours are critical 
factors. We will always need access to the market to provide that top-up and spill around the fringes, in effect. 
I have a view that over time, we will always trade with the market. We will buy some and we may be selling some. 
It is an important part of the overall balancing of the system. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The minister mentioned the 250 megawatt requirement. Is the government planning to go to 
the market to generate it or are we looking to build generation capacity as a state asset? Either way, I imagine that 
we would be ambivalent about which renewable power it is. We want to look at a unit cost of energy in both the 
short and long term based on capital cost and depreciation et cetera. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The member is right. I am looking at that. I am ambivalent about the technology, provided that 
it meets our obligations and it comes in at the lowest price that we can get. That is what I am keen on. We are yet 
to land on a position on whether we build our own or go to market and see who can provide it. A couple of issues 
are in play, including the time frame and the capacity for the market to deliver. Synergy previously looked at the 
market—I want to say in 2015, but I will hand it over to Mr Waters to give the member more detail on that. 
Mr J. Waters: We have been talking and continue to talk to the market. In addition, we continue to look at means 
of developing some of our own projects. Our process is to be ambivalent about how they are built. We need 
a balance of technologies because we do not need too much of one and not enough of another. There is a question 
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about having wind and solar in complementary amounts. Beyond that, our overarching objective by a significant 
margin is to meet the obligation at the lowest cost to power consumers. When everything is said and done, it is 
about delivering the lowest cost projects to the consumers and the state. 

The CHAIR: Minister, if I may, I am going to grab the right to ask a question. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I think that is improper! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I cannot imagine what the Chair would be interested in. 

The CHAIR: I might surprise the minister. Recently, I was again in Derby and I got the talk that any MP visiting 
Derby gets — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: What page, Mr Chair? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is about time that someone took control of this discussion. Well done, member for Warren–
Blackwood. 

The CHAIR: I hope the member is not expecting any more questions tonight. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member may as well go home. 

The CHAIR: The economics of the tidal production of electricity at King Sound — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Chair has been talking to Wilson Tuckey. 

The CHAIR: No—Elsia Archer, actually. Are the economics of that project looking better these days? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will pass that on to Mr Waters, who will no doubt give a thorough answer to that question. 

The CHAIR: Mr Waters is a very appropriate name. 

Mr J. Waters: To be honest, given the fact my focus is in the south west and we do not have the generous tides 
of Derby and the West Kimberley, I do not have a great deal of knowledge about tidal energy, but I would be very 
happy to find some information and provide a briefing if it is of particular interest. Other than that, I could not 
really elaborate much beyond that on specifics. 

The CHAIR: Thank you for your effort anyway. 

Mr J. Waters: Pleasure. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Chair should have asked that of Horizon Power. 

The CHAIR: It just occurred to me when someone was talking about something else. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Dam the Fitzroy! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let me understand this. Will the government try to build or facilitate the government’s 
large-scale renewable energy target requirements in the south west interconnected system? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That would be the preference, yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Will the Minister for Energy guarantee that the government will meet its large-scale renewable 
energy target scheme here as an aggregate? We have to top and tail. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am fairly confident we will, but I think as the point has been made, we are brushing up against 
some time frames to deal with. Mr Waters, I would have thought that is a fair assessment. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was a proposal for Synergy to do an off-balance sheet transaction with Warradarge wind 
farm. The Minister for Energy would remember that, of course. Is that still on the boil? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Synergy has still been doing work on that and I have asked Treasury and the Public Utilities 
Office to work with Synergy on that. So it is still an option. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Synergy still has excess capacity. There are still provisions for shutting down a plant. We 
probably still have excess capacity in there. If we build additional capacity in the SWIS—whether we build it or 
facilitate, it does not matter—it will simply add to excess capacity, which will, in turn, require the government to 
step up and shut down other capacity. If we build new renewables, we are likely to augment the excess capacity 
that exists now, and it will lead to greater pressure to reduce standing capacity. If we facilitate the construction of 
250 megawatts of renewable capacity to meet the government’s LRET requirements, is the government going to 
then need to shut down 250 megawatts, or thereabouts, of existing capacity? 

Mr J. Waters: To approach it from a couple of different angles, the ministerial directive that applies to Synergy 
caps the megawatt capacity ownership and has a specific provision to carve out renewables from that requirement. 
From the perspective of the generation cap, there is no obligation. When we look at total system capacity, we 
approach the question more from a capacity credit perspective as opposed to a gross machine capacity level. If the 
member is talking about a 200-megawatt coal-fired machine, it will have a capacity credit obligation of something 
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like 180 megawatts, which is the net sent out capability of that facility after the load used to power its own works. 
However, the way the Australian Energy Market Operator provides capacity credits certification to renewable 
facilities is based on their ability to produce capacity during the periods of peak demand in recent years. On that 
basis, when we are looking at, let us say, the 250 megawatt requirement under the LRET obligation to 2020, our 
view is that that will increase the market total capacity by about only 50 megawatts. That is because we do not get 
the same capacity allocation to renewable facilities as we get to, say, fossil fuel or uninterrupted facilities because 
they are subject to weather conditions and often the weather conditions at which system peak occurs is 
unfavourable to wind facilities, in particular, because by default if it is 44 degrees, it is probably not windy. 
Therefore, a lower capacity allocation is provided. If we were to consider it from a capacity credit requirement, 
the actual amount we would be adding to the market would be significantly less than a nameplate rating at around 
50. By the time we complete the task of retiring the 380 megawatts that we announced for retirement this year, 
which will be completed by September next year, we are getting the market back to a fairly close level of balance. 
We still have spare capacity but nothing like the 1 000 megawatts we had two to three years ago when we had 
excess fossil plant plus demand-side management. By the end of next year—and certainly by the time the 
large-scale renewable energy target obligation rolls around—these facilities will enter the market and we will be 
getting back to a fair degree of capacity balance so we are not really impacting that too significantly through the 
delivery of facilities on the south west interconnected system. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If 250 megawatts of renewables were added and they do not add much to peak because when 
it is peak, the wind is not blowing almost by definition, is that not the problem that South Australia got into when 
it added a large amount—much more than we will ever do hopefully—of unstable wind that led to pressure on the 
transmission grid, distribution and the backup of existing ones? Is the minister worried that 250 megawatts wind 
or renewables will stress the system in terms of stability? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I am not worried in respect of some of the projects that are around. The comparison has been 
made with South Australia, but in percentage renewables we are still a long way short of what South Australia is 
at. Mr Waters might make more comment about that. 

Mr J. Waters: I can only agree with the minister’s views. The South Australian situation involved a significant 
range of complex factors that went well beyond a simple quantity of wind in a market. There was significantly 
more to it, which I will not go into now. It is important to understand that the locational issues that occurred in 
South Australia occurred at a wind penetration level of in excess of 40 per cent. We are only at sub10 per cent now 
and moving into the high teens. We do not foresee concerns of that nature. We believe the market has significant 
capacity to absorb renewables potentially even beyond that required for the 2020 target. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Has Synergy been requested by the Public Utilities Office or regional development or the 
minister to look at renewable power stations in Kalgoorlie, Collie or Albany—Albany wave power, Collie biomass, 
Collie solar or Kalgoorlie solar—as part of LRET requirements? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We took to the election a range of policies about wave and initiatives in Collie and also 
obviously solar interest around Kalgoorlie. The Minister for Regional Development has carriage of both 
Kalgoorlie and wave in Albany. I think there has been some conversation with Synergy about wave but I will ask 
Mr Waters to make some comments in a minute. We are still doing some work on Collie. I am not sure whether 
Synergy has been engaged in that yet. The other point I have made—I have made it in here as well—is that for 
Synergy to be of interest, it has to be competitive. It has to provide its energy at a price — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let me clarify this. In order for the biomass plant in Collie that the Labor Party committed to 
in the election or the solar plant in sunny Collie to sell large-scale generation certificates to Synergy, it has to be 
competitive with the alternatives on price and reliability. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right, and the commitments around biomass and solar in Collie were commitments that 
required securing private sector partnerships. Whether there is that private sector interest, we will find out in due 
course. I am not entirely sure. I am thinking of Synergy or Western Power in respect of the wave energy project 
in Albany. Mr Waters, do you want to make any comments about wave energy? 

Mr J. Waters: In regard to the wave energy project, we are only involved because it is very early and it is more 
from a perspective of seeking to understand, particularly if we have a role in facilitating the connection or the 
bringing of that energy to market. We really are not involved beyond that in any detail—certainly not to the point 
of undertaking commercial analysis at this stage. It is simply too early for us. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government committed $30 million to Collie solar and $30 million to Collie biomass 
facilities. Is the minister saying that they do not have support from Synergy unless they are cost competitive with 
other alternatives than Synergy? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: They do not have support from me unless they get private sector partners and they are able to 
provide energy at a cost competitive price. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Do you think they will? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: We will find out in due course. With respect to wave, look at the size of it. It is effectively 
a research project. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is one megawatt, but it is still $19.5 million — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: — reallocated from the pipeline that never quite made it. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, but that could be put to budget repair. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: We could put it to all sorts of things. We see this as a good research project. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: An identical one is working off Garden Island today. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: There might be an identical one working off Albany in due course. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Except it will not work. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: If we take the wave farm, biomass and meeting this 250 megawatt renewable target, when 
we take into consideration the comments made earlier about glide path to cost reflectivity, has the cost of these 
renewables or the LRET been taken into consideration for cost reflectivity or does it mean future price increases 
that have not been considered at this point? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The LRET has been factored into the glide path. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Page 84 of the annual report refers to accounting standard AA SB16 to replace AA SB17. Can 
the minister explain what practical implication this change will have on budgets going forward and the treatment 
of power purchase agreements? Will it impact, for instance, the LRETs going forward and how they will be 
funded? Will it affect some of the agreements with, let us say, energy suppliers Mumbida and Bluewaters? 
Mr J. Waters: It was noted in the annual report, as the member pointed out, as a change to the accounting 
standards applicable on 1 July 2019. We are yet to consider it in great detail. A body of work will be completed 
on that in the coming year to ascertain the implications and, in doing so, we will work in conjunction with Treasury 
to thoroughly understand the potential impact. As the member is aware, the impact is that it will convert potentially 
existing operating leases to finance leases, and in doing so bring them from an accounting treatment perspective 
onto the books as a liability. We already have in our existing accounts two power purchase agreements that are 
finance leases. We are well aware of the range of PPAs that are potentially at risk but given that it is a 2019 and 
beyond issue, we are yet to acquit the fully body of work to thoroughly analyse and understand it. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What PPAs will the government have to consider putting on the balance sheet? Are they very 
large? That is a big issue and will affect the way the government goes about purchasing its LRETs. 
[8.10 pm] 
Mr J. Waters: In looking forward into the potential impact from a Large-scale Renewable Energy Target 
perspective, we are able to undertake the analysis on that with a view to the potential change. Looking backwards 
at existing power purchase agreements, it will be the PPAs of the ilk of the Collgar wind farm, Bluewaters Power 
and similar. If the member would like a detailed list, I could provide it as supplementary information. I probably 
could not recall them all off the top of my head because there is a fair number of them. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. As supplementary, could you provide us a list of those? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Would you like that? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. So it potentially affects your arrangement with Collgar, which is a big one, but also 
Bluewaters? 
Mr J. Waters: Yes. 
The CHAIR: To be exact, will the supplementary information include those two aspects? 
Mr J. Waters: It will include those two aspects, plus a list of all other existing operating leases. 
The CHAIR: Is the minister comfortable with that? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, all operating leases. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This could potentially have a significant impact on debt levels. 
[Supplementary Information No A10.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just on that, the proposal to have that off-balance-sheet transaction when others were put into 
that—I think a Dutch firm funded it; that is the proposal that was put to me—the risk was that that would come back 
on the balance sheet. Would this accounting treatment bring that back on the balance sheet, or is that another risk? 
Mr J. Waters: We have assessed it through the context of that. We do not believe so. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Just on the special dividend of $100 million that has been taken out, I would like to 
understand how that impacts cash flow and whether there is a risk at some point that there will be the potential for 
an adverse impact on cash flow such that there might need to be some support from the government and whether 
Synergy sought ministerial direction for support for this initiative. Thirdly, I would like to know whether this puts 
at risk any maintenance program within Synergy over the forward estimates. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: It was a decision made because of the healthy cash balances that Synergy has. I will ask 
Mr Waters to make comment, but it is my view that it will not have an impact on Synergy’s forward line of 
investment, which I think the member’s question was around. We made the point earlier today when Treasury was 
here about the Public Utilities Office and the role it is going to have and government having more oversight of, or 
a greater role in, some of these decisions around our utilities, not just energy. That is one that I am keen to pursue. 
As part of these decisions around Synergy and all the utilities, we had a look at the impacts that this would have 
had on Synergy and the debt levels of various organisations et cetera, but I am fairly relaxed about that special 
dividend not having any dramatic impacts on Synergy. I am happy for Mr Waters to make some comments. 
Mr J. Waters: As the minister said, we are a business that operates with a relatively high cash balance, given that 
we have very low debt and we have depreciation on our balance sheet, which means we effectively accrue cash, 
so we operate with cash balances as high as $300 million to $400 million which, in reality, could be operated 
within very safe liquidity limits as low as $200 million. In reality, the dividend that we have paid is just to dip into 
a cash balance that is relatively generous already and is, I guess from our perspective, something that any owner 
has the right to do. We have re-forecast our cash flows out into the future, and we do not see any issues for the 
business at all that would require us to borrow, for example, to meet a short-term cash obligation. We think we are 
well covered between existing payments and receipts. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Just to follow up, given that on top of that, if I am correct, Synergy has to absorb the 
$56 million early termination of the tariff adjustment payment, it is again Synergy’s ability to absorb, on top of 
the $100 million, the additional $56 million, but I will put in an additional question with it: given you had an 
annual loss of $12 million in your last report—I know that there are impairments and things in there—there is also 
a sizeable reduction in customer revenues, which I imagine is potentially being impacted by solar panels on 
consumer roofs, so are you confident that you can come back into a positive return, or is there a large amount of 
fixed costs that sit in the base and make it difficult to actually generate a profit moving forward? I couple the large 
cash flow and capital payments coming out; at the same time, you have declining revenues and the potential risk 
of your business operations over the next three to four years, given that there are sizeable dividends built into the 
forward estimates. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question. I will ask Mr Waters to make some comments in a minute. The 
member is right. In the most recent results for Synergy there were some large impairments—obviously, 
depreciation of some of those assets that are being retired. The member is right on two things: the impact of solar 
panels and the competitive space. Mr Waters will make some more specific comments around that. 
Mr J. Waters: I guess the context of the $100 million special dividend top with regard to the reduction in the TAP 
is that they are effectively unrelated in that the special dividend really makes a call on cash, which is a balance 
sheet item—it is not so much an operating item. The reduction of $50 million, from a revenue perspective, is in 
a business that already generates in excess of $3 billion of revenue. Will that have a bottom line impact on the 
business? Yes, it will, because, as the member mentioned, we are a business that is seeing declining revenues, 
given a combination of tougher conditions and softer conditions in our contestable market, and a residential market 
with a continuing appetite to invest in solar PV, which is leading to reduced revenues overall. I think, longer term, 
if you look in the budget papers, you will see that as we move towards cost-reflective tariffs, the business is 
sustainable and profitable from that perspective. I remain confident that the longer-term financial stability of the 
business is okay. However, one important initiative this year was the change in tariff structures to move more of 
our revenue from a variable form of tariff to a daily fixed charge, and therefore stabilise our revenue. That is 
certainly an important factor when I consider the go-forward condition of the business from an overall revenue 
perspective. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: First, the minister is saying that the $100 million dividend is basically coming from cash 
balances that are in excess of $300 million, but that leaves very little retained earnings for investing in renewables, 
which the government might want to do down the track. In the accounts, there is basically an assumption that 
Synergy is going to buy large-scale generation certificates on the open market until an alternative is found; that is 
the base case. That will not require Synergy to invest in capital; it will require it to expend on an operating basis, 
not on a capital basis. The minister has told us that he will not actually do that; he is actually going to look at either 
getting PPAs or direct investments in renewables, whereby he will need to draw down on capital investment. 
Pouring money out of dividends basically consumes it because it goes into the general government sector. That 
means that if the minister is going to take his preferred route, he is going to have to increase borrowings down the 
track. That is not on the books because of the base case, but that is what he will do. Is that not right? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a reflection of what the member thinks might happen. What actually happens will be 
whatever the government comes to in respect of the impact of the LRET on the books of Synergy. Coming back 
to the point that Mr Waters and I made before, this is unlikely to have any dramatic impact on Synergy, including 
the obligations it has to make in the very near future—decisions around its LRET obligations. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: But if the base case, as the minister has described it to me, is based on purchasing LGCs in the 
market, it means that Synergy does not have to make a capital outlay, but that is just for planning purposes or 
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putting impairment or cost into the budget. The minister is going to go out and either get PPAs or directly invest 
in plant. That means that if $100 million is taken out, the minister is going to have to borrow that $100 million 
down the track; that is just what it means. That is what he has to plan for.  
[8.20 pm] 
Mr B.S. WYATT: If we need to make a capital investment that is greater than the cash balance, the member is 
probably right, but who knows whether Synergy is going to land on that? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would like to go to Synergy’s financials on page 37 of the annual report. Can the minister 
explain how the retail business unit profit has deteriorated from a loss of $6.86 million last year to a loss of 
$273 million this year? Does he expect this loss to continue either with this pattern or at this level? 
Mr A. Kabra: We do not have the prior numbers, so I am just wondering where the $6.86 million is coming from. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is from the previous annual report. 
Mr A. Kabra: We will have to take that as a supplementary question. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let us look at this year. Synergy reported a loss in the RBU of $273 million; is that correct? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Kabra. 
Mr A. Kabra: Yes. The results that the member is looking at in terms of the segment information are derived as 
though those particular segments—the retail business unit, the wholesale business unit and generation business 
unit—trade on a single, isolated basis. The results are based on the transfer pricing between the wholesale business 
unit and the retail business unit. It is purely a function of the internal transfer price. If the results of the wholesale 
business unit and the retail business unit are combined, it actually makes an overall profit. It is to ensure that what 
has been charged to the retail business unit is at arm’s length under the regulations. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That transfer price was set up basically to be an arms-length price between the RBU and WBU. 
Page 34 of the annual report indicates that cash receipts from customers have dropped by $420 million compared 
with those for the previous year. The point I am making is that Synergy is losing a great deal on its retail book in 
both market share and money. 
Mr A. Kabra: Is that a statement of fact or is the member asking a question? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Does the member want us to confirm that? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is a question, yes. 
Mr J. Waters: We will take that as a supplementary. 
[Supplementary Information No A11.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Page 34 of the annual report indicates that cash receipts from customers dropped by 
$420 million compared with those from last year. I know the minister does not have last year’s annual report, but 
what is driving the reduction in payments and receipts from customers and is he concerned about that continuing? 
I might add that it is a continuing drop in customer receipts. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Correct. 
Mr A. Kabra: As we have previously mentioned, there is a constant strain in the market. Obviously, where 
Synergy competes in the contestable market, there is significant competition because of excess supply. There is 
a decline in market share. But all those risks are factored into the forward estimates. The results in the budget take 
that into account. As we are cash positive, or will continue to remain so, that is not a huge concern at this time. 
But, again, as budgets are based on assumptions, any other change or trend in the market will — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is Synergy still losing market share in the contestable market? 
Mr A. Kabra: Yes. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What is it down to now? 
Mr A. Kabra: We will take that as a supplementary. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: We will come back to the member for Riverton with supplementary information on Synergy’s 
current market share of the contestable market. 
[Supplementary Information No A12.] 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Further to the line of questioning about the $420 million, which is on top of what I was 
talking about earlier, on the cost side of the ledger, how much of the cost that sits within Synergy is fixed and how 
much is variable? How much flexibility is there for Synergy to adjust its cost base to offset that? What percentage 
can be offset? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: This has been a big part of the tariff reform that we did earlier to try to get more into the fixed 
charge and there is probably still more to come when more of the tariff needs to be attached to the fixed charge. 
That is why there has been a significant decline in the expected tariff equalisation contribution going to Synergy. 
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That 10.9 per cent increase allocated and tied to the fixed charge went a long way, as Mr Waters indicated a minute 
ago, in securing the revenue flow for Synergy. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The increase in the fixed tariffs is really just the revenue side. I am saying that there has been 
a reduction of over 10 per cent in customer sales in a 12-month period. If I was running a business that showed 
that sort of drop, I would consider that to be an alarm bell. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It has been going on for quite some time now. It is not just the revenue side; the problem is 
that if that tariff was not adjusted, more cost would fall to those people who are reducing their variable costs. For 
example, people who do not have the capacity to put solar panels on their roofs were bearing more of the fixed 
costs of Synergy, whereas those with solar, as we all know in this room, were able to significantly reduce the 
variable charge that they were paying to Synergy to the point at which, in some cases, they were paying nothing. 
That has had a big impact, which is why the TEC has been reduced to an expected 56 for next year. It is not just 
a revenue issue; it is ensuring that there is equality in bearing the fixed costs. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I had not finished the question. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I apologise. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: We are seeing a reduction of well over 10 per cent in cash receipts from customers. If that is 
sustained, there would have to be pressure on Synergy to look to its expense base. Within its expense base, there 
will be fixed costs and variable costs. What percentage of the expense base for Synergy is fixed and what 
percentage is variable? How much flexibility is there on its expense line to accommodate either this decline or 
further declines? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Waters. 
Mr J. Waters: In very general terms, our cost base is largely 80 per cent fixed and 20 per cent variable, and the 
largest single item—I consider it a largely fixed-cost line item—is the network connection tariffs that we pay to 
connect our customers to Western Power’s network. Sitting behind the A1 tariff is a network tariff that, up until 
this year, has had a significantly greater fixed-cost component than variable-cost component. We have by design, 
as do utilities everywhere, a bias from a cost structure perspective towards a fixed-cost base—big assets, 
connection fees and fuel, a lot of which is take or pay, and, in our case, power purchase agreements, which are 
take or pay. We have a structural challenge. Among the key cases for tariff reform was to take a revenue side, 
which was funding a cost side that was largely fixed and based on a tariff that was largely variable. Part of the 
restructuring of the tariff was to bring the tariff across into a structure from a fixed and variable perspective that 
more closely aligns with what we would expect would be the efficient cost structures of business. At the same 
time, businesses have to find ways to vary fixed costs to make them less volume dependent. That is a challenge 
the business has to deal with. 
[8.30 pm] 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I understand the principle of what is being said, but it alarms me, because we are encouraging 
people to take up solar generation but at the same time it erodes the profitability of Synergy, therefore we are going 
to increase tariffs against them to recover that. If we think about technology and where it is going, battery 
technology is coming. We are setting in place a process that will speed up encouraging people to come entirely off 
the grid once that technology reaches a certain point. A glide path is being created that is making it more and more 
viable for these battery technologies because tariff prices are being increased simply for connections. A process is 
being brought forward. This is a question; I just thought I would pick it up before you told me, Mr Chair. A point 
is being brought forward at which it will become affordable for people to come off the grid, and then I question 
whether there will be a worse problem within Synergy at that point. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The uptake of solar and battery technology has not just arisen since we came to government, 
member. It has been around a long time, including when the Liberal Party was in government. The member is right 
that they are threats to the Synergy business model, particularly batteries. If batteries come on that are affordable 
and reliable that can sit on a home and provide enduring power in the event that the sun is not shining and the wind 
is not blowing—the member knows the rhetoric—that is absolutely a threat to retailers, particularly ones like 
Synergy that also own the vast majority of generation assets. Whether that means we are getting to the point of 
disconnection or the death spiral et cetera, in a little while Western Power will be here and the member can put 
that question. I think Western Power will have some interesting views about the value of the network and whether 
people would like to stay connected or not. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: My point is not to look back, because this is an issue Australia-wide. My point is how the 
government looks at this moving forward. Looking at the tariff rates and the fixed rates, I question whether 
a connection fee is going to be the solution. It might be for the short term, but I question it being a solution for the 
long term. I am more focused on where we go from here and I am not hearing a solution. 
The CHAIR: Is there a question in that follow-up, member for Bateman? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Would the minister agree with that? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: I agree that that is the member’s view. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I asked for supplementary information about what power purchase agreements were at risk 
because of the accounting changes. Could I also be given the potential debt impact and how that would be treated 
if they had to be brought back on? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: No, I will give the member the first list and he can make his own conclusions. I will not do 
a hypothetical balance sheet analysis for Synergy. The member can do his own analysis when he gets the list. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, okay. The minister indicated that prices from Western Power had been frozen this year 
and in the transition to access arrangement 4 — 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, what was frozen? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Western Power’s prices this financial year, 2017–18, have been kept at 2016–17 levels. With 
the move to AA4, Western Power’s pricing was fixed. That means there was no price increase to Synergy’s largest 
cost—that is, payments to Western Power, which make up 40 per cent of its costs. Are those savings being passed 
on to consumers or are they being reaped for cash balances and special payments? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I would have to ask Western Power, I think, when it gets here. This is in respect to the fourth 
access arrangement; is that what the member is referring to? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: In the move to AA4 it was decided not to increase Western Power’s prices; they were kept 
constant at, I presume, 2016–17 levels. That means that Synergy’s largest cost, which is imposed by 
Western Power for the right to use its transmission distribution, has remained constant this year. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Effectively, Western Power had no choice. We are all familiar with the legislation that never 
made it through last year, which meant that there was a delay in Western Power getting its fourth access 
arrangement resolved. That will now be submitted and I am sure the CEO will shortly be able to confirm whether 
it will be. It is due on 2 October and that will be in. Western Power might make some comments about what it 
expects that to be, because the member is right that it will be effectively backdated to 1 July 2017. Again, from 
memory it is unlikely to be a significant increase. I say that bearing in mind that the member can put that question 
to Western Power very shortly and he will probably be given some more specific answers around that. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Before we move on to Western Power, Synergy has had a sometimes difficult relationship 
with its coal supplier. How is that relationship going? Is there solvency in the coalfields? Is the government looking 
to reform the coalfields at all? There is one in particular, which supplies Bluewaters Power, that has had difficulty 
in the past. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will ask Mr Waters to make some comments. It is very difficult for the state government to 
reform the coalfields; it is not as if we are exactly operators. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government is virtually the sole source of income for the coalfields. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, but as the member knows, that does not necessarily give the rights to operate coalmines. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am not asking for that! 
Mr J. Waters: As a general comment, I think I have said this before, the Collie coalfields require reform. I cannot 
really comment in any detail about my views on how and when that will occur, but I still think there is a case for 
change in the Collie coalfields if it is to achieve commercial sustainability. In the meantime, however, our coal 
supplier continues to supply coal on a reliable basis. I think it has reported some small cash losses. Not at 
a significant or alarming level from my perspective, so for all intents and purposes I am of the view that our coal 
supply is currently stable. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: After next year Synergy will not require a tariff adjustment payment. Next year or maybe this 
year—after the year—Synergy will have to wear that $56 million. 
Mr J. Waters: The year after that. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Therefore, Synergy will be cost reflective. I had better ask the minister this. If that is the case, 
will Synergy be going to full retail contestability? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question. The member and I had a bit of a conversation the other night about 
this during private members’ business. Interestingly enough, I had a look at some of Eric Ripper’s media 
statements from the early 2000s and full retail contestability was a desire of his and has been a desire of 
governments for a long time. As the member knows, it is not as easy as one would suggest, not without just a mass 
transfer of value from the public to the private sector. Ultimately, how we get there, and there is the key question 
of what we do with Synergy to get there, still needs to be resolved. Unfortunately, I cannot give the member a date, 
but it has been the desire of governments now for a long time. The member is right. We will get to cost reflectivity 
across forward estimates, but what that then means for contestability is still to be determined. 
The CHAIR: That completes the examination of Synergy. 
[8.40 pm] 
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Western Power — 

Mr T.J. Healy, Chair. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt, Minister for Energy. 

Mr G. Chalkley, Chief Executive Officer. 

Dr S. McGoldrick, Executive Manager, Asset Management. 

Mr M. Crevola, Chief Financial Officer. 

Ms K. McKenzie, Principal Policy Adviser. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 

Members may raise questions about matters relating to the operations and budget of the off-budget authority. 
Off-budget authority officers are recognised as ministerial advisers. It is the intention of the chair to ensure that as 
many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both questions and answers are short and to the point. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee, rather than asking that the 
question be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary 
information he agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to 
be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 
29 September 2017. 

I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question 
on notice through the online questions system. 

We will move to questions, and the first is from the Leader of the Opposition. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 298 of budget paper No 3, and the table headed “General Government Revenue 
from Public Corporations”. I would like to explore this with Western Power. We have had a lot of debate about 
the benefits of Western Power to the general government sector. I want to confirm what the Minister for Energy 
thinks is the average receipt to general government from the ownership of Western Power? My average is 
$273 million a year over the four years from 2017–18 to 2020–21. During the election campaign the Labor Party 
claimed regularly that it was $550 million a year, exactly double what is estimated in the budget. Has some other 
source of revenue been left out of these forecasts, particularly given that in debate last year there was a claim that 
Western Power had paid substantial income tax to the general government sector? I see small payments of about 
$26 million over four years. Could the minister let me know where those other moneys that total $550 million 
a year come from in the payments from the ownership of Western Power to the general government sector? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: What did the Leader of the Opposition say the average was? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is $273 million. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Does that $273 million figure come from adding $391 million, $257 million, $246 million and 
$199 million, and then dividing that figure by four? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That would be the average. The Leader of the Opposition is quite right. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the minister confirming that in the budget papers the ownership of Western Power is not the 
$550 million cash cow that the Labor Party claimed it to be during the campaign? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am not sure whether I ever claimed it was a $550 million cash cow. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Your party did. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Leader of the Opposition might need to write to Patrick Gorman, the state secretary, and 
ask him about that. 

All I know is that budget paper No 3 shows that in 2017–18 the total revenue is derived from “Income Tax 
expense”, which is zero; “Local Government Rates expense”, which is $1.7 million; and, “Dividends”, which is 
$389.5 million. That is a subtotal of $391.2 million for 2017–18. The subtotal for 2018–19 is $257.5 million, 
$246.8 million for 2019–20, $246.8 million for 2019–20, and $199 million for 2020–21. I appreciate that the 
Leader of the Opposition is perhaps frustrated with some of the rhetoric during the election campaign; but that is 
what it is. I, unfortunately, do not get the right to inflate it or reduce it at my whim. 



E88 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Tuesday, 19 September 2017] 

 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Could the minister provide as supplementary information what the rate of return on invested 
equity is from Western Power ownership? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think the Leader of the Opposition will find that is in the annual report. 

Mr G. Chalkley: That can be extracted from the annual report. From our perspective, if we look at the forward 
estimates, I think Western Power has proved itself to be continually profitable. That is backed up by what has 
happened in the last three years. On the back of that are the dividends that can be stripped out if Western Power 
stands alone as a company on its merits. 

The CHAIR: Is that information to be provided as supplementary information? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. From 2017–18 over the forward estimates, what is the return on equity? 

One issue that arises is that a profit is declared but an income tax equivalent is not paid to the general government 
sector. Can the minister explain why Western Power does not do that? 

Mr G. Chalkley: Certainly from our perspective, in terms of income tax to the government, Western Power is 
treated as a standalone business for all the taxes running through it—all the way from payroll tax through to 
corporation tax. From that perspective I think it sits with the same accounting standard as any business. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: To be specific, the budget papers contain line items that show some utilities have to pay an 
income tax equivalent to the general government sector. Western Power pays a dividend but not an income tax 
equivalent—that is $27 million. On page 298 of budget paper No 3, table 8.2 shows an income tax expense, which 
is an income tax equivalent. Synergy has funds there. Horizon Power has some—quite a bit actually. 
Western Power has very little. In 2020–21 Western Power will not pay any income tax equivalent, but the annual 
report declares a profit. 

The CHAIR: Is that a statement or a question? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I assume there is a question mark at the end of that asking “Why is that?” 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 

[8.50 pm] 

Mr G. Chalkley: From our perspective they are normal accounting standards for how that is calculated. It is 
calculated from our capital base and runs through what allowances we get. It does not necessarily trigger a payment 
in the year. It defers some payments for later years. A lot of our expenditure was on the wood pole assets for the 
allowances we got. We can see what has happened from an income tax perspective. We start to pay the income 
tax expense because of the timing of that wood pole expenditure. It will play out in later years but not in these 
early years. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In the calculation of income tax, depreciation or some other offsets allow Western Power not 
to pay the income tax; is that it? 

Mr G. Chalkley: Yes, effectively. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If Western Power were a private company, this would be the same thing. 

Mr G. Chalkley: It would be exactly the same in a private company. It is really just the timing of how we made 
those capital investments. It will play out over time and that payment will, effectively, materialise. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would like to go to page 547 of budget paper No 2, the “New Works—Fourth Access 
Arrangement” and also page 549, which is the provisions for the fourth access arrangement and ask a few 
questions. This indicates what has been and what will be. On page 457 is an estimate of the asset investment 
program of Western Power. Could the minister describe that? The next one is Western Power provisions on page 
549. How do those two relate? Which one is firm? How do the provisions work? The blurb states that Western 
Power has to go to the Economic Regulation Authority and ask if it does X, it gets the money to do X. Those are 
the provisions. Could the minister explain how these estimates work in terms of capital expenditure over the next 
four years? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Chalkley. 

Mr G. Chalkley: From our perspective there are two elements. We have a known work program, which could 
cover asset replacement such as poles and conductors—the normal poles and wires type of business, including 
some of the transmission assets. Provisions covers the customer type growth work, which is a bit of an unknown 
until it happens. It starts off as a provision then moves back to an actual known when we know what it is. It is an 
estimate because we really do not know what it is until it actually materialises. It stays in provisions until it 
happens. We know half the program. It is our planned program of work. We are in complete control of it. The 
growth of the rest of it is driven by the customer and it is not known until it happens. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are the provisions estimates based on increasing growth? 
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Mr G. Chalkley: There are a few metrics in it but, certainly, part of that is growth. Part of it is where the economy 
is. It is a best guess based on the data we currently see and on the trends going forward. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If the minister were to estimate the total investment of Western Power over the four years, 
would the minister add these things up? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: For page 547? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: For instance, in 2017–18, the capital investment is $609 million and provisions are 
$227 million. If we are trying to get to grips with how much to expect Western Power will invest in capital over 
each of the next four years, should we add those two figures together? 

Mr G. Chalkley: Effectively, yes. This is how we cut it for a budget estimate. The submission that will go to the 
ERA is a consolidated provision. That is what we expect. We know our program so we know the condition of our 
assets and the work we would like to do on our assets is a given. Growth is our unknown. In our submission to the 
regulator it is combined. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I added those up. There is over $3 billion of expenditure by Western Power over the next four 
years. 

Mr G. Chalkley: Yes. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Just with that, member for Riverton, page 547 is compared with AA3 of $4.47 billion. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is a reduction largely because of the wooden power poles. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I imagine that is a big part of it. There was a move to a different asset management basis. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was also very large growth in that period. Western Power would have finished the 
midwest transition. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: As the CEO pointed out to me not long after I came into this role, the organisation now has 
a better understanding of its asset base and is managing on a risk base as opposed to a time base. That is probably 
a fair way to describe it. That will have an impact on the spending required. The member is right about the wooden 
pole replacements. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister has already done it once but can the minister explain again. Western Power has 
made a submission for AA4 or has completed its submission. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It shortly will. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That goes to the ERA and it will adjudicate. When is it expected to come out with 
a determination? Then there will be appeals or otherwise and a decision with some potential retrospectivity at least 
to price; is that right? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right, unless Mr Chalkley wants to add to that. That is basically right. 

Mr G. Chalkley: From a timing perspective, we will put in a submission on 2 October. The ERA will get its 
consultants in to review that submission. In all likelihood that will take us to the middle of next year. Interestingly, 
it is a five-year period that has already begun. That first year is hanging because by the time we get a decision, that 
year will have expired. If we roll that one forward, there is an opportunity to appeal et cetera but that will be based 
on where we feel we have reached on that determination. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In this process, is Western Power considering changing the access arrangement to its grid for 
generators—constrained versus unconstrained? That is not in the existing regulations but it will materially impact 
the cost of attaching to Western Power’s grid. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Earlier today I think the Public Utilities Office was talking about this. Obviously, we are keen 
to move to an unconstrained model that is basically similar to what the previous government tried last year. We 
are keen to do that. The access arrangement will be under the existing access code but for the member’s specific 
question, Mr Chalkley might want to add something. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: My question is whether it could materially impact the AA4 estimates. 

Mr G. Chalkley: Picking up the member’s earlier question about what is a provision and what is an actual, that 
will come into that slot. At the moment we have an indication of where we think it will be but it is very difficult 
to understand specifically what that project could be in year 3. It is very difficult to say what that cost will be. It 
will be what it will be and will then play through. Does constrained help? Yes, I think it will help the generators, 
give them more certainty and be an easier way for them to connect. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let us say that Western Power goes through AA4 and gets a determination and the code is 
changed to unconstrained, will the ERA have to review Western Power’s arrangement to allow that to be taken 
into consideration? 
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Mr G. Chalkley: No, it should not. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That was a good question, member. I was interested in that answer myself. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: We talked about the annual dividends over the forward estimates and what the average is. 
What is the impact on that for the asset investment program over the forward estimates? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is based on this assumption here—the AA4 assumption—I assume. Mr Chalkley. 

Mr G. Chalkley: I will take that with a few layers. Looking forward, dividends fluctuate, which raises its own 
questions. Just to close on that one, it is based on our profit after tax and on a percentage. It has fluctuated because 
the policy of how we pay it has changed. The last three years we have not had a year that has been the same. We 
paid two dividends, one dividend and a deferred dividend. In effect, it will even out over the years. We will pay 
65 per cent to 75 per cent of our profit on tax. If we look at our last two years and look forward, we have found 
that we are being able to fund our business effectively through the savings that we made so that we can now run 
the business in a way that funds our operating expenses and affects our capital expenditure. Then our issue is: how 
do we need to fund the dividend as well? The only impact we are seeing on state debt is really a small amount now 
on the five years to what it has been in the past. To an extent in the last financial year, if we true up for the actuals, 
we actually repaid money to the government for the first time. We are seeing the savings starting to filter through 
going forward, and therefore no material impact on state debt in the next four years. 
[9.00 pm] 

Mr D.C. NALDER: To clarify, cash flows are funding Western Power’s asset investment program moving 
forward? 

Mr G. Chalkley: Yes. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Can Mr Chalkley confirm the debt position of Western Power at 30 June this year and what 
it is forecast to be at 30 June 2021? 

Mr G. Chalkley: Can I take that as a supplementary or possibly ask Michael, as chief finance officer. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Did Mr Crevola want to make any comments around that? We probably have a debt position 
for 30 June, this year, I would have thought. 
Mr M. Crevola: It is contained in our asset, in our annual report, which I will confer to in a minute. Based on our 
access arrangement we anticipate that our debt is going to remain around about the $8 billion mark. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Over the forward estimates? 

Mr M. Crevola: Depending on how the access arrangement is approved by the Economic Regulation Authority, 
that is our anticipation at the moment. It is heavily dependent on obviously what the ERA allows as part of its 
adjudication. 
[Ms L.L. Baker took the chair.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What would Western Power’s debt to equity ratio be? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: There is perhaps an element of frustration with the uncertainty there. That transition from 
AA3 to AA4 means that we will know by the next budget. But the member knows that anyway. Sorry, I think I cut 
the member off. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I just wondered what the debt equity was. If Western Power is going to fund its whole capital 
program right now, the information for AA4—both the actual and the provisions out of its retained earnings, which 
is in the books—is that it is almost all funded by retained earnings. Mr Crevola just indicated that Western Power 
caps its debt at about $8 billion. It should then have declining debt equity ratios. Its debt equity ratios got very 
high for a while at 85 or 90—I do not know what it was. I want to confirm that Western Power’s liquidity position, 
its debt equity ratio, is declining also. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I just want to keep emphasising the point that it is subject to what the ERA allows as part of 
the fourth access arrangement. But I might have cut Mr Crevola off. Does he want to make some comments? 
Mr M. Crevola: As the minister highlighted, subject to what is going on in AA4, we would expect our gearing 
ratio, debt over debt plus equity, to decline to around the mid-70s range. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: At the bottom of page 545 of budget paper No 2 there is some commentary on future network 
arrangements and largely a number of motherhood statements about some of the emerging disruptive technologies 
that are there. I am interested in how the minister sees the future playing out. I am in a situation myself in which 
I am looking at a property in Denmark. Powerlines go past on three sides, but because of the cost of connection 
I am probably going to go off-grid, not even choosing to go on the grid. I thought it would have been in 
Western Power’s interest to have me connected for a couple of reasons. Firstly, I am contributing to its network 
charges. Secondly, in the future, when I become a little generator of some sort, I could be using Western Power’s 
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poles and wires to transfer electrons around the place. I know that the minister is looking at legislative changes to 
allow some technologies to come onto the system, whereas that is constrained now. Are there any other policy 
settings that can operate in the shorter term within Western Power that allow some flexibility to incentivise 
a person such as myself to connect up to the network and not make a call to stay off the network, or indeed for 
someone who is in the situation now in which they are on the network to move off it? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: In that one question the member for Warren–Blackwood has basically outlined the challenge 
of Western Power and the issues that we have. The reason for changing or updating the investment operating model 
of Western Power is all about trying to enable Western Power to take advantage of opportunities that it currently 
cannot. The member will see in that little paragraph he referred to, and the graphic we talked about earlier tonight, 
the Perenjori trial at edge-of-grid locations, which sounds like where the member is at, but also about smart meters. 
The member is talking about effectively trading energy. There is a lot. We are seeing Western Power trying to 
generate interest and demand for the use of its grid. If a person wants to trade, of course the grid will be required. 
Similarly, around the use of electric vehicles. This is one of the grand conversations that energy networks have all 
over the globe that maybe Mr Chalkley might want to add to. But certainly, updating the investment and operating 
model of Western Power is fundamental to that. This is something that Mr Chalkley could probably talk about for 
quite some time. 
Mr G. Chalkley: For us, and for other similar network providers across the world, the pace of technology has 
possibly caught people unawares in how quickly it has started to move. We are trying to say that there is no silver 
bullet. That does not mean that standalone power is the silver bullet and I do not think that means that battery 
storage is, or a microgrid even is, but there are different solutions for different situations. That is what we are 
trying to get to. We are trying to prove the concept, so it is not just a desktop study, it is something that actually 
works with a customer, giving them the same amount of safety and reliability. That is what things such as Perenjori 
and Ravensthorpe do, and the microgrid at Kalbarri will be able to do. There is still a long way to go. There is a lot 
of movement in that technology to get there. It will certainly get cheaper because at the moment it is not quite 
cost-effective in itself. The other thing that is really playing out in the last year is that with all the technology that 
has been going on, people are moving away from this death spiral of the grid, as though it is going to disappear. It 
is not just going to disappear. There are ways of really utilising what people have got; it is about how they can use 
the edges much better. It is moving quicker than people thought, but we want to be in a position in which we can 
utilise it. We can prove that it works and for people like the member for Warren–Blackwood there will be different 
solutions for different situations. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: There is still going to be some value in moving electrons around the place because we will 
have multiple points of generation and that becomes an opportunity. Does the minister see a significant shift in the 
transmission line investment, for example? Is the future, as distinct from distribution investments, as a product of 
that technology change? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question. Mr Chalkley? 
Mr G. Chalkley: I think there will be, yes. That is probably going to be the heart of the grid that is there, how we 
utilise it and start to move things around. We are already seeing that in certain areas. We are trying that in places 
such as west Kalgoorlie to see how we can use that area better, so it is not just going one way up or down a line, 
we can actually use the grid that is already there. It is moving quickly. One of the challenges we have that we are 
really trying to deal with in the forward estimates in terms of five years, is that we know it will change; we are not 
quite sure by how much it will change and by what, but we have a good platform for five years either way. We 
just have to be ready to go with the change as it happens. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The gentleman setting next to me might have the answer to this one as well, but it was my 
understanding that by shifting to the federal regulator, it had other models on the fringe of grid to allow for the 
commercial decision to have someone like myself connect up at a different cost structure than what Western Power 
currently allows under its regulatory arrangements. If I have got that right, is that something that the minister is 
looking at changing? Because that would therefore put a situation in place in which I might choose to connect up 
rather than not, which might be in Western Power’s favour. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Tariff structures, absolutely. Dr McGoldrick might make some comments around this. We 
have had some brief conversations around this and it is quite an interesting space. Did Dr McGoldrick want to add 
to that?  
[9.10 pm] 
Dr S. McGoldrick: I think the regime in the eastern states is very different from our regime. The network and the 
way it is developed is very different. Our challenge is to make sure that the policy framework in Western Australia 
reflects the great opportunity we have to use renewable energy intelligently. The network plays a key role in that, 
as we have discussed. The exchange of energy facilitating the two-way flow, both distribution and transmission, is 
key to our future as a business. We are very keen to have a good and structured debate with government, our 
owner, and the Public Utilities Office to make sure that we have some relatively minor changes in local regulations 
and, if necessary, legislation, to facilitate us being a platform to exchange that energy. Our business was set up 
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a decade ago in its last evolution in 2006, and the framework in which we operate is quite restrictive. We were at 
that point modelled or viewed as simply a poles and wires business, if I can put it in that manner. I think that there 
are other options now that technically and economically in certain situations, as the minister and Mr Chalkley have 
said, are much better. But we could be restricted from operating those devices to the benefit of our customers if 
the government took a very narrow view of what we should do as a business. Having that debate in 
Western Australia and setting us up for success in the future is key. I am happy to say that that debate has been 
ongoing for the last year or year and a half, and we look forward to concluding that in the near future and having 
greater latitude as a business to deliver for our customers. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Western Power has had an efficiency program underway for a number of years and achieved 
a substantial reduction in costs. Is the focus on Western Power’s cost structures ongoing? Does Western Power 
expect a further reduction in its cost structures going forward? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It is ongoing. Does Mr Chalkley wish to make some comments about going forward? 
Mr G. Chalkley: We are about 18 months into the program and I think we are at the stage at which the original 
commitment of $400 million of capital and operational expenditure is now in our forward estimates. Is it ongoing? 
Definitely. Culturally, we are in the business. The business is no different from any commercial business that 
wants continuous improvements. That is pretty much a mantra that runs through it. We will need to continue to be 
efficient and we still have room to go in that space. Again, we have placed those sorts of efficiencies in the forward 
estimates as well. I think it is a constant ongoing aim for us to be as efficient as we should be. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: When Mr Chalkley’s predecessor—good man, Paul Italiano—came to me when I was the 
minister and told me that AA4 was coming up, he indicated that he had to look at a 20 to 30 per cent reduction in 
the cost structure to meet what Western Power thought was access arrangement with the measurements that the 
Economic Regulation Authority, or any regulator, would use, and that was a substantial reduction in costs. That 
was the genesis of that reform. It should have pushed Western Power in that direction. It depends on its rate of 
return. In the past, the ERA has been very parsimonious on rates of return. Does the minister think that 
Western Power will be able to meet the cost structures that the ERA will require in the regulatory structure? Has 
Western Power met that 25 to 30 per cent reduction in cost structures that was identified a few years ago? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Chalkley might answer that, bearing in mind he was not part of that conversation that the 
member had with Mr Italiano, but it is an interesting conversation. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: He knows it. 
Mr G. Chalkley: Certainly, from our perspective, yes, we have hit those targets. We are certainly pretty much 
around the 25 to 30 per cent level compared with where we were. Again, that is a mixture of ongoing efficiencies 
in how we are utilising our program. Do I think that is good enough? Certainly, it is an unknown until the 
Economic Regulation Authority determines it. However, certainly, from the dialogue that we have had so far and 
taking the ERA through what we have done, I think it has been pleasantly surprised by what it is looking at for 
AA4 compared with what it looked at when it determined AA3. If we overlay the numbers with what the ERA 
was looking at for AA3, we have outperformed AA3. Yes, we are hopeful, but, like anything, it is an unknown 
until it gets determined. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Does Western Power think it needs any staff reductions or otherwise going forward? 
Mr G. Chalkley: The staff reductions that happened in the last sort of 15 months were well publicised. I will 
probably relay what we have messaged through the business. We did what I would call a few big waves of staff 
reduction. That was to align with the smaller work program. The economy was smaller and it was a reasonable 
assumption. Going forward, we do not see a wave of staff reductions but we see, as with any other business, that 
we will continue to improve. We will try to use the best technology that we can use. We will try to use the best 
work practices that we can use. There will be times when there are elements of staff reduction, but we will try to 
manage that as best we can through normal retirements and people leaving to look at other jobs anyway. The 
continuous improvements are at that small level now; they are not big waves because the big bulk, the 25 to 
30 per cent, has been achieved. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to apprenticeships. Western Power has increased its number of apprentices. It reduced 
it for a while, but it has expanded it again. How many new appointments of apprentices does the minister expect 
to make in Western Power each year going forward? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is another good question. We took a specific commitment to the election about 
apprenticeships in Western Power and had long conversations with the chair and the executive around that. It is 
really understanding the workforce demands and needs of Western Power. Understandably, it is changing. 
Western Power no longer needs vast swathes of linesmen. The nature of the technology means that the training 
requirements are changing as well. Mr Chalkley may make some comments about traditional apprentices. I am 
also keen on training in other areas; Western Power will also need other skill sets that are dramatically different 
from what people would have expected Western Power to need even 10 or 15 years ago. Does Mr Chalkley want 
to add to that and speak about traditional apprentices? 
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Mr G. Chalkley: Certainly. We have about 70 traditional apprentices running through the business still in 
a four-year program. Last year we took on 15. We have a mix of male and female, Indigenous and non-Indigenous. 
Going forward, we are picking up technological changes and where the market is. Our traditional apprentice has 
been two types—an overhead linesman and a cable jointer. Looking at that forward program, the member can see 
how many we want and that is certainly now around 15. It does not need to get much higher. We are saying that 
we need other skill sets. The skill set in the marketplace is changing with data analytics, some of the back office 
work and some graduate engineering and wider engineering roles. There is a better opportunity to partner with 
TAFE to start getting people at that lower level as well. We are trying to make sure that the program now fits the 
program going forward, which certainly will not be the traditional vast number of linesman and jointers, but 
a different mix going forward. I think the number will be much higher than 15, but it will not be only apprentices; 
it will be a mix of other skill sets. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What about electricians? Western Power used to train most of the electricians in Western Australia 
for years. They are not jointers or linesmen. 

Mr G. Chalkley: Traditionally, we have not trained electricians, and that is one of the issues. It is interesting; 
people think we train electricians, but that is not the skill set that has come through. From the work we have, 
linesmen and jointers are the two big ones out there. We cannot sign off their books from an electrical point of 
view because they do not do the core electrical kind of work that needs to be signed off. So we are looking at how 
we can join a program that works with other people who can sign off on those things.  

[9.20 pm] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The old combined Western Power used to do it.  

Mr G. Chalkley: To get an electrician signed off as an apprentice through Western Power, we would need to sub 
them out to somebody who does something else, such as solar installation or something like that.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The irony being, of course, why would Western Power need electricians?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to the pole to pillar program. Has the cost of that been increased for households recently?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, we increased that to cost reflective levels in the budget. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What was the increase? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I cannot remember figures, but it was substantial. What was it? 

Mr G. Chalkley: Traditionally, it was effectively a $660 fee, which, again, is being paid not just by householders 
but more by developers and small-time developers. That fee has never been raised or increased by the consumer 
price index. It has been that amount for a long time.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Just remind members that the history of it was about getting to a certain level.  

Mr G. Chalkley: It was 55. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Chalkley, can you explain that for the benefit of members? 

Mr G. Chalkley: Traditionally that was to ensure, certainly from a metro perspective, that we got a lot of the 
metro underground. The trigger point was to get it above 50 per cent, which we are well above; we are in the 60s 
now. We said that there are probably two other levels out there now. We want to be cost reflective and make sure 
that we are efficient and affordable, and that does not mean that if we are inefficient in our costs, we will charge 
that cost on. We have market tested the price in terms of somebody else charging for that. We think there are two 
levels; there is a level of about $3 500 and a level of about $4 900. We have not applied it yet, but we feel that it 
is a much more reflective cost of what people have to pay anyway. It is built into the cost of a development. 
A person increases the value of their property when they make that development, and $660 is not reflective of the 
cost of doing the work.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have a constituent who put his plans in when it was $660. He has no choice because he has 
already taken down the wooden pole or disconnected it to go to a green box. He finally submitted his statement to 
Western Power and it has gone up to, I think, in the vicinity of $4 000, and that is on the same side of the road. He 
has no choice. It is a huge increase from $660 to almost $4 500.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: His application was received after 7 July this year. The member’s constituent got his application 
in after 7 July.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is a substantial increase. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a substantial increase; I am not shying from that at all. Unfortunately, when we make shifts 
in pricing, whether it be this or others, some people will be caught, and that seems to be what happened to the 
member’s constituent. The raw number of people who will be applying is 1 200 a year. That is not a huge number, 
but the subsidy provided by everybody else was significant.  
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: My point is that they have no choice.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right, which is why the price needs to be tested. That is what Mr Chalkley was referring 
to before. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is almost a $4 000 hit to provide energy to the system —  
Mr B.S. WYATT: When they develop the property.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: — without a great deal of disclosure. He is actually an electrician and if he had not retired, he 
would have been able to do it. That is a massive increase in one hit from $660 to $4 000. The government is market 
testing to see whether a private contractor can put it in for a similar cost. Taking a line from a pole is $400. The 
irony is that his property will have underground power next year. He has to pay the $4 000 even though it will be 
done next year, so he will have to pay for it twice. These things happen when we do not keep costs up to structure, 
but that is a whopping big increase that hit people with a great deal of uncertainty. He cannot do anything about it 
and it is a complete waste.  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to “New Works—Fourth Access Arrangement” on page 547 of the Budget Statements 
and to the line item “Bushfire Mitigation”. In the 2017–18 budget estimates, there is nearly $11 million and then 
it tapers off to $3.4 million at the end of the forward estimates period. Can the minister give me an understanding 
of why that is a reducing figure? Are these one-off expenditures or is this ongoing protective works?  
Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, that is a good question. One thing that surprised me—not being an experienced minister 
like the member for Warren–Blackwood in the Expenditure Review Committee process—is how many agencies 
are involved one way or another in bushfire mitigation and how many agencies that should be involved do not 
appear to be involved et cetera. That has been a surprise to me. But the member is right, because there is 
$10.9 million in 2017–18 and it falls to $3.4 million. The 2016–17 estimated expenditure is $2.1 million. There 
has been a significant increase from 2016–17 to 2017–18. I have notes here and then I will ask Mr Chalkley to 
make further comments. The $10.8 million was to mitigate high voltage clashing by deploying a range of 
inspections and solutions, including installing longer cross arms, pole upgrades, re-tensioning and lowering earth 
wires where appropriate. That was a specific project that was funded, hence the decline across the forward 
estimates that looks as though it goes back to a more standard level. Mr Chalkley, have I answered that correctly 
or have I misled the member? 
Mr G. Chalkley: I think that is a fair comment. I would probably reiterate that one of the things we have picked 
up in the last three years is the quality of the data. One of the benefits that came out of the wood pole inquiry is 
our understanding of the asset. One of the criticisms of the inquiry was that we did not have the data. The member 
can imagine the amount of work we did on the poles and conductors in that safety environment. It gave us a wealth 
of knowledge. We then changed how we do our risk approach and we are not seeing as many faults. The quality 
of the data is seeing where the faults are. We are still doing the same amount of inspections but the quality of the 
asset is holding up very well. There is a tapering off, but it is based on the fact that we have a good knowledge of 
the asset. As we said earlier, our approach is to not just do every asset that is a certain age. We have inspected it 
and we have a much better understanding of when that asset will fail. We are seeing that come out through the 
numbers. Some of the numbers are dropping but they are dropping for a good reason because we are spending it 
in the right place at the right time.  
Mr D.T. REDMAN: It was not that long ago that significant upgrades were made on the transmission line to 
Albany. There was consideration of other paths, and there were a few fights about what the pathway was. The 
demand down there has since dropped off and the government is now looking at investing in wave energy. When 
the government brings on a new renewable source down there, will work be done on the capacity of the lines to 
take that renewable energy out, given that presumably the transmission lines are at capacity or near capacity—but, 
again, I am not sure of demand? 
Dr S. McGoldrick: Our challenge in serving Albany is not so much the capacity of the line down to Albany; it is 
a well-sized line. The issue is that we have only one real major line going down. It is a challenge. Coordinating 
the outages sometimes requires us to perform maintenance on those lines in a fashion that minimises the impact 
on our customers. In that context, it is excellent from our point of view to have local generation in Albany. We 
have been working with a number of developers who are keen to get projects up and connected to the local network 
in Albany. That is across the spectrum of solar, wind and wave technologies, so all renewable energy projects, 
which, from our point of view, are very good because they are fast in terms of a development cycle—it is fast.  
We certainly see a lot of benefit in having local generation down in Albany because it gives us a lot more flexibility 
about when we can schedule outages. At the moment we can only really do them in certain periods of the year and 
as things change, those periods have become shorter and shorter. My maintenance colleagues are always very strong 
advocates and supporters of any local generation we can get down there, so I have no concerns about local generation 
in that area, either servicing the community or, indeed, if it reaches the stage where the power flow would reverse 
on that line and bring it back up towards the metro area, I think we are in good shape with regard to that. 
[9.30 pm] 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just further on that, one of the challenges, especially as we put new renewables on the system, 
is where we put them on. It might suit Synergy but might not suit the grid and the different businesses; Collgar wind 
farm is the perfect example of that. Is there some coordination by the Public Utilities Office when Synergy goes 
out and buys LRETs and facilitates construction and installation of renewable capacity, that that decision includes 
the optimisation for the grid? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: There was a fair bit of work and coordination between Synergy and Western Power about 
pulling generation off, and that is happening now. Similarly, in respect of those sorts of decisions, Mr Chalkley is 
probably better placed than I am to deal with those relationships with Synergy. The member is right; ultimately, 
where there is network and best renewables, we may have some conflicts, but I ask Mr Chalkley to comment. 

Mr G. Chalkley: Certainly from our perspective we are working much better with Synergy; not just on the 
retirement of generation, but on new renewables, and not just Synergy. Knowing the network and knowing its 
strengths and weaknesses—yes. Just because the renewable wants to be in a certain place, it might not be cost 
effective from our point of view in terms of what upgrades we need to do to put it there. We have started to work 
closer with the industry to say, “This is probably a better spot to put it from a cost perspective.” I think that 
engagement is much stronger and I think we are in that dialogue now, quite early on, about where those renewables 
should be placed. I think that is why we are seeing certain areas that are becoming very suitable for renewables. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: To facilitate that, does Western Power communicate to potential proponents where Western 
Power’s needs are in terms of reinforcing the grid or otherwise so that Synergy and other proponents can factor 
those benefits into their offer into the selling of LGCs? 

Mr G. Chalkley: One of the things we have really picked up on is one of the things that comes out in terms of the 
submission to the Economic Regulation Authority. I think customer engagement has to get stronger and stronger, 
and I think that is what we have really picked up on in the last year. We have ongoing quarterly forums with all 
the energy groups and varied other groups—customer groups, et cetera. Again, that is probably built into our 
system now. More and more people understand the strengths and weaknesses in our system and I think more and 
more we can understand some of their investment proposals in terms of why they want to be in place A rather than 
place B. I think that is happening. The engagement is much better and if we look at the detail of the submissions 
to the regulator, sitting behind that is an enormous amount of customer engagement. The amount of forums and 
one-to-ones that have been undertaken in the last year is part of our ongoing process now; it is not just for 
a submission to the regulator. It is part of our DNA to actually go and do that with the customer. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I would have thought the move to a constrained model would probably help the location 
generators. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. When do you expect your next state of the infrastructure report? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: State of the infrastructure report? We just tabled one a month or two months ago; I am looking 
around frantically! Nodding heads; it was seen recently! 

Mr G. Chalkley: One has definitely just been produced. I am not sure whether it has been published yet, but it 
certainly — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It has been released, not tabled. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is not tabled yet? I have not seen it. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not think it is, but it might just be on the website. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There was a project on the line that runs from Albany to Denmark to Walpole, which is one 
of the real fringe-of-grid issues and quite a thin line. There was a lot of augmentation work done on it. Prior to the 
election we put up a project that captured a solar battery solution at Walpole and at Denmark and, indeed, as a third 
tranche, to bring on some potential wave energy, but that was a third option that did not come up-front. I was 
slightly surprised to see the Labor Party before the election come up with a plan to bring on that project. I can 
understand why; Albany is where Peter Watson lives! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: What outrageous innuendo! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am sure the Treasurer does not even think like that! 

I was surprised to see the wave energy component there. Can the Treasurer tell me whether there is consideration, 
given the network augmentation challenges and the growth that is happening in the area, of that Albany to Denmark 
to Walpole line and hence a new tech solution, rather than another poles and wires? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is that document I had in Parliament the other day — 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Which I think I probably asked to get done! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I think it was one of the development commissions. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was actually the project that the proponent who was going to get the wave farm in Albany 
wanted to build. They were hoping — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The whole project? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, because of fringe-of-grid and other things, it has some huge returns. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It solved a bunch of issues, a big chunk of which sit within Western Power. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was actually what Carnegie wanted, but the Labor Party chose the wrong project and left 
them wrong-footed. You picked a dud! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I have found an interesting document. I will ask Mr Chalkley whether he has any other — 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The minister has to make the asset investments necessary to make those lines work. This is 
a solution that was brought to the table and there was private sector investment in there, which I thought was smart. 
Is it something that is still alive, or was it totally killed off? 

Dr S. McGoldrick: Like with many developers, we are in regular contact with that developer. Companies 
occasionally change strategy or go in different directions — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: You had better choose your words carefully; you have the Treasurer sitting next to you! 

Dr S. McGoldrick: I would say that that is still under active consideration. If it is brought forward as 
a development to us, through our process, we would be very interested for the network benefits that the member 
talks about to have that arrive and be available down in that area. There are many benefits to that. We regularly 
review with all developers our portfolio of projects, as the minister and Mr Chalkley have talked about. The nature 
of a developer and a development is that they can blow hot and blow cold and sometimes they move fast and 
sometimes they move slow. But we have many, many megawatts—hundreds and hundreds of megawatts—of 
developments that we are keeping our finger on the pulse with all over, whether it is wind in the north country, 
wave and solar in Albany, or solar on the road out to Kalgoorlie. All of these things are moving through our 
processes; some of them take a little break for a while, so it is that kind of engagement that is going on. It is 
definitely still under consideration. We will see how things go in the next year or so. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Further to that, it is my understanding from the numbers that I saw—I will stand corrected—
that almost the same commitment the government made to the common use infrastructure for the wave farm would 
have supported this whole project. I understood there were some efficiencies there — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Was there more done other than that report I had in Parliament? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The report that I got the development commission to do was, there was a lot more work done 
prior to that, but that was a bit of work to flesh out the relationship between the natural gas pipeline as a potential 
energy source with a generator at the end of it versus a renewable energy source. That was the issue I was trying 
to work through, and whether the natural gas pipeline was going to be something that could fly on the back of an 
energy generator at the end of it. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was a lot of work done by the proponent on this one. The funny thing is, I was with 
them when the Labor Party made the announcement and the wrong thing got announced. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Treasurer, there might be a bit of an opportunity there which might actually capture a few 
more birds from the same investment. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I had better have a look and speak to the proponent! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The project that he refers to, from my assessment, had a lot of benefits. 

The CHAIR: Members, if there are no more questions, this completes the examination of Western Power. This 
committee is adjourned until 9.00 am tomorrow morning. 

Committee adjourned at 9.40 pm 
__________ 
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