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ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A 
The meeting commenced at 9.00 am. 

Division 9: Western Australian Tourism Commission, $61 901 000 — 
Ms A.R. Mitchell, Chairman. 
Dr K.D. Hames, Minister for Tourism. 
Ms S.L. Buckland, Chief Executive Officer. 
Mr D. Lowe, Executive Director, Corporate and Business Services. 
Ms D. Belford, Director, Strategy and Policy. 
Mr R. Sansalone, Chief Financial Officer.  
Mr C. Allier, Principal Adviser, Office of the Minister for Tourism. 
Ms M. Hayes, Principal Policy Adviser, Office of the Minister for Tourism. 
Mr I.E. Johnson, Policy Adviser, Tourism, Office of the Minister for Tourism. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow.  

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. It will 
greatly assist Hansard if members can 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 committee clerk by Friday, 
8 June 2012. 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 with the Clerk’s office. 

I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Girrawheen.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I refer the minister to “Desired Outcome” under “Relationship to Government Goals” on 
page 156 of the Budget Statements which is an increased competitiveness and viability of the Western Australian 
tourism industry. How much does a lack of availability of hotel rooms impinge on achieving that outcome?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It has had a significant impact, particularly in recent times. We have been aware for a long 
period that there are nowhere near enough hotel beds in this state. As the mining surge continues, corporate 
occupancy is becoming an increasing problem. At different stages we have almost had full occupancy in our 
hotels midweek. There has been some availability on weekends, but lately that situation has been getting worse 
as more and more people come to WA. As the member knows, we put in place plans to increase the availability 
of hotel rooms. We will employ a range of different things similar to what Sydney did during the Sydney 
Olympics. The difficulty is that while some hotels are coming on, such as the redevelopment of the old Treasury 
building, it takes a long time to go through planning processes and construction. Realistically, we are probably 
looking at three to five years before we have new hotels. Our challenge is to bring people to Perth, but to get 
them into the regions so that they stay in hotels where the occupancy rates are still relatively low.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Presumably the scarcity of hotel rooms has an impact on the price of accommodation.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It does. The industry itself is saying it is good in the sense that it has operated at very 
marginal profitability rates for a long period. Now they are starting to get reasonable returns on their investment. 
Previously the problem was that no-one wanted to build a hotel because the return on investment was far greater 
on an apartment complex or a commercial development. Now it is getting to the stage at which returns are 
getting better. The member may have heard the comment I made the other day that I was a bit concerned about 
some hotels charging very high rates when there is a severe shortage of beds.  
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Ms M.M. QUIRK: There are plans to redevelop the Fire and Emergency Services Authority headquarters. Can 
the minister provide a bit more information about that?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: A committee in Tourism WA has been looking for opportunities to redevelop existing 
buildings or to use government land that is no longer required for hotel development. The FESA house and the 
Perth Chest Clinic have been identified as two of those places. As the member knows, the staff of FESA are 
moving to Rockingham. I think most them have moved. That presents an opportunity, because that is 7 000 
square metres of land that is relatively close to the heart of the city. I think it is only a couple of hundred metres 
from the Hay Street Mall. It is not the ideal location for a five-star hotel; indeed, we would like a site closer to 
the water. What we may well get on that site is two hotels each with 240 beds and either a three or four-star 
rating, and a boutique hotel for those who want a better standard. Those two opportunities are there. We are 
looking at other opportunities to develop land in a similar fashion.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: What sort of companies does the minister expect to have an interest in that proposal?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I cannot specify exactly, but we have talked to people in the marketplace about that. 
Different groups have expressed quite a bit of interest in developing that site. We will ask for expressions of 
interest, leaving it open for developers to come up with options for the site. We will not dictate what we want, 
other than to say that there has to be hotels on the site with a mixed use of cafes, restaurants and shops. They 
would be needed to make the development viable.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Can the minister confirm that the Fire Safety Education Centre Museum is not a part of the 
lot being offered; and, what is the time frame for a development?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The fire museum is not part of the lot. I will ask Ms Buckland to answer about the time 
frame.  

Ms S.L. Buckland: The registration of interest process is a five-week process that opened last week. It will be 
followed by a short listing for expressions of interest. Hopefully, we will be in a position to announce the 
successful proponent by the end of this calendar year.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I actually meant the time frame for the completion of the project. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No-one knows. It depends on what project is put forward. I go back to what I said before in 
terms of designs, council approvals and construction time—we are looking at between three and five years. That 
time delay leaves us with a significant difficulty. I am not blaming the previous government, because we did not 
do any better when we were last in government. The reality is that it would have been good if these things had 
been put in place. However, it was not commercially viable back then. When the member for Girrawheen’s party 
was in government, the prices of the occupancy rates were not high enough to drive the Labor government to do 
what we are now able to do.  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I draw the minister’s attention to the first dot point on page 157, where it notes that the 
government has significantly increased its investment in the China market on the back of a direct air service 
between Guangzhou and Perth. Can the minister advise how the direct flights are performing and the 
government’s plan for this improving market in 2012–13?  

[9.10 am] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I thank the member for the question. It has been a big success for us to be able to get those 
direct flights; attempts have been made to do so for a long time, so it is something of a coup to get agreement on 
those direct flights from Guangzhou. They will not only be from Guangzhou; that will act as a hub for the rest of 
China. They were charging—I do not know whether they still do—a single fee from China, so even people from 
Shanghai or Beijing will pay one single fee to get to Western Australia. Numbers are going up; we were at 
18 000-odd before the flights started, and three flights a week are coming in. The numbers are increasing, but it 
is too early to actually put a figure on it. I guess the issue here is that the total number of tourists coming from 
China is increasing for the whole of Australia. Our problem was that our share of that was in the order of only 
three to four per cent, and that was nowhere near good enough. Our target is to get to at least our population 
share; we always tend to use that number of 10 per cent. Of course, as the member for Girrawheen said, one of 
our constraints is having somewhere for them to stay when they get here, so we are trying to put packages out to 
get them to, say, stay the weekend in Perth and then go out into the regions for the rest of their stay. We have put 
in a lot of money, and I will ask the director general to go through exactly what those additional funds are. 

Ms S.L. Buckland: Last year, in 2011–12, the agreement that we entered into with China Southern Airlines was 
for a cooperative marketing partnership whereby Tourism WA put in $1 million, Tourism Australia put in 
$500 000 and China Southern Airlines put in $1.5 million. Between the three of us, we ran a $3 million 
cooperative marketing campaign in China promoting travel to Perth on China Southern Airlines. That campaign 
is just wrapping up and we are in the process of planning for the campaign for 2012–13. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: We have a financial agreement with them that runs for more than one year. The trick is that 
eastern China is its industrial mining area, and people in China think that Western Australia is the same; they 
think that there are mines everywhere one turns. We need to go there and show them what a big state we are, to 
start off with—its size in comparison with China—and to point out that only about five per cent of our land area 
actually has mining on it, and all the rest is beautiful to see. We are trying to educate them as to what is here. We 
had the second or third-ranked leader in the Chinese political hierarchy over here for a visit last year, and the 
first thing he said when he came out of his hotel was, “Look at that beautiful blue sky!” I can tell members, when 
one is in China, one does not see that very often. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have a few questions about the appropriations table on page 155 of the Budget 
Statements. I note, first of all, that the total appropriation for 2011–12 was $65.712 million, while only 
$65.464 million was spent. I am interested to know where the underspend of $248 000 occurred. Also, given that 
the appropriation for 2011–12 was $65.464 million, why has the minister stripped the commission of 
$3.563 million in this year’s budget to perform the same function? What programs will be cut? When was the 
decision to cut tourism funding made, and why was it made? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We need to go back to the previous year’s budget. The anticipated budget for this year in last 
year’s budget was significantly less than the amount that has actually been allocated. The reason for that is that a 
large number of things funded in that year drop off and do not occur this year. Of course, some extra things were 
added in as well, and I will just go through the list — 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: What are the things that dropped off? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will just go through the list of some of those things that are not being funded. There was 
$2.8 million for the Australian Tourism Exchange, which was a one-off; $2.15 million for the Australian Surf 
Life Saving Championships; $875 000 for the V8 Supercars; and $990,000 for the Commonwealth Heads of 
Government Meeting, which has been and gone, so we do not need to fund it more than once. They were the key 
ones that have dropped away. Once those are removed and we compare the budget for core services provided by 
Tourism—not one-off services—the budget has an increase — 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: That is just a ridiculous statement, because surely you would have alternative programs. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am just seeking some information from my adviser. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Midland, the minister is still answering the question. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Sorry; the member has a further question? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I note further that the projection forward is for a budget of only $52.123 million by 
2015–16. Where does the minister intend to make cuts to achieve that? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Forward estimates, particularly that far out, are core estimates of base funding; they are only 
estimates. As the member can see for each year, as we move forward, and as the Premier has pointed out on 
numerous occasions, the budget changes significantly. The forward estimates provide a core level of funding. 
We have previously had changes in the structure of Tourism WA that have now largely been put in place, but 
that is just a forward estimate that I expect will change, as they always do each year. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: At the bottom of page 155, the budget estimate for the efficiency dividend for 2012–13 
is $1.126 million, increasing in the out years to $2.406 million for 2015–16. In respect of the $1.126 million, has 
the minister identified where the savings will be in this year’s budget? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The answer is no, and that applies for all my portfolios. That is the amount indicated in the 
budget for reduction, and the departments are currently working on where they may be. Those decisions will be 
made prior to 1 July. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: So once those figures are known in July or August, will the minister undertake to table 
them in Parliament? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I presume I will be asked those questions; I am not undertaking to table them. I will be doing 
the same things as I do with all my portfolios: members ask me the questions and I answer them. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Just as a matter of principle, does the minister intend to be transparent about the cuts? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Midland, I do not think the minister had finished responding. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think that answers the question I was asked. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Just to clarify, does the minister intend to be open, accountable and transparent and 
provide us with that information in the future? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: My previous answer applies. 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS: I draw the minister’s attention to page 155 and the table under “Major Spending Changes”. 
An amount of $600 000 per annum—a total of $1.2 million—is budgeted for aviation and market development. 
Can the minister provide more information on how this funding will be spent? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am particularly pleased about getting this additional funding through the budget process; it 
focuses on where we see the need to spend money to grow our market share. We have been talking to different 
airlines about what opportunities exist. When I was recently in Japan, we met with most, if not all, the airlines 
there. We had very interesting conversations with Singapore Airlines in particular; it is promoting Perth as its 
major tourist destination. It can be understood why; it wants people to go through its hub, and it is no good their 
going to that hub and then back to the eastern states because it is a much longer distance and people are more 
likely to choose another route, whereas Perth is in the same time zone and Singapore has a lot of familiarity with 
Perth. It is promoting Perth so we will look to work with Singapore Airlines for marketing. In fact, for most of 
their destinations, including Singapore, we see great opportunities in that Singapore region. Qatar Airways has 
recently started direct flights to Perth in November, so we will be working through them. All of these airlines of 
course provide linkages to other countries, particularly through Europe and the Middle East, which will give us 
opportunities to extend our market share. That money is to work with those airlines on increasing services, 
particularly working with marketing to get more visitors coming into Western Australia. 

[9.20 am] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Can I just add to that, please? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Eyre, that is not normally the process. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Madam Chair, can I just correct something? The flights from Qatar start in July. It was 
announced in November; it starts in July; my apologies. 

The CHAIRMAN: A further question, Member for Eyre. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I just have an interest because I went to Japan very recently. Since Fukushima the flight 
directly to Perth is no longer happening. I just wondered whether some of this would be to encourage the re-
establishment of a flight from Japan to Perth.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Madam Chair, it definitely will. That was obviously a very disappointing outcome. We have 
had meetings with Qantas since then, and it says it was bleeding over that route; it was costing it a lot of money. 
It has been losing money for a long period of time, and the earthquake was really the last straw. Of course, 
overall, Qantas as a company has cut a large number of flights to make it a viable company, because it was 
looking to be in economic difficulties. That was one of a large number of flights that it cut. It was carrying, out 
of 22 000 to 25 000 visitors, about 11 000 to 12 000—something of that order. It was nowhere near the whole of 
the market, because it was using old planes, 767s, which were not all that popular. So people were choosing to 
go through a hub with Singapore Airlines or Cathay Pacific. Now we will work with those alternate airlines. We 
spoke to Japan Airlines, but as it said, it is just coming out of hospital, because the company in effect went 
bankrupt. We went to other airlines also, but it would seem that Cathay Pacific has the second-best potential and 
Singapore Airlines probably the best potential for increasing visitor numbers. We are working with them in 
promoting Western Australia to Japan; it seems a good opportunity.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I refer to page 158, “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators”, and in particular the 
reference to the number of inbound visitors to Western Australia from interstate and international sources. I note 
that the estimated actual number of inbound visitors from interstate and overseas was 14 900 fewer than 
budgeted for in the 2011–12 budget. Why did the visitor numbers not — 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Sorry; I have lost you there. I am looking at the top column, and the member is talking 
about — 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: The number of inbound visitors to Western Australia. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. What does the line start with? 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: “Number of inbound visitors”; do you have that? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The estimated actual number of inbound visitors was, as I understand it, 14 900 fewer than 
budgeted for in the 2011–12 budget. Why did visitor numbers not reach their target? What measures have 
Tourism WA taken to try to increase the numbers to reach that target?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Remember that budgets are forecasts of what is expected. It was going from the actual in 
2010–11 of 1.784 million up to 1.820 million visitors. It did not hit that target, but it is still significantly higher 
than the actual number in the year before, so there has been a reasonable increase. I think it is fair to say that 
while international visitor numbers have been up and the number of intrastate trips has been up, interstate visitor 
numbers have been down. A number of factors relate to that. Of course we had floods in Queensland and many 
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parts of New South Wales and we went through a global economic financial crisis, so people are more reluctant 
to travel and have holidays when the world is in financial difficulties. We assumed that provides some 
explanation. But I am very keen to do something about that and particularly increase our interstate marketing. 
We are getting some direct flights now coming from Sydney, Brisbane and Melbourne across into Western 
Australia, mostly up north and mostly to do with fly in, fly out workers. Nevertheless, there are opportunities for 
us to expand interstate to try to catch up those numbers that we have lost. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The minister is speculating that it might be pessimism from the world economic position and 
also the Queensland floods. Has any concrete research been done to pin down those issues? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will pass that on to my director. 

Ms S.L. Buckland: No, no concrete research has been done to quantify why the decrease in interstate visitors 
has occurred. As the minister said, inbound numbers were up. That KPI is a combination of interstate and 
international. International numbers were up; interstate numbers were down. All up, we ended slightly up. I think 
that one of the things that the minister alluded to is that we are continuing to do marketing in the interstate 
market despite the fact that conditions are tough. We have not backed off. In 2011–12, one of the key aspects of 
our marketing campaigns is to do with marketing with industry. In 2011–12 we had 20 different companies—
travel agents, travel wholesalers and airlines—that we did cooperative marketing campaigns with. Those 
campaigns have generated about 18 000 visitors that the companies that we are dealing with attribute to the 
marketing campaigns that we did with them.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am a bit intrigued as to how the minister could design a marketing campaign when specific 
research has not been done as to why there is a drop in numbers. How can the minister effectively target a 
marketing campaign if he does not know the reasons people are deterred from coming here in the first place? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We still have significant numbers of tourists coming here and significant opportunities to get 
people from other states, but to go back and specifically ask people who have not come, in a population of 
20 million people, we do not know who the ones are who have not come, so we can only research those who 
come. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: That is fatuous, minister—absolutely fatuous. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Is it? Nevertheless, that is my answer.  
Mr P. ABETZ: Minister, on page 155 under “Major Spending Changes” I note that the Perth Convention 
Bureau will be receiving $2.5 million per year, adding up to nearly $10.5 million over four years. Can the 
minister tell me what effect this expenditure is expected to have on business tourism in the state? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: This does not represent a significant increase in funding even though it might look as though 
it does. There has been a core level of funding for the Perth Convention Bureau for a period of time. It had some 
boost funding for four years. That boost funding ran out. That was a serious potential difficulty for us, because 
the Perth Convention Bureau does a fantastic job. It works really hard. It is not linked to just the Perth 
Convention and Exhibition Centre—people often make that mistake. Its job is to bring conventions and 
exhibitions to Perth. It does a huge job. When members look at the number of visitors that it generates, it is 
really punching above its weight. Because the funding dropped off previously, it was absolutely critical that we 
keep its funding to at least those same levels and then grow it into the future. That is what this component of the 
budget does. It adds it up to the $3.5 million. It is marginally higher than what it got last year. But the alternative 
was dropping back to the core base level of $1.1 million, which it has been getting for a period of time. I have to 
say that this is one of our highest priorities in going to Treasury during the budget process and making sure we 
kept its level of funding up to what it had been.  
[9.30 am] 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: My questions relate to page 156. The Tourism Council has been campaigning heavily 
for more funding in marketing.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: Could I have a line item? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Look at the service summary.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Midland, you were asked to give the detail when you ask a question. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have just done it. It is “Service Summary”; it is the middle of the page. The minister 
should be on top of things. This is just wasting more time. The Tourism Council has been campaigning heavily 
for more funding in marketing. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Madam Chair — 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I did not even get my question out, and everyone wants to butt in. Who decided that 
tourism marketing funding should be slashed? Which programs will be cut or reduced and when was that 
decision made?  



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E223 

 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No decision has been made that tourism marketing funding be slashed. As I have said 
previously, the marketing budget at the end of the budget year contained items that are no longer being done, 
such as the Australian Tourism Exchange and CHOGM. The marketing budget is continuing as it was.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Looking at that same service summary, why has the “Destination Marketing” budget 
been slashed by $3.475 million? How will that help reach the desired outcome, as stated in the budget papers, to 
increase the competitiveness and viability of the Western Australian tourism industry, particularly when WA is 
competing against other states and is rated sixth out of seven for government tourism investment compared with 
other states and territories in Australia? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The answer to that question is the same as the answer to the previous question. It has not 
been slashed. The reduction in funding that is listed there is a result of taking out CHOGM and ATE, which are 
not occurring this year.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I seek some clarification. Is the minister saying that funding has not been cut for 
destination marketing by $3.475 million?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is exactly what I am saying. I will explain it again. I might have a budget that covers a 
certain amount of marketing and I decide to add a specific thing for one year only. I think the Australian Tourism 
Exchange is a good example. It meets in different places around Australia each year. This year is our turn. It 
contains an amount of money for this year that is not required for next year. It is not slashing; that money was 
added in. If we look at the previous year’s budget, the actual for 2010–11 is $34 million. That will certainly also 
contain things that are one-off components. That is the nature of the tourism budget. The tourism budget varies 
enormously. It is almost certain that by the time we get to the end of the next financial year, the amount of 
money listed under the budget estimates for tourism will not be that amount because we will approve other 
things, in the same way as we approved the golf, for example, this year. That added a significant amount of 
money to the budget during the year. The nature of Tourism WA funding is that it does not get allocated lots of 
extra money up-front to make decisions on where those funds will be spent. There are things that need to come 
to government—to cabinet. Cabinet makes decisions about supporting those specific events and adds that 
funding in. I think the golf is a good example.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The total under “Service Summary” for 2011–12 was $81 696 000. That was the budget 
when the minister sat here this time last year. The estimated actual for 2011–12 is not more but less; it is down to 
$75 481 000. How does that accord with what the minister has just said?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is marginally different from what I said because it contains other components, 
particularly event tourism. If we go up the page — 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I am just saying that there is less money since the last budget, not more. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Madam Chair, it is really difficult to answer when someone is talking.  

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, I agree. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The 2010–11 actual under “Event Tourism” was $22.8 million. It increased in 2011–12 to 
$36 697 000 but the actual figure is $29 671 000. That does not relate to the destination market reduction, as I 
explained; it relates to the event budget. The member will know that we allocated $10 million a year through 
royalties for regions funding to promoting events. While we are spending almost all of that in the second year, in 
the first year we did not have the opportunity to approve sufficient events to use all that money, so not all of that 
events money was used, hence the actual is less. The reduction in actual has those components. It is a reduction 
in one-off events, and an inability to spend all the money for specific events through the events budget. The 
member will still notice that the budget has gone from the actual in 2010–11 of $64 320 000 up to $75 million, 
an $11 million increase, which is a significant increase in funding, just under 20 per cent by my rough 
calculations, but if not, still a significant amount. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have a further question on page 156. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is it related to the matter you were just talking about? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: It is related to page 156, the same page I was talking about. 

The CHAIRMAN: It is not the whole page, member for Midland; it is a specific item that you were referring to. 
Is the further question related to the service summary? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: No, it relates to the state government strategy for tourism, as referred to in the final dot 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN: I think that is an additional question that can be asked at a later time. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I bring the minister’s attention to “Major Spending Changes” on page 155. I note that 
$2.15 million has been allocated for the Australian Surf Life Saving Championships in 2014. Being a proud 
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member of one of Australia’s strongest clubs, the Mullaloo Surf Life Saving Club, could the minister please 
explain how this money will be spent, particularly how the government can work to ensure the safety of our 
competitors? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I thank the member for the question. We are particularly excited about the Surf Life Saving 
Championships. As the member has noticed, $2.15 million has been allocated to that event. It is a fantastic event. 
Western Australia has a proud record in lifesaving events and we are funding lots of additional events across the 
state. Some are in the regions and have come under the royalties for regions’ $10 million program, but we are 
obviously maintaining a significant number of events in the city. The Surf Life Saving Championships is one of 
those events, as is the International Sailing Federation Sailing World Championships that we just had. The golf 
event is a further significant event that we are funding in the state. 

The surf-lifesaving group has an excellent record of safety management in this state. We have seen the problems 
that recently occurred with surf-lifesaving in Queensland. A whole team is looking after that and are working 
particularly hard to ensure that this is a safe event in Western Australia. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I refer to pages 158 and 159. There is a reference to a cut in the number of full-time 
employees in destination marketing from 61 to 49 and in event tourism from 25 to 21. Twelve FTEs are 
disappearing from destination marketing and four from event tourism. Could the minister outline what positions 
have been cut, whether those functions are continuing and who will be performing those functions? Who made 
the decision, when was the decision made to cut these positions, when were the staff notified about redundancies 
and what redundancy packages did these staff receive? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will ask the director to respond to that question.  

[9.40 am] 

Ms S.L. Buckland: In response to the question about the reduction in the number of full-time equivalents, the 
member will probably recall that a few years ago we did a restructure of Tourism WA. We still have within our 
total number of staff about 11 people who are classified as redeployees. However, those individuals are not 
included in our FTE cap under the budget. They are individuals who are still employed by Tourism WA and we 
are working with the Public Sector Commission to try to place them elsewhere within the public sector or to find 
them placements outside the public sector, but they are not included in our cap. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will ask David to provide further information. The answer is not exactly clear to me. 

Mr D. Lowe: To clarify those numbers, in previous years the transition staff—the redeployees—the chief 
executive officer referred to were included in that cap. For this year, the cap of 88 assigned to the agency does 
not include those redeployees. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I am just trying to clarify what is going on. Are the redeployees included in the 61 figure 
or the 25 figure? Are they part of the headcount? 

Mr D. Lowe: They are included in the previous year’s figures and the estimated actual for 2011–12. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Presumably, they were working on destination marketing and event tourism and doing 
useful functions. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: In the previous restructure, which obviously occurred before I became the minister, there was 
an agreement that all the staff in the peripheral regions would come back and the focus of Tourism WA would 
change to marketing, particularly international marketing, and the coordination of events. There was an 
agreement to get down to a certain number of staff. We have since had agreement to grow that a little beyond the 
original agreement because we have started doing some extra things. But there are still staff within the 
organisation who are classified as redeployees and who are, in effect, surplus to requirements, but who do not 
want to be redeployed or for whom alternative redeployment options have not been found. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: But presumably they have been doing useful things; they have not just been sitting there 
reading the newspaper, one would hope. If that is true, how can the agency cut the number by 16, which 
effectively is what it is doing, and still achieve the same functions? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Some of those staff have been transferred and have been doing work elsewhere; some of 
them have been doing work within the department that is surplus to requirements. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: So they are effectively doing nothing.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is not happening. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Either they are doing nothing or the functions that they are performing have to be picked 
up by someone else. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I am afraid that our organisation is not the only one in that boat. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: It has people doing nothing. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: We have not moved down the path of voluntary redundancies. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: So they have been sitting there doing nothing. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No; they have been assisting the other people doing their work. It is the assessment of the 
department that those individuals can still do that work without those additional staff. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I am going to see Yes, Prime Minister on the weekend; this sounds a lot like what I think 
I am going to hear there. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Bassendean, are you asking another question? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I am. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think I read the chapter. Unfortunately, I have no mechanism for moving those people on 
who are surplus to our requirements. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: But surely if they are sitting in the office, they are doing something useful. My question 
is: if they are now being moved on, who is going to do the work that they were presumably doing? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The people who are currently getting those people to assist them to do that work. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: So therefore they were doing nothing. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: They have been doing work assisting people doing other work. It is quite clear. If the 
member is digging a hole and I am helping him dig the hole, the reality is that he could probably dig that hole on 
his own. But with me helping him, it would be easier to do. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: But I would dig the hole a lot slower if I had someone helping me, presumably. And we 
would dig more holes if there were two of us. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Bassendean, I think we need to move on as other members wish to ask 
questions. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I refer to page 162. It states that $11.28 million was budgeted for royalties for regions 
for 2011–12. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Can I have a line item? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have not finished my question yet. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Midland, before you do that, you referred to page 162. Would you now refer to 
the specific part of page 162 so that we can attend to it? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: It is where it states “Royalties for Regions Fund”; it is about halfway down the page. 
You are just wasting my time. 

The CHAIRMAN: I wish to know. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: If you look halfway down the page, you will find the heading “Royalties for Regions 
Fund”. It was budgeted for $11.28 million, yet the estimated actual was $3.766 million. Where was the 
underspend? Which programs were budgeted for and not funded? Can the minister itemise those programs that 
included royalties for regions funding and provide a breakdown of how much funding each region received 
under the royalties for regions funding? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Midland, you referred to a figure of $3.76 million. Do you actually mean 
$7.76 million? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I do, yes—$7.762 million. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Thanks, Madam Chair. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: If I can just clarify, the figure I referred to was the difference, not the actual figure—
$7.762 million plus $3.766 million equals $11.28 million. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Just to make it easier for members who ask questions, I am sure they all heard the directions 
of the Chair at the start of this meeting. They are required to give a page number and a line item. When they give 
that line item, as was the instruction of the Chair, it makes it easier to find it quicker. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I did not think the minister would waffle this much. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member for Midland is Jekyll and Hyde. She is so nice outside, but when she comes in 
here, her personality changes. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The minister is still waffling and being personally abusive. 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, members. We will get on to the questions and answers. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: I am disappointed in the member. I think I have already answered the question about the 
budget for royalties for regions. That is referred to on the previous page, and we talked about not spending the 
full allocation of the royalties for regions funding. It is anticipated in the future that we will spend those funds. 

The member will be aware that working up an event to the stage of getting approval cannot occur quickly. A lot 
of work has to be done by both Tourism WA and the regional development commissions to work through an 
event before it comes to cabinet. It was not possible to get sufficient events through that process in the first year 
of the allocation of funding, but quite clearly by the second year we are anticipating that we will use the full 
component of that funding in promoting events. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I refer to the golf championship line item in the major spending changes listed on page 155. 
I am not a great follower or an exponent of golf, but I know that we had a golf classic at The Vines about seven 
years ago. I believe there are preparations for the Perth International golf championship. How are they 
progressing? Will we have an event this year? How will it benefit our economy?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will have an event this year. It will be in October at Lake Karrinyup Country Club. It is 
progressing very well. It will be the first time a European championship event has been held in Western 
Australia. It will be the richest event in Australia with a $2 million prize. As the member knows, in the past we 
had the Heineken Classic and the Johnnie Walker Classic, but those events were taken away. We have had a 
desperate need for a replacement for those events for some time. We have been working hard through Tourism 
WA to bring that to fruition. This event has been co-sanctioned by the European tour and by the Professional 
Golfers Association. Everyone is very excited about it. In fact, I was with some PGA professionals on the 
weekend. A young fellow called Scrivener, who is one of our best up-and-coming young golfers, will fairly 
certainly play that event. We will make sure that Western Australian and Australian players play key roles in that 
event. It will also give us an opportunity to work with some of our neighbours that are particularly keen on golf. 
A good example of that is China. China has a golfer who is in the top 20. Although he is not from the European 
tour, we are trying to ensure that he comes so that the Chinese will have a particular interest in the event. We are 
talking to China Southern Airlines about that and whether it will sponsor him. If we can bring him here, we 
could get a lot of Chinese interest in the event. It is fantastic to get a new event in Western Australia. The total 
cost of the event will be about $4 million a year. We have put up some funding of course, but the organisers, 
sponsors and the like have put up the rest. We are very much looking forward to that event.  

[9.50 am] 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: “Destination Marketing” appears halfway down page 156, and the budget for it is 
$34.262 million. Can the minister provide a breakdown of how much will be spent on international, domestic 
and intrastate destination marketing, excluding event marketing or one-off events such as the Australian Tourism 
Exchange? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That spend has not been decided yet; that is for the next financial year. That is decided by the 
board, and I understand that it will be considering the split-up of that marketing fund in the near future. So it is 
not available. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Can the minister provide that information for the 2011–12 year then? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. 

Ms S.L. Buckland: I do not have it to hand. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will provide that as supplementary information. 

The CHAIRMAN: Will the minister clarify what he will be providing? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will provide the break-up of marketing funding between intrastate, interstate and 
international marketing funding for the 2011–12 financial year. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Minister — 

The CHAIRMAN: Just a minute, member for Midland. I will allocate a supplementary information number. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I really just wanted to clarify what I would like. Is it possible to have that information 
for the last three financial years rather than just the last financial year? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Sure. Can the Chairman alter that to make it for the last three financial years? 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you. 

[Supplementary Information No A18.] 

Mr P. ABETZ: On page 155, under the heading “Major Spending Changes”, I note that the Western Australian 
Visitor Centre will receive more than $4.5 million over four years. Can the minister explain what that funding is 
used for? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: We contract out the management of that service to Best of Western Australia; that is the 
group that manages that site for us. We lease the building and pay some service charges, and then contract to that 
group—it is called BOWA—to provide the service of the visitor centre. Again, it is one of those things that 
under previous plans we were not going to fund any more, but we regard it as critical to have a well-functioning 
tourism information centre in the heart of Perth for international visitors. I was there late last year and it is 
excellently located, if there is such a term, and functions really well. I think that covers that question. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I refer to the total appropriations on page 155. Is the WA Tourism Commission subject to 
the two per cent efficiency dividend and have those savings been identified; and, if so, can the minister list what 
they are? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have in fact answered that question already, but I am happy to do so again. Yes, it will be 
subject to the two per cent efficiency dividend. If the member looks at the bottom of that very same page, she 
will see that beside “Efficiency Dividend”, it has $1.126 million. The member for Midland asked a question 
earlier about where those savings would come from, and my answer was that that has not been decided yet. We 
will be doing that in the lead-up to the next financial year. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: So the figure there is just based on two per cent of the commission’s total budget. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: At the bottom of page 156, under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”, the last dot 
point makes reference to the state government strategy for tourism in Western Australia. The Tourism 
Commission website says that the strategy will be released in June 2012. Why is it taking so long for the strategy 
to be released? According to the budget papers, the strategy sets out the goal of doubling the value of the 
industry in Western Australia to $12 billion by 2020. How is this going to be achieved when funding has been 
cut so significantly? What public consultation was undertaken throughout 2011–12, and can the minister list the 
agencies and bodies that were consulted? What has been the cost of developing the strategy? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is an excellent question. I will hand over to my director to answer it. 

Ms S.L. Buckland: The state government strategy for tourism is something that Tourism WA has been working 
on with our board, with the industry and with other government departments for about the last 12 months. One of 
the key principles, I guess, of that strategy is that there are a lot of organisations with responsibility for tourism. 
The decisions that many government departments make will have an impact on tourism; it is not just Tourism 
WA. In terms of whom we have consulted, I will read through a list. It is an extensive list but I am not sure it is 
everybody. There is the Department of Culture and the Arts, the Department of Environment and Conservation, the 
Department of Indigenous Affairs, the Department of Mines and Petroleum, the Department of Planning, the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet, the Department of Regional Development and Lands, the Department of Sport 
and Recreation, the Department of Training and Workforce Development, the Department of Transport, LandCorp, 
the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, and the Small Business Development Corporation. In addition, on the 
industry side, there is the Australian Hotels Association; the Australian Tourism Export Council; Backpackers 
WA; the Caravan Industry Association WA; FutureNow, which is the tourism, hospitality and events industries 
training council; the Perth Convention Bureau; all five of the regional tourism organisations; the Tourism 
Council Western Australia; and, of course, the Western Australian Indigenous Tourism Operators Council. All 
those organisations have been consulted. As the member can imagine, it takes a long time to sit down and work 
through a strategy with all those organisations. We have got to a point now at which we have a draft document, 
and that has been provided to the minister for his review. Our plan is to release that for public consultation. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Does this cover aspects that have not been addressed? The budget papers state that the 
goal set is to double the value of the industry to $12 billion by 2020. Given that funding has been cut and given 
the high exchange rate for the Australian dollar, how does the minister expect to achieve that? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Can I just clarify a component of the member’s statement in which he said that funding has 
been cut? We have not cut funding, and I have been through and explained the difference in funding levels. 
However, I will hand over the first part of that answer to the director. 

Ms S.L. Buckland: I guess one of the key aspects of the strategy is that there is an expectation that the spending 
growth will build over time, particularly as we start to get some of the key tourism infrastructure developments 
in place. In 2010, the total spending of all visitors, including overnight and daytrip visitors, in Western Australia 
was $6 billion. We expect that to grow to $12 billion by 2020. However, that will not be straight-line growth. In 
fact, we expect that it will increase substantially in the out years as some of those infrastructure hotel 
developments and the like that the minister spoke about earlier start to come to fruition. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Some of the earlier information that we were talking about did not have China as such an 
early priority. The government has had an influence on that strategy by pushing that. It is the same with the 
caravan and camping strategy. A parliamentary committee made some recommendations, and we are now 
focusing a lot more attention on that also. 
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Mr M.P. WHITELY: My last question relates to the cost of developing the draft state tourism strategy. What 
has been the cost to date? 

Ms S.L. Buckland: I do not know that offhand, sorry. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not know whether we will be able to put that together. Lots of staff time is involved in 
doing all those consultations. Does the member want us to cost all those things? I do not know that we want to 
go through and break down all the individual costs of consultation. It seems that we would use up staff time that 
would be better spent on implementing the strategy than working out how much it cost us to develop it.  

[10.00 am] 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The minister does not have an idea; he has not got an approximate —  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It does not have a specific budget line item. It is staff at Tourism WA doing their job and 
developing the strategy. Perhaps some of the staff the member talked about have been — 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Has the minister employed any external consultants in the process?  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Bassendean, the minister is still answering the question.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Perhaps some of those staff the member talked about have been employed to do some of that 
work.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Given that they are going, how are they going to finish it? Has the minister employed any 
external consultants in the preparation of the state tourism strategy, or have redeployees been enough?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will hand over that question to the director.  

Ms S.L. Buckland: We have used an external consultant to assist us with part of the development of the 
strategy. I do not know offhand how much that has cost, but we can provide that information. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Does the member want that information?  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Could the minister provide that by way of supplementary information?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will provide the costs of consultants involved in developing the Tourism WA strategy.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Perhaps who the consultants were as well, please.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Sure—and the names of those consultants.  

[Supplementary Information No A19.]  

The appropriation was recommended. 
Rottnest Island Authority — 
Ms L.L. Baker, Chairman. 

Dr K.D. Hames, Minister for Tourism. 

Mr P. Amaranti, Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr O. Beerli, Chief Financial Officer. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow.  

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 committee clerk by Friday, 
8 June 2012. 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 with the Clerk’s office. 

I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Midland. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I refer to page 165 of the Budget Statements. It is the only page related to the Rottnest 
Island Authority, so that is the only page anyone will refer to. The second paragraph states — 

The 2012–13 asset investment program will focus on: 
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Three items are listed there. It is the second item I am questioning here, “utility and infrastructure assets”. I want 
to know a couple of things. One is about the report of the Economic Regulation Authority in March this year that 
identified a lot of shortcomings. Will any funding be used for the ongoing works program to help resolve issues 
identified in that report; and, if so, what? Given that Rottnest Island is a prime tourism destination, what policy 
has been put in place to ensure that the RIA meets satisfactory customer service? I have a further question, but I 
might just leave it at that for now.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The management of utilities on the island has been somewhat problematic. We have been 
involved with Western Power staff who have been working on the island for some time looking at the facilities 
there and the quality of those facilities. I think it is fair to say that there are some shortcomings in the standards 
of those facilities, which have been there for a long time. Work has been done, but it is an issue that we need to 
address. I will get the director to go through what that work is. We have had discussions with Horizon Power 
about the option of it taking over management of those services, but in doing so there will be a cost involved in 
bringing those up to a standard it would require. I will now hand over to my director, who will answer the rest of 
the components to that question.  

Mr P. Amaranti: We have a facilities manager on the island, which is Programmed Facility Management. It is 
responsible for maintaining all the utilities. Each year it will advise us what is required to be done to maintain 
compliance with not only our power, water and sewerage utilities but also other facilities. This year, as listed, a 
number of works will be undertaken on the fuel farm, lighthouse feeder power, the water-metering systems, the 
waste water treatment plant upgrades, and also our fuel jetty tanks and pipework.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Can I clarify something: Mr Amaranti said it is listed somewhere—where is it listed?  

Mr P. Amaranti: My apologies. The works that will be done this year, particularly with the facilities manager 
identifying these works, are: fuel farm upgrade, lighthouse feeder upgrade, water metering to all units and waste 
water treatment plant upgrades. Work involving the fuel jetty tank and pipework will be undertaken as well 
during that period. It is around $1.6 million worth of activity in the first instance, but around $3.7 million will be 
spent maintaining compliance throughout the year.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I specifically refer to my question about the ERA report in March. It is one thing to say 
that the contracted company identifies issues. Quite clearly the ERA report identified a number of issues that the 
authority is required to rectify by a deadline of 15 August 2012. Will that deadline be met? Could I have the 
information listed item by item and the cost that Mr Amaranti has just read out?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The answer to the second question will be in Hansard, although I will go through the 
individual figures for each. The fuel farm upgrade is $300 000, the lighthouse feeder upgrade is $500 000, water 
metering is $300 000, the waste water treatment plant upgrade is $200 000, and the fuel jetty tank and pipework 
facility upgrade is $200 000. That answers the last part of the question. I will hand over to the director to answer 
the first part.  

Mr P. Amaranti: We have maintained compliance. I do not have the report with me, but the ERA report, which 
was only released yesterday, identified that Rottnest Island has been compliant and is compliant as we speak.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Can I ask specifically whether there are any issues with the desalination plant at Rottnest 
and whether any expenditure is planned on that, and whether that desalination plant is fully compliant?  
Dr K.D. HAMES: I will hand over to the director.  
Mr P. Amaranti: The desalination plant is fully compliant. No current issues have been identified by the 
facilities manager. It is compliant.  
[10.10 am] 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Who assesses the compliance of the desalination plant?  
Mr P. Amaranti: Our facilities managers are responsible for identifying immediately to us any noncompliant 
issues at the plant. The plant, of course, is monitored by the Economic Regulation Authority as part of our 
distribution licence. It is independently audited by the ERA and it advises us if the plant is noncompliant.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am interested in the costs associated with the annual leavers’ experience at Rottnest 
Island. I am interested to learn from the asset investment program what is spent on clean-up costs and 
maintenance caused by the annual leavers’ experience. Is the minister able to provide figures on how many 
bonds are kept and returned to leavers over the past five years? It may be additional information. I am looking 
for a trend. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member wants to know whether things are getting worse.  

Mr P. Amaranti: On the bonds, last year we only had one bond returned. In the previous year we had two. 
Clearly, it has become quite clear that unless leavers clean up their unit, they will not get their bond back. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: How many would that be? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: When you said one bond returned, what did you mean?  

Mr P. Amaranti: We kept one bond. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I was going to say, it must be a hell of a time over there!  

Mr P. Amaranti: My apologies! We kept one bond.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I was going to ask a list of questions if that was the answer. Is that generally the 
flavour for the past five years?  

Mr P. Amaranti: Yes. Certainly, the issues we have had with leavers have diminished over the last four years 
considerably. Leavers is well managed; indeed, there are no real issues with leavers at all.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Can the minister provide an indication of the revenue that the Rottnest Island 
Authority loses because it needs to house police and other extra staff during those leavers’ celebrations? 
Obviously, the authority needs to make provision for their accommodation. What is the net loss in having to 
provide those resources? Can the minister also provide figures on the number of extra staff needed and what 
overtime staff do during leavers? 

Mr P. Amaranti: Leavers is an event that we budget for. It is full cost recovery; therefore, all those issues the 
member raised are put into the budget and the price for ticketing for accommodation is charged accordingly. All 
those things are full cost recovery. We actually do not lose any revenue during leavers.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Can the minister provide the figure for the number of visitors to Rottnest during 
leavers over the past five years?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will provide by way of supplementary information the numbers of visitors—that is, 
daytrippers—who have visited Rottnest during the leavers event over the past five years.  

[Supplementary Information No A20.] 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I refer to page 165 of the Budget Statements. I note that $3.7 million is being spent to upgrade 
Rottnest Island’s holiday and tourism facilities, infrastructure compliance and also essential services. Can the 
minister provide more information on what is being done to improve the accommodation and visitor experience 
on Rottnest?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: A lot of work is being done on Rottnest. It is critical to keep up the quality of facilities. In 
fact, we need to improve the quality of facilities on the island. We have installed barbecues at South Thompson 
and provided some sofas at Geordie Bay, Longreach Bay and Fays Bay. Barbecues have also been installed at 
the central Thompson accommodation—as have extra blankets. There is the brand-new West End Boardwalk, 
which I opened last year. Incidentally, it is made of recycled plastic. There is the external painting of 
accommodation units in Bathurst. A lot of work is planned at the camping ground. That work has not started yet; 
a small amount of work has been completed, but we will significantly improve facilities at the camping ground. 
As the member knows, we have issues with the hotel, but we are trying to cover all the range of services and 
standards of accommodation. It is particularly critical, in my view, to upgrade the camping ground facilities. The 
camping ground will be expanded and remodelled. Beach sand has been put down to replace the black dirt. 
Cooking facilities and other services will be provided. There has been interpretative street signage. The member 
will be pleased to know that staff accommodation upgrades are not a big component. There are also 
miscellaneous things, such as pavements and hotel drainage. There are second stages to some of those things. 
The second group includes the reticulation and greening of the golf course—something we announced 
previously. Our key aim in doing that is to get winter visitors. We want to reach arrangements with golf courses 
across the state by which golfers stay on the island in winter to play golf. To do that, we need a better quality 
golf course than the one there now. It is also an opportunity to re-use waste water on that facility. We are 
working on a program to do that.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: How much funding has been earmarked in the asset investment program for Indigenous 
tourism programs on the island? What Indigenous tourism currently exists on Rottnest Island? Will there be a 
replacement of the Indigenous tours WA bus tour similar to the one cancelled by the RIA in 2011?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will hand over to my director. 

Mr P. Amaranti: This forms part of our reconciliation plan. Next year $100 000 has been allocated to maintain 
some of the activities in relation to the reconciliation plan for Indigenous issues, particularly our relationship 
with Clontarf. We fully sponsor an annual event that involves bringing over 110 Indigenous football players to 
the island. We run our education program, which focused last year on around 16 000 students, and we now have 
a component of that curriculum focused on Indigenous issues with respect to Rottnest Island and its heritage. We 
are also spending a considerable amount of money on the cultural aspects in terms of training for our staff. 
Presently, 83 of my 108 staff have gone through that training program. Hopefully, all my staff will have gone 
through that program by the end of June. It is being run by an external consultant. In terms of the replacement of 
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the tour we had a number of years ago, we are looking at that strategy. But we see the curriculum that we are 
running with school students as a major focus; it is an experience for those students who come to Rottnest on 
camps to get some appreciation. At this stage, we have not got down the line to reinstate the bus tour.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I was going to ask what is being done with holiday and tourism facilities to attract 
daytrippers, but the minister covered a bit of that. Perhaps he can add to that. Can we talk about the short and 
longer-stay people and what is being done there? There was a plan for a five-star development; it did not 
eventuate. Is there any other interest on the horizon? What are the impediments in attracting such development? 
Is there anything we can do you can do?  

[10.20 am] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The issue of daytripper numbers visiting the island is of concern; the numbers are down this 
year, I guess because of a multitude of competing interests. In fact, our accommodation stays are marginally 
down, but holding much better, and I think that is a reflection of what is happening in a whole lot of other areas. 
Visitor numbers at places like the Zoo, for example, and a range of different services facilities throughout the 
state are mostly down in the same sorts of numbers. We have to do the best we can; part of that reduction, it has 
been suggested, is related to cost, particularly the cost of the ferry. In fact, because of the reduction in numbers, 
marketing by the ferry operators has been fairly aggressive. I am sure the member will have seen the Love My 
Rotto ads on TV; although, perhaps he has not since he lives in Esperance, but in Perth they have been running 
pretty strongly. There will be a $20 reduction in ferry fares beginning at the start of June. There has been 
aggressive marketing work on the cost of getting to Rottnest. The member will be aware of the recent long-stay 
initiative; I will ask my director to say how well that is going. As the member knows, the winning tenderer for 
the hotel withdrew. That did not progress, so we are just holding off for the time being, because we have been 
trying to get that up for a long period and it did not get up, but there are other options. One is the Rottnest Island 
Lodge. The manager there has a proposal for expansion of the lodge, which will provide medium and upper 
market level accommodation. Another option is to the south of Hotel Rottnest, which is currently being 
considered as well. We are looking at the full spectrum of accommodation and making sure that we have a 
quality product that is in as good a condition as we can get it. We want to make sure that, with the upgrades we 
are talking about, we get people who are keen and willing to go to the island. 

Mr P. Amaranti: On the extended stay, we currently have eight bookings, and we are just about to run a direct 
campaign through the RAC’s database, which we hope will increase those bookings. We have only 20 units 
available, so it is getting to the point where we need to hopefully sell all of them. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The RAC has an interesting new program; it is much more involved in providing holiday 
accommodation for its members, and we might benefit from that in other parts of Western Australia. It looks 
very interesting. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Has the Rottnest Island Authority had feedback from the public that one of the 
reasons for the drop in visitor numbers has been the impact of the increase in the cost of living? People are 
actually saying that they cannot afford to go to Rottnest for a family holiday. Is that coming to the authority as 
feedback? 

Mr P. Amaranti: No, we have not had that feedback, but of course we hear about it and it is important to us, so 
the board made the decision in January this year to undertake the biggest market research exercise that the 
Rottnest Island Authority has ever undertaken. We are in the middle of that now, and it will be delivered back to 
the authority for consideration at the end of June, possibly the middle of July. That research will look at 
understanding what the real issues are for the Western Australian public, in terms of their issues with Rottnest, 
what they want to see for Rottnest and, embedded in that, the cost of going to Rottnest. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: How is that marketing survey being done? What is the scope of that contract? 

Mr P. Amaranti: We have appointed a market research company called TNS, and it is doing that survey 
through the normal processes of market research, which primarily includes focus groups, omnibuses and direct 
interviews with stakeholders. It is probably the largest number of participants we have ever had and we are 
looking at not only the regulars who come to Rottnest but also a large number of people who have never been to 
Rottnest, to understand what they want out of Rottnest. All of that is embedded in that research. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: What is the cost of that marketing survey? 

Mr P. Amaranti: It is $98 000. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to page 165 and utility and infrastructure assets. Has the Rottnest Island 
Authority ensured that all of the 583 masonry columns and structures in Bathurst Point, Thomson Bay South and 
Thomson Bay have been steel reinforced after the death of the three-year-old boy in 2009? Has that been done? 

Mr P. Amaranti: Yes, it has been done. The member used the words “steel reinforced”; we have braced all the 
columns. That is what the engineering requirement was. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: They have all been braced? 
Mr P. Amaranti: Yes. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Have they all been structurally tested by an appropriate officer? 
Mr P. Amaranti: Yes, independent engineers. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: There is a reference on page 165 to information technology systems. Will the 
information technology upgrades be used to record visitor information and statistics? Does the RIA have any 
plan to increase visitor fees in 2012–13? How many visitors arrived by ferry in 2011–12? 
Mr P. Amaranti: In 2011–12, 301 000 visitors arrived by ferry—sorry; to date. We do not have the final 
figures, but we expect it to be around 300 000. The visitor fees on Rottnest Island will only go up by the 
consumer price index. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: So that is all fees by CPI? 
Mr P. Amaranti: Yes. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: There were three questions; what was the third one? 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: One was about the technology upgrade. 
Mr P. Amaranti: The ICT upgrade will involve a customer research marketing database facility, which will 
allow us to understand what our visitors are seeking. That will be part of the implementation of a new ICT 
system. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: With ICT, we want to make significant improvements in focusing on the needs of customers. 
A good example is, one can book accommodation on the website, but it is not always easy to have interaction 
with customers. What we would like to see, for example, is interaction with people who go over there on their 
boats. If bad weather comes in, they tend to scoot home; we would like to be able to get hold of them and say, 
“Come over to the island and spend two or three days there while the weather blows over, and then stay for 
longer”. We currently do not have the facility to do that. It would be particularly useful for people in Thomson 
Bay, where it can be pretty rough and uncomfortable when the easterlies are blowing. We have seen issues in the 
past where elderly people, often retired, have had to go backwards and forwards from the island in little rubber 
dinghies in pretty bad weather to get to their boats. We want people who want to come to the island to be able to 
look at the website and see much more easily what is available and book what is available. We want to have 
much more interaction with the public via that system. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Could the minister provide some statistical information on where visitors to Rottnest are 
from—local, intrastate, interstate or overseas—for the last few years? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Rather than using up the committee’s time, it might be easier for me to provide that answer 
by way of supplementary information. I ask the member to repeat exactly what she wants.  

[10.30 am] 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I would like statistical information for the last three years on where visitors to Rottnest 
Island are from—that is, local, intrastate, interstate or overseas visitors. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We do have that information because I have seen it, but we do not have it here. 

[Supplementary Information No A21.] 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Do we have a minute? I have a quick question. 
The CHAIRMAN: How is the minister going to answer in a minute? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Really quick. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Last year the minister provided information on the ballot—the postcodes in the 
ballot. Could the minister provide that information? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We do have it here but we have run out of time, so we will provide that by way of 
supplementary information.  
[Supplementary Information No A22.] 
The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 8: WA Health, $4 123 267 000 — 
Ms L.L. Baker, Chairman. 

Dr K.D. Hames, Minister for Health. 

Mr K. Snowball, Director General. 

Mr W. Salvage, Acting Executive Director, Resource Strategy. 



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E233 

 

Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz, Chief Executive, North Metropolitan Area Health Service. 
Ms N. Feely, Chief Executive, South Metropolitan Area Health Service. 
Mr P. Aylward, Chief Executive, Child and Adolescent Health Service. 
Mr I. Smith, Chief Executive Officer, WA Country Health Service. 
Ms J.E. South, Acting Executive Director, System Policy and Planning. 
Dr A.G. Robertson, Acting Executive Director, Public Health and Clinical Services Division. 
Ms J. Collard, Director, Aboriginal Health. 
Dr D. Jones, Executive Director, Performance Activity and Quality Division. 
Dr R.M. Davidson, Chief Psychiatrist. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow.  

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. It will 
greatly assist Hansard if members can 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 committee clerk by Friday, 
8 June 2012. 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 with the Clerk’s office. 
I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIRMAN: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition had his hand up. 
Mr R.H. COOK: My question relates to page 127 in budget paper No 2. I refer to $11.7 million in the line item 
“Savings Measure—Other Expenses Reduction” and $94.2 million in the line item “Efficiency Dividend”. Can 
the minister provide a breakdown of the staff, services, programs, projects or capital works that have been cut, 
reduced or deferred to make these savings? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: As I said in the previous hearing with Tourism, those decisions have not yet been made. The 
departments are working through opportunities that we have to recruit those funds. That will be made prior to the 
start of the new financial year. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I appreciate that certainty. In relation to the efficiency dividend, it was perhaps last Thursday 
that the minister was told the department had to find savings of two per cent. The minister’s department has 
already identified additional savings of $7.46 million this year and about another $25 million over the forward 
estimates. Surely the minister has had a closer look at that and understands where those savings will be found. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: They are totally separate items. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is correct.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: One has obviously just been posed; the other is something we have agreed to with Treasury 
previously. In fact, those savings measures have already been put in place. I will hand over to Mr Salvage to 
explain exactly where those savings have been made. 

Mr W. Salvage: The $7.46 million expense reduction in 2012–13 relates to the decision the government made in 
the 2011–12 budget to apply a $300 million efficiency dividend to service delivery. That is Health’s contribution 
to that overall savings target in the 2012–13 year. The breakdown of that number is as follows: the $60 000 
relates to the abolition of the Physical Activity Task Force, and $42 000 relates to fleet savings through 
extension of leasing terms on government vehicles. There is a general appropriation reduction of $6.3 million yet 
to be allocated; there is $121 000 for fleet savings due to the refurbishment of government vehicles; $276 000 
relates to a reduction in spending on external legal advice; $123 000 relates to reductions in travel; $4 000 relates 
to reductions in travel at PathWest specifically; and there is a $534 000 reduction for spending on administrative 
matters such as paper and printing and those sorts of things.  
[10.40 am] 
Mr R.H. COOK: Are any FTE reductions or operational staff associated with the $6.3 million that has been 
identified as general savings? 
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Mr W. Salvage: It is a general expense reduction, similar to the overall efficiency dividend of $94 million. The 
distribution of that expense reduction will be determined through the allocation process for 2012–13.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The director general wants to add to that. 

Mr K. Snowball: The question was around FTEs. There is no specification for a reduction of FTEs associated 
with that particular reduction, so it is not specifically saying we should reduce FTEs in order to achieve it.  

Mr R.H. COOK: But it does not exclude that.  

Mr K. Snowball: Not directly, either way. We need to find an amount of money against those areas but a 
reduction in FTEs is not associated with it.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That $6 million represents 0.1 per cent of budgets. Most divisions will be able to find those 
reductions without needing to specifically resort to FTEs. In fact, our FTE demand is quite strong and our need 
for FTEs is strong, and I doubt very much that is what we will do to find those savings.  
Mr R.H. COOK: I take up a point that Mr Salvage made previously. Am I to understand that the $11.7 million 
is a hangover from the previous efficiency dividend that the department was required to find?  
Dr K.D. HAMES: Where is the $11 million? I do not see that.  
Mr R.H. COOK: Sorry; it is $7.46 million. My apologies  
Dr K.D. HAMES: The $7.4 million is from last year’s budget.  
Mr R.H. COOK: Sorry; $7.9 million. Is that as a result of the previous efficiency dividend drive?  
Dr K.D. HAMES: No, not the efficiency dividend. There was a general amount across the whole of government 
in last year’s budget. Rather than being allocated to specific areas, we were looking at opportunities to find 
savings across government. Some of those were identified and some were not. That was a $300 million reduction 
across government. In the end, it was divvied up and each department had to find that small amount of saving. 
As the member will see, $7 million is 0.1 per cent.  

Mr R.H. COOK: That is spread over the forward estimates as well. Is that because the minister is anticipating 
not meeting future efficiency dividends? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is not the case that we will have to do it again. Once we have made that saving, we do not 
have to do it again because we have that same saving for the following year unless we reintroduce whatever it is 
we stopped, to save. The forward amounts of $7.9 million and $8.5 million are not cumulative; they are a 
reflection of the original saving expanded in the dollars of the day and the expected increase in cost of whatever 
it is that has been cancelled.  

Mr R.H. COOK: It depends where that cost is found. I accept that is over recurrent funding.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: If we go to savings in fleet costs, for example, once we have made those changes, unless we 
suddenly have more vehicles or whatever, those fleet costs extrapolate into the forward estimates.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to the major spending changes on page 127 of budget paper No 2. The savings 
measures and efficiency dividend included a freeze on all hiring of additional staff except operational staff 
within the Department of Health. Exactly what staff positions does the minister define as operational and non-
operational? Does the minister consider, for example, all hospital staff to be operational or only doctors and 
nurses? Are managers operational? What about cleaners, who are keeping the environment clean and sanitised; 
catering staff, who prepare patient meals; personal care aides; and security staff, who keep the public safe? Are 
the administrative staff who process elective surgery applicants’ paperwork operational or non-operational?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is an excellent question. I will hand over to my director general to answer it.  

Mr K. Snowball: In terms of the application of that efficiency dividend and the FTE cap, the FTE cap has 
essentially been applied to our public service positions within the Department of Health. As the member may be 
aware, WA Health is made up of a public service agency, which is the department. Then we have area health 
services which are established under the Hospitals and Health Services Act. The definition under the Hospitals 
and Health Services Act relates to delivery of hospital and health services. The application of the freeze in WA 
Health will be to the Department of Health—that is, all administrative positions associated with policy, planning, 
legislative support and corporate support — 

[10.50 am] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: In effect, it is the Royal Street precinct and whatever buildings relate to that, but he is saying 
that it is largely Royal Street staff. 

Mr K. Snowball: In respect of area health services, provided that there is a clear connection to hospital and 
health service activity and there is growth associated with that, services and full-time equivalents will be sought 
to match that activity growth. They are not subject to a freeze on FTEs. 
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Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Just to clarify that, is the director general saying that anyone who is employed under the 
provisions of the Hospitals and Health Services Act to deliver health services will not be subject to that freeze on 
staff? 

Mr K. Snowball: The member might talk about individuals, but this is about a freeze on total FTEs—an FTE 
cap. That does not apply to hospital and health services. The member will see in the budget that there have been 
increases in certain areas, whether it be in child health or other areas. There is no freeze on FTEs to deliver on 
that increased activity or that increased commitment. The only freeze—that is, where we cannot increase the 
number of FTEs—is in the Department of Health. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: To make that a little clearer still, under the new commonwealth–state arrangements whereby 
we provide a governance model for each region—we have the north metropolitan, south metropolitan, children’s 
and two country services—they have a contract for service. We will provide contract funds for the provision of a 
service to that region. They employ whatever FTEs are required for them to deliver that service totally 
independent of the FTE cap. The people who do policy, write letters for me and study what health services need 
to provide—the Royal Street group in effect—have an FTE cap. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: With regard to the FTE efficiency dividend and the answer to the member for Kwinana’s 
question, the minister said that decisions have not yet been made about the two per cent cuts. Will the minister 
table in the future the cuts and the areas in which the cuts are made? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Again, as I said in a question on the previous portfolio, if members ask questions of the 
government about where the cuts will be made when the decision has been taken, we will certainly respond to 
those questions. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I refer to the table of appropriations, expenses and cash assets on page 127, particularly the 
total cost of services. I note that spending on health services is up $461.8 million this year from 2011–12. 
Can the minister please outline what this increase represents and what will be the overall effect on the Health 
budget? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The increase is a very good one for us when we consider that the increase in spend is after 
the efficiency dividend, so it means that we have a 7.3 per cent increase in our overall budget. Some of that 
increase is from state government funds and some is from commonwealth funds, but at the end of the day it is a 
significant increase. The increase in costs varies across the system. For example, we will increase the funding for 
non-government organisations by a certain amount, but in other areas in which demand is higher—for example, 
in emergency departments—a significant increase in funding is available. A good example can be seen on 
page 128, which shows that the estimated actual for emergency department funding is $430 million, increasing 
to $488 million. We have the flexibility and capacity to increase funding in those areas in which demand is 
higher. Across the whole budget, that is an excellent increase. We generally work on the fact that we have a 
consumer price index increase in the cost of running the health service. On top of that, we have another increase 
of about two per cent that is due to the ageing population and an increase of another couple of per cent that 
relates to the growth in the population from immigration. Those increases of course add up to larger growth in 
health demand than in other areas. It is good that we have been able to maintain that. It is good that the 
percentage of expenditure on health services as a matter of total state government expenditure has stayed at 
about 25 per cent for a significant number of years. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I refer to the total cost of services on page 127. In relation to the 7.3 per cent increase, can the 
minister tell me what the current health service rate of inflation is in determining the current budget? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The director of finance will answer. 

Mr W. Salvage: We would estimate the cost inflation rate for the whole of Health to be about 4.9 per cent. Cost 
growth in hospitals will typically be a little bit above that. Cost growth in areas of the budget such as the 
Department of Health—the department of state, if you like—will typically run a bit below that level. 

Mr R.H. COOK: If the overall Health inflation rate is about 4.9 per cent, is it fair to say that this budget is 
looking at a 2.4 per cent increase on 2011–12 funding? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The director general will answer that. 

Mr K. Snowball: The Health budget is now essentially constructed around our clinical services framework, 
which predicts activity growth in the health system and in the hospital system. What the member is seeing in this 
growth of 7.3 per cent is a combination of recognition of cost growth in hospitals and health, plus recognition of 
the predicted increase in demand. That demand was built in in prior financial years, so that flow can be seen 
through our forward estimates. Each year we are allocated sufficient funds to cope with the activity that we are 
predicting in the hospital system, as well as funds to meet the increased cost of the provision of those services. 
That combination sees us provided with basically what we have predicted we will need to deliver against 
demand in this new financial year. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: The system we have now is significantly better than the one we had previously. When 
Richard Court was Premier, I well remember him blowing his top one year when Royal Perth Hospital came in 
$100 million over budget. He put in place a system to change that, but it did not work all that well and the 
previous Labor government scrapped it. As I have said in the house before, when we came to government, the 
first thing Jim McGinty said to me was that we were $40 million over budget for the end of that year. We were 
over budget by much more than that at the end of my first year as minister. So we re-based the budget and, in our 
discussions with Treasury, we linked it directly to the predicted growth in demand, but it is flexible enough to 
take in the actual growth in demand on a year-by-year basis. After the midyear review, we got some additional 
funding in Health to reflect the actual growth in demands and costs. Twice a year we have upgrades of our 
budget to reflect exactly what comes through the doors. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I draw the minister’s attention to the fact that according to his own predictions, in the current 
year public inpatient services will increase by 4.6 per cent, emergency department services by 8.9 per cent and 
outpatient services by 7.3 per cent. The January to March figures already show an 8.3 per cent increase in 
separations in hospitals in the metropolitan area alone. If that is taken into account with the 4.9 per cent health 
service inflation rate, Health is essentially flatlining for the following year because demand is completely 
outstripping the rate of funding increase. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member made that point during his speech. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That was before I even knew the minister was looking at 4.9 per cent.  

[11.00 am] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, I know, but let me just point out, though, that the 7.3 per cent growth in budget is across 
the total budget—I made that point earlier—because some components, including the ones the member just 
listed, grow faster than 7.3 per cent and others do not. The cost of our public health services is significantly less 
than the $6.762 billion total budget that we have. Therefore, there is the capacity within the increase in the total 
budget to have increases in the areas that the member described, which have a faster rate of growth. The member 
said that we are flatlining. What we are doing is exactly matching our funds to areas of demand and to growth in 
demand. They do not all grow at that same even rate that the member just described; some go up faster than 
others. That is why we have this predictive model that is adjusted twice a year to reflect what actually comes 
through the door. If that $6.762 billion is not enough to pay for the services we need to provide for the number of 
people, on the figures the member has just given, who rock up at outpatient clinics or come through the door, our 
dollars will be adjusted midyear—increased midyear—to reflect what the actual demand is. This is our predicted 
cost as we see it now. Twice a year that is reviewed. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Given that all the minister’s demand indicators are well north of the 2.4 per cent real activity 
increase, the minister will have to put his foot on the hose on some sort of activity, will he not, in order to keep 
pace with this; or does he just expect Treasury to top it up? 

Mr W. Salvage: Just picking up on the point that the minister made, there is movement in the budget every year. 
If we look at what was predicted expenditure in 2011–12 at this point—the budget point—last year compared 
with what we are looking at for 2012–13 at this point this year, we can see the figures from the appropriation 
table. If I refer the member to the total cost of service line, he will see that the actual planned growth at this point 
compared with the same period last year is 8.1 per cent. The difference between the 8.1 per cent and the 7.3 per 
cent is that approved budget adjustments came into the budget during the course of this year, and some of those 
are detailed under the major spending changes table on that same page. The basic point is that there are 
adjustments to budget as we go through. If we are looking at planned spending for 2012–13 at this point, 
compared with planned spending for 2011–12 at this point last year, the actual growth is 8.1 per cent. 

Mr R.H. COOK: But that is still short of the demand growth across a range of activities. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The director’s comment responds to that additional comment. 

[Mr J.M. Francis took the chair.] 

Mr K. Snowball: Our activity predictions have proven to be extraordinarily accurate. In the last two years we 
have been within less than half a per cent of the actual demand that we have had to manage against the model 
predicting that demand. This year, what we have predicted we are seeing coming through, so this current 
financial year we will land pretty much right on that activity level. We are not expecting any sudden changes 
next financial year, but if there is a significant change, we have the opportunity to take that forward to 
government when that activity goes beyond what is predicted—the population grows faster and so on. 

Mr R.H. COOK: On that point, the minister has admitted in this place on a number of occasions that demand is 
significantly higher than anticipated in the last budget. The department is already $50 million out between 
estimated expenditure this year and its budgeted expenditure last year, so I am not quite sure where the director 
general says the department is spot on. Given that some of those figures are around eight per cent—for instance, 
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I think it was 7.3 per cent for emergency departments—my friend here the member for Joondalup will attest that 
in Joondalup alone we are looking at a 20 to 25 per cent increase in ED use. We are now looking at a 2.4 per cent 
real increase in health expenditure, with demand right across the service areas significantly higher than that. A 
figure of 4.6 per cent was the most modest one that the department has had. There was a figure of seven per cent; 
I saw eight per cent as well. As I said, separations at metropolitan hospitals alone were about 8.3 per cent in the 
last quarter, so I am not quite sure how there can be such a modest increase in budget, yet the department says 
that it thinks it will be on top of demand, which is clearly running well and truly beyond current budget 
measures. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is just not accurate. I get back to the point that was just made about landing within the 
predicted estimates. The member has to remember that it is a $6.5 billion budget; it is not a $650 million budget. 
The member says $50 million as though it is a lot of money, and to the member and to me it clearly is, but 
$50 million is less than one per cent. If any major corporation, at the end of the year’s spending, can end up with 
a figure that is within less than one per cent of the predicted budget, that is very, very close. I can tell the 
member that that is extremely well appreciated by Treasury, when we have had significant budget blow-outs in 
the past. The member said that we can just go to Treasury for that extra $50 million. Yes, we can, because we are 
so close to the prediction of what our budget should be. The member’s former leader, who was Treasurer, would 
have died to get figures coming in that close to budget predictions. Last year we landed within less than one per 
cent of budget. This year we will do the same. We base it on the same sorts of predictions and the same sorts of 
growth. The member talked about the growth in Joondalup. We know about that growth in Joondalup. That 
growth in Joondalup is factored into our growth demands and our funding pressures. We are able to fund those 
additional services and hit the nail on the head again. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Obviously, there are areas of activity that are much higher than — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am sorry; we need a page and a line item. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: No. This is just a follow-up question on the same point. The minister must have a global 
activity percentage for the increase in the level of predicted case delivery. There has been mention of seven-
point-something per cent in some areas and eight-point-something per cent in other areas, but the significant 
factor here is: what is the global figure for activity increases anticipated? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is the figure that we have in front of us. We have gone to budget with the funds that we 
need to provide that — 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: No. What is the global figure for case load? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is it. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I am not interested in a dollar figure. The minister has talked about 7.9 per cent in some 
areas and 8.3 per cent in other areas. What is the global activity figure? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am sorry; I misunderstood the member’s question, but the director understands it, so I will 
direct it to the director, who will further direct it. 

Mr K. Snowball: I will introduce Dr Dorothy Jones. Before I do that, in terms of the way in which we predict 
the activity growth, Dorothy’s area is the one that sets the activity levels using the global figure. When we have 
faster increases in growth in particular areas over others—that is, when we look at how we make the adjustment, 
respond to the growth in one area and manage the growth in other areas. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: In the end, the department must come up with a global figure. 

Mr K. Snowball: That is the process. I introduce Dr Jones. 

Dr D. Jones: As I understand the question, the member is seeking the actual number of activities that have 
increased year to year. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Yes. Obviously, they have to be weighted for their importance. However, when they are 
summed altogether, what is the global percentage increase in anticipated activity, because that will illuminate the 
conversation that the minister and the shadow minister have been having? 

Dr D. Jones: If we look at 2010–11 figures, we see that the inpatient activity was 560 602; in 2011–12, it went 
up to 586 428, and that was a percentage growth of 4.6 per cent. In 2010–11, emergency department activity was 
784 183, and in 2011–12, emergency department activity was 853 890. The percentage growth was 8.9 per cent. 
In outpatient activity for public hospitals only, 2010–11 activity was 1 260 594, and 2011–12 activity was 
1 351 953. The percentage growth was 7.3 per cent.  

[11.10 am] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: For example, large growth in emergency department demand, as we have heard, is not 
necessarily reflected in that size of increased cost for that ED. It has only resulted in a four-point-something 
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per cent increase in demand in the hospitals, which is where most of our costs are incurred. That is why I get 
back to the point that the 7.3 per cent increase in total budget certainly gives the capacity to address those 
differences in growth.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: With respect, it does not. If there is a 4.9 per cent health price inflation—I think there was 
an average, but if we take a crude measure—the average of those figures quoted would be about seven per cent. 
The minister is about five per cent shy of being able to deliver. Obviously 4.9 per cent inflation is case related.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member is using the word “inflation”. Mr Salvage used the words “growth in cost”. 
They are not the same. I will ask the director to address that difference in terminology.  

Mr K. Snowball: In terms of increased activity, there is not a direct correlation between activity increases and a 
quantum increase in all services of the same size. In our system, where there is capacity and there are increasing 
numbers through an emergency department, if there is capacity in there, it is actually a lower unit cost for each 
subsequent activity that comes through the door. Alongside that, we have efficiency measures that prove their 
worth in terms of dealing with that extra demand without necessarily increasing resources to the same level. The 
four-hour rule — 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: We are arguing economies of scale. 

Mr K. Snowball: Exactly. The four-hour rule, for example, has meant we are able to deal with more patients 
coming through our emergency departments than we could prior to the four-hour rule—at a better per unit cost to 
the state. Yes, we have a recognition that there is cost growth but we also are managing our resources in a way 
that ensures we can meet this demand.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: So the 4.9 per cent is not a per unit cost inflation?  

Mr K. Snowball: That is right. It is global. We are operating at two levels here—one is the allocation of funds to 
the system as a whole to meet what we see as predicted demand on our system. When we drill that down to ask, 
“Does that mean we can meet the activity coming through our hospitals?” the answer is, yes, we can, on the basis 
that we have both lower per unit cost in our system—it is actually a reduced cost per episode of service—plus 
we have our efficiency programs and productivity measures and reforms going on that, which also help us deal 
with increased demand. In fact our system has dealt with increased activity and at the same time improved 
quality and safety outcomes. We are delivering to the state, within our budget envelope, a better outcome. In fact 
last financial year we ended up delivering more activity than we were budgeted to provide because we were able 
to drive those reforms.  
Mr M.P. WHITELY: What does the 4.9 per cent figure mean? That is what I am entirely confused about.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: If I could give an example. Suppose we have to buy a $100 gizmo. The price goes up to $110 
when we have to buy it next time. That is 10 per cent inflation. Instead of using it 10 times a day, we use it 
15 times a day, so the cost per time it is used goes down. We are not saying that —  

Mr R.H. COOK: We still pay 10 per cent. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The actual increase in the cost of providing a particular service is whatever that amount is. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Does the minister have a specific per case inflation rate, and what is it? Obviously the 
minister is arguing it is not 4.9 per cent. What is the per case delivery inflation rate? We can then add that to the 
increase in case numbers. Again, I did not get a global figure; I only got several sub-global figures. If the 
minister is arguing it is not 4.9 per cent, what is it?  

Mr R.H. COOK: It is not 4.9 per cent now that it is inconvenient to the minister!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: No. The point he makes is a good one. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I asked this specific question. The minister is now saying he did not answer that question. I 
asked: what is the health service rate of inflation? Is it 4.9 per cent or is that some other figure the minister has 
come up with?  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Kwinana, allow the minister to answer the question.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I heard the answer that was given to the member for Kwinana. He talked about costs. Both 
members are making very good points. We are not arguing with them. We are trying to work out what exactly 
the answer is.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: We want to know the per case rate of inflation.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will have to provide that by way of supplementary information. We have there quite 
clearly what the growth in cost is but we do not have here now what the actual inflation rate per service is. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister made specific reference to “health service inflation” on page 129 of the Budget 
Statements under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. If this is a significant issue impacting on the budget 
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of the agency, surely the minister has a number and it should be foremost in his mind as to what this actually 
represents. This is in the first paragraph on page 129. It is also a concept referred to by a lot of health 
stakeholders. I would have thought it would be of acute interest when it comes to explaining the budget and the 
actual increase in funding. The minister said it is 7.3 per cent. If the inflation rate is at 4.9 per cent, that means 
we only have a 2.4 per cent real increase in funding.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That whole paragraph needs to be read. It surely talks about health service inflation using the 
inflation rate. It states it is — 

… an ongoing challenge in the face of activity and price pressures emanating from an ageing population 
and rising community standards, health service inflation … 

That is a component of that cost. The answer given was that the cost of providing that service includes the 
inflation rate, if we like, of the cost of buying the gizmo. Evolving medical technologies, rural and remote 
service delivery and so on is also mentioned. There is a range of different things that contribute to the increase in 
cost growth. The point we make is that we have clearly predicted models of what that growth in cost will be. It 
incorporates all of those services. Our predictive modelling has been very accurate for the past two years. There 
is no reason whatsoever to suspect it will not be accurate in years to come.  

The CHAIRMAN: I will give the member for Bassendean a further question, but before I do that, I want to 
confirm whether the minister has agreed to provide supplementary information. I have to be clear about this.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We can provide for the member as a supplementary answer the cost per weighted episode.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: If he can provide that, and the expected global case load increase. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, we can provide that also.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Then we can do the simple maths and figure out whether 7.3 per cent is adequate.  

The CHAIRMAN: The minister is happy to provide that supplementary information and I am happy that he has 
stated exactly what that information is. 

[Supplementary Information No A23.]  
Mr P. ABETZ: I refer to the heading that is pretty close to the top of page 130, “Significant Expansion of 
Community Child Health Services”. Three dot points follow that heading. There is an additional $58.5 million 
over four years. In the budget of 2010–11, $49.7 million was allocated to improve access to child development 
services. Could the minister inform us what progress has been made over the past two years in community child 
health, what areas the additional $58.5 million will be spent in and the anticipated outcome of that expenditure?  

[11.20 am] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will ask Phil Aylward to respond to that question.  

Mr P. Aylward: I understand that there are two parts to the member’s question. One related to child health, the 
other to child development services. In relation to child health, the extra uplift in funding will deliver a 
substantial increase in resources and investment, in both the metropolitan and country areas, of equivalent to 
about 100 extra staff. That is off the back of approximately 350 staff who are engaged in total across 
metropolitan and country areas. It is quite a substantial uplift in resources. We will continue to partner with a 
range of service providers, which will allow us to improve the screening rates across the seven screening points 
that we need to target. We do that in conjunction with other primary care providers, such as general practitioners 
and non-government organisations that might be working in rural and remote areas. In addition, we will commit 
to providing 100 per cent of those screening services to children at the highest need end—that is, children in care 
of the Director General of the Department for Child Protection. In our screening of women who are vulnerable 
from postnatal depression, this resource and investment will allow us to target those mothers and families in a far 
more comprehensive way. It is a substantial increase. It will make a profound difference in our ability to screen 
children who need the intervention of other service providers in a far more timely and accessible way. The 
feedback we have received from the community about this change and investment has been exceedingly 
supportive.  

In relation to child development services, the earlier investment of two years ago has seen waiting time rates fall 
by approximately 50 per cent. That was a commitment that Health made in relation to that investment. It has 
changed slightly because we have also seen—as we predicted and wanted—a vast increase in the number of 
referrals. Referrals have increased by about seven per cent over the last two years. More people are aware of the 
services available in child development services. These are children with developmental delays who previously 
had to wait long periods before they could access services. In addition, the number of cases that we have seen 
over the last couple of years is approaching a 20 per cent increase—an uplift in services for children across the 
metropolitan area and in country areas as well. Again, it has had a profound increase. We are partnering with a 
lot of non-government service providers to deliver these services, because specialised assessment and treatment 
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services are provided. That too has proven to be very successful. We anticipate that through the further rollout of 
those strategies we will be able to tackle the wait times even further. Basically, the objective is to get children 
ready for school and to be able to maximise their potential by going to school ready.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: In that answer Mr Aylward mentioned four areas of screening. Can the minister provide 
an idea of those four areas of screening?  

Mr P. Aylward: We actually undertake seven points of screening. I am sorry if that was not communicated 
correctly in the first response. The first screening is a crucial one, a nought to 10-day child check. The final 
screening point that we identify is entry to school assessments. There are various categorisations based on the 
best available evidence that we have on milestones of child development, learning capacity, emotional wellbeing 
and play capacity.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Is glue ear picked up in that screening? It is a detriment to learning. Do the Departments 
of Education and Health track the improvements in kids who have been picked up and who have received 
treatment?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Glue ear is picked up in the standard hearing test. They do a tympanometry test, which 
measures the pressure of the ear drums. For the last part of the question, I will hand over to Mr Aylward.  

Mr P. Aylward: It is a very good question. It is something we know anecdotally in the very short uplift in the 
resource. The feedback we get from school principals and teachers is that there have been quite substantial 
differences. The gold measure is the developmental index that this state participants in. We will be able to 
measure what improvements this investment brings over time. That is clearly a goal we have in terms of 
educational outcomes.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Reference was made to the Australian Early Development Index. Should those figures 
improve significantly in the next few years?  

Mr P. Aylward: Yes, indeed. There are other factors that contribute to that index and improvement. But 
intervention in the early years of a child’s development has demonstrated a causal impact in improvement in 
outcomes, including educational outcomes.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I refer to vaccination rates in Indigenous communities. Obviously extra child 
development nurses will help pick that up. What improvements or increases are expected in the area of 
vaccinations?  

Mr I. Smith: The outstanding regions for immunisation are the Kimberley and the Pilbara, where the vast 
majority are done by our community health staff. We run at statistics in excess of 90 per cent in those 
communities. Where we share the immunisation provision with GPs and other service providers in the southern 
area of the state, our figures range from 82 per cent to 85 per cent. Certainly in the northern areas we do an 
exceptional job with immunisation.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: It has been said that the child health initiatives would be given 100 extra staff. Will they 
all be child health nurses or will they be other staff?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Of the $58 million, $40 million is additional funding for the contracting-out of services. 
Groups such as Silver Chain, for example, do a lot of those sorts of things with child health nurses. An 
$18 million component is coming through our growth funding. It will be used for direct employment to add to 
our additional staff numbers. They will be doing a combination of those two things to grow the numbers we need 
across the system. For example, some of those in remoter regions might have partnerships with the Aboriginal 
medical service. We will use that money on a variety of methods to deliver that service.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: So the $58 million is not to employ 100 extra staff and $40 million will be used to 
contract out services. Are those services directly for the employment of child health nurses?  

[11.30 am] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member says that it will not cover the employment of 100 extra staff; it will. Not all of 
them will work for the public sector, so that will include the additional staff who we anticipate the private sector 
will also employ to deliver that service. It is all about delivery of service—the best and most appropriate place to 
do that and the best method of doing that. We anticipate 800 extra staff; I cannot tell the member at this stage 
what the $18 million will buy in additional staff compared with what the $40 million will provide in additional 
staff. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: How many FTEs does the minister anticipate will be employed out of the $40 million by 
contracting or privatising-out the services to Silver Chain? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: My answer is the one I just gave: we do not know; it depends on the market. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Will they be nurses? 



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E241 

 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Almost inevitably; I think, inevitably. There will be some administrative staff needed along 
the road to increase support for those members, but, by and large, yes, they will be nurses. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: The minister said earlier that he currently contracts out to organisations like Silver Chain 
to supply child health nurses, or, if not to Silver Chain, to wherever else he contracts out to deliver child health 
nurses. What is the cost per FTE of those child health nurses the minister contracts out? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not think we contract any of the child health services at present. There are some school 
nurses through Silver Chain. 

Mr K. Snowball: There is a combination of arrangements. For example, in some of our country centres where 
we might have a single clinic for a small community, it will do a range of things for the community, including 
first aid–type responses but also child health support for the community. There are examples, particularly in the 
country, where the same nurse will do a range of things in that community. The arrangement in those 
circumstances is quite different from a dedicated child health nurse in a clinic in the metropolitan area. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Can the minister not say what the cost per FTE will be to contract out for a child health 
nurse? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Not until we test the market is the answer. We do some already. 

Mr K. Snowball: We do not have a precise number. We can certainly provide that information, but it will be an 
average. As the member knows, child health nurses are also across a scale, so there are different nurses at 
different levels and so on. We can give the member an average for a dedicated child health nurse in a clinic in 
the metropolitan area, which would then give the member a feel for the sorts of cost — 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Contracted out? 

Mr K. Snowball: No; I am saying our costs. When we go to the market, part of that market sounding is: what 
can the private sector or non-government organisations do to deliver that same service? It gives us a benchmark, 
if you like, to do that cost. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I am seeking the cost per FTE of a contracted-out child health nurse. My next question 
was to be: can the minister give me the cost per FTE of a directly employed nurse? The answer I have been 
given, as I understand it, is that all the minister can give me is the cost for a directly employed nurse. If the 
minister is about to contract out to achieve 100 staff in an absolutely important and critical area of need that 
requires something like 250 staff, where is the business case to show that a contracted-out nurse is comparable 
with a directly employed nurse in terms of service and cost? The minister cannot deliver those cost figures to me. 
That is really my question: can the minister give me the cost of a directly employed FTE and the cost of an 
externally employed FTE, taking away things such as capital or administrative costs? I just want the cost of 
directly employed community nurses to deliver very important community child health in our community. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member is right in her assumption that we cannot do that. We can give her only the cost 
of the existing service, but we have very good relations with organisations providing other services in the 
community. For example, Silver Chain provides the Hospital in the Home service to the community. The figure 
of 100 is predicted as if it were to cost the same as what it currently costs; that is roughly how many we would 
get. It is a service that we contract for, and we will go out to the market. We do not want to go to the market and 
say, “This is what we’re going to pay you per service.” We would not get any competition in the marketplace if 
we were to do that. It is a service that we require, and we will go to the market for the delivery of that service. 
That is how we will do it. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I refer to the seventh dot point on page 130, which refers to Royal Perth Hospital. There is an 
allocation of $22 million commencing in 2014–15, with a total commitment by the government of $180 million. 
Could the minister please explain what is happening with the allocation commencing in 2014–15, whether some 
further detail can be provided on the future of Royal Perth Hospital, and what is planned to address the 
government’s commitment to retain the hospital? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have covered that question to some degree in reply to a question that I had in Parliament not 
that long ago—a good dorothy dixer from the shadow minister! I will reiterate that the $22 million is the 
committed amount, because that is all we can do in the forward estimates. I remind members that it is not just the 
government that did that; I well recall Swan District Hospital Campus having $140 million allocated under the 
previous government, even though the total commitment was more than that because some was in the out years. 
We all do that; we cannot put that in the actual budget figures. This was the result of a very strong request on my 
part to ensure I got the words in the budget to say that we will provide $180 million. Members can imagine that 
that gives me far greater argumentative power in making sure that we get those funds in future budgets. It might 
not be exactly $180 million because we have to go through the final business case to get there; that is an estimate 
of funds based on the estimated cost of a total refurbishment on a floor-by-floor basis. When 280 beds move 
from Royal Perth Hospital to Fiona Stanley Hospital, it will give us capacity to have all patients in the north 
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ward and the cathedral side of the H-shaped building, A block, so we can carry out refurbishment on the 
Wellington Street side. Maybe we will do it all at once or maybe we will do it floor by floor, but whichever way, 
we will have to work on that. It will be a total clean-out and refit on a ward-by-ward basis. That is the plan and I 
think it is a good one.  

I would have liked to have built the west wing; members know that we committed to doing that, but I have had 
to go back on it for two reasons. Firstly, we are yet to build King Edward hospital, we are yet to expand 
Armadale Kelmscott District Memorial Hospital and we are yet to rebuild the Quadriplegic Centre. There are 
huge capital costs still coming in critical areas of health, and while we still have a good structure to the building 
at Royal Perth Hospital, it would not be responsible to bowl that over, even though I think the outcome would be 
better. Down the track some time, I think that may well happen, but for now this is the next-best option, which is 
the total fit-out of a structurally sound building. It will still retain Royal Perth as a major tertiary hospital in this 
state, and it will continue to see a significant number of patients through its emergency department, which is 
critical to its ongoing function.  

[11.40 am] 
Mr R.H. COOK: I have a follow-up question; the minister may have already done it. The member for Ocean 
Reef sat on a committee which had other associated stakeholders on it, and which provided a report to the 
minister in January 2011. I wonder whether the minister would be prepared to table a copy of that report. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I decided not to table it. I decided that—it is probably my own fault—because I was looking 
at how I could best sort out not just what needs to happen at that hospital but also how we could get there and 
how we could fund it. The committee looked at a range of different things, including what to do with the rest of 
the land at Royal Perth; whether there would be opportunities to move the people into the main hospital building 
when Royal Perth downsizes; what we would be able to get from selling that land; and what opportunities there 
would be for redevelopment. The committee talked to groups such as the universities and so on. At the end of the 
day, I realised that that is not what I should be doing as minister and that that is not what we should be doing in 
Health. We should not be sorting out what is going to happen to the land afterwards and trying to find a way to 
fund it. I came back to the core issue: what do we need to do to the hospital? We have used part of the work for 
that, but instead of me trying to find the money, I have just gone to Treasury to get the money and then it is up to 
it and LandCorp to sort out what to do with the land that will be no longer required in the future to try to recoup 
some of those costs of the hospital. I realised that there was no way that we could generate enough money from 
that land to build the new west wing; it is just not worth enough money. It was my hope that I would be able to 
match one with the other and so not cost the Treasury or the taxpayer additional funds. It was just not possible. I 
am not releasing that report, because it is really not that relevant. The work was valuable to me, but as a public 
document it does not have value, because that is not what we are doing anymore. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Nevertheless, some good policy would have gone into it, so it probably would be a useful 
document to have in the public domain, would it not? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I looked at it and I did not reach that conclusion. It was valuable to me and valuable to Health 
but of no value as a public document. 
Mr R.H. COOK: On what basis does the minister think that the public should not have access to that document? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: It was prepared at my request for me to help guide directions that we might want to follow. 
Mr R.H. COOK: What is in that document that the minister is trying to hide? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Nothing. 
Mr R.H. COOK: In which case, make it publicly available. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister talked up this report over the course of two years. The member for Ocean Reef 
never missed an opportunity to get up in Parliament and talk about the great work that was done on it. I assume a 
certain amount of expense was associated with it. There should not be any problem in making a copy available.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: At the end of the day, the decision was made to not release that because it was not relevant to 
the direction that the government intended to take. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Minister — 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Is this an additional question? 
Mr R.H. COOK: There is a mountain of public debate on how the minister will redevelop Royal Perth Hospital, 
and now he is saying that he will not make available the report that he is going to rely upon to make that 
decision. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: That statement is not correct, because I am not going to rely on the report. It provided 
valuable advice. 
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Mr R.H. COOK: How much did the report cost to put together then? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Is this an additional question? Which page line item does it relate to? 

Mr R.H. COOK: How much did the report cost? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The members who were on it were largely government and staff members, so obviously they 
did not cost anything.  

Mr R.H. COOK: They did cost something, because you paid them to be there. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: It did cost something. We had Greg Joyce do some work on that. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The minister did not like it, so he is ignoring it and not making it public. That is 
obviously the case. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: No. I do not know exactly what that cost was. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Can I have that information as supplementary information? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Sure; I will provide as supplementary information the cost of the report. We might have it. 
We might be able to find it by the end the estimates, so why do we not just put that on hold and the member can 
ask me again? 

Mr R.H. COOK: I have fallen for that trick before. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will do it. If the member does not get it, we will provide it as supplementary information. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I want to stay for a moment on the subject of community health nurses and the new 
community child health initiatives on page 127 of Budget Statements. In the previous discussion on the 
anticipated 100 extra staff, it emerged that it is not known whether there will be 100 extra staff because the 
health department is not employing 100 extra staff. How many will be school health nurses? Are they included in 
that 100 extra staff? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Sorry; I did forget to respond to a comment that the member made about the total number 
being 200-and-something. The Education and Health Standing Committee said there needed to be, I think, 150 
additional child health nurses and 120 school health nurses. That was based on figures that we were given. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That is 230 if you add the two.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, I know. That was based on figures by the health department. The health department has 
done a lot more work on that since and will be making a further submission to the committee on the actual 
number it believes it is, which is not that high. I made the statement in the house the other day that this money 
will be used for child health nurses, and there is a job still to do on school health nurses. That has yet to be 
budgeted for. We have now addressed two out of three parts of the committee’s recommendation. One was the 
people who look after speech therapy and the like. That was just under $50 million over four years. The second 
component is this, which covers the issue of child health nurses. We have yet to address the issue of school 
health nurses. An additional number is needed—whatever that number may be. What the government has done, 
through the Minister for Education, at those 10 sites is make sure that those school health facilities will be on 
site, and we will support them by ensuring that they are properly staffed. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Of those 10 sites, obviously the minister is aware of the one that exists at Westminster 
Primary School in the electorate of Nollamara. Has the school health nurse at that site been taken out of a 
community centre and placed into the school? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have no idea. Mr Aylward, do you know the answer? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: At all those 10 sites, are they additional staff or have they come out of existing state child 
health clinics? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Aylward will answer. But as part of that answer, for the benefit of those sitting around 
me, I remind everyone that we have a 7.3 per cent increase in the budget that accounts for growth in services. 
There will be growth of services required in school health as part of that, so I would strongly anticipate that 
additional funding will be provided by the people on either side of me to make sure that those school health 
services grow in line with the growth in demand, even though we do not have the capacity to build it to what it 
needs to be without supplementary government funding. I will go now to Phil Aylward for the specific answer. 

Mr P. Aylward: Certainly, the initiative of the 10 child and parenting centres is very welcomed by the sector. It 
will involve using models that will be locally based. We anticipate that there will be a transfer of existing 
resources—that is, child health nurses that are based in the community so that they can be at the centre of the 
community at the school and provide better access to screening and referral opportunities. In addition, with the 
extra funding we have, we will be able to place additional staff in those centres. Again, we are working through 
the details, as we will do over the coming month, to find out exactly the additional numbers that will go into that 
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area. But it is certainly anticipated that where there are gaps, they will become the community hub, if you like, or 
child and parenting centre for that community, and we will direct our effort and investment in those centres.  

[11.50 am] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The short answer is “yes”, but I will add more information. I do not know about the member 
for Nollamara’s electorate, but in my electorate nurses in child health services also work in school health 
services; the one nurse does part-time in one and part-time in the other. There is flexibility across these things.  

I certainly remember from when I was on Bayswater council that in most instances councils provide child health 
clinics and the government pays the rent. The problem with that is that councils always say that the rent is not 
adequate to properly maintain the buildings, so they get tired and rundown. Hence this proposal, which is really a 
trial, to move those services onto the school site, which is a good location because most parents go to school 
sites. We do not want to discourage those who might be at a private school and do not want to go to the other. 
We need to make sure that we cater for everyone in the community. That is the plan. Some staff may come from 
the local community that is old and rundown and move into the new centre, but total numbers will grow. That is 
why the answer is yes.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Has the department closed any state child health clinics with the opening of the 10, and 
how much has that saved the government in rent? Has the minister closed any? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am advised that the answer is none.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: My question relates to page 131 and the second last dot point under “Infrastructure”, which 
refers to the southern inland health initiative. This year the initiative involves $565 million over five years going 
into primary health care centres, small hospitals, nursing posts, telehealth and residential aged and dementia care. 
Can the minister tell me about the progress the department has made over the past years and plans to make in the 
coming years?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is a massive investment as we know. An amount of $565 million has been allocated over 
five years for the southern inland health initiative. It is something we probably should not had to have done. The 
federal government has responsibility for the provision of primary health care services. In the past we have 
tended to contract out for doctors. A GP clinic has to provide coverage at our hospital. The problem and 
downside of that is if a GP is sitting in a surgery full of patients and someone has cut themselves—not as badly 
as Mr Snowball—and gone to the hospital, the GP has to leave his patients and go to the hospital. He was 
probably already running half an hour late and once he has gone to the hospital and come back, he is an hour and 
a half behind. That totally disrupts the practice.  

A lot of country centres have trouble getting doctors because he or she would be the only one working on-call 
24 hours a day in a little country town. They have trouble getting locums and doctors cannot go away for 
holidays. It is a huge burden. Doctors do not want to do that anymore. The package does a few key things. It 
upgrades the standards of the hospitals in those country towns, particularly in central hospitals such as those in 
Northam, Merredin, Katanning and Narrogin. The initiative upgrades those core hospitals. We fund the doctors 
to form a team, so someone is in the emergency department for part of the day and then on immediate call, which 
means they must be within 10 minutes of that ED after hours. That is all they do. Therefore, they do not have to 
run back and forth to the wards. We pay them sufficiently so it is not an economic loss for them to sit around in 
our EDs if patients do not turn up. Those doctors also provide outreach services to smaller towns. If a local 
smaller town does not have a doctor at all, we look to having a doctor go there for three days a week and a nurse 
practitioner go there for the other days. If that town is able to get a doctor of its own, we will provide support 
services for them. We will help cover things such as when doctors go on leave or on holidays. They can 
participate in the roster if they want. They have to be close on the night they are rostered on-call. That gives 
them freedom and provides coverage.  

There is big funding in telehealth so that we can have telehealth linkages from all those little hospitals through to 
places such as Royal Perth. If a country town hospital has an emergency, the staff can ask someone for help. 
Telehealth also helps with outpatient clinic appointments so that people do not have to travel. A big component 
is training the doctors and nursing staff—all the allied health—to use telehealth so that it is used easily and 
efficiently. Telehealth can be used to help to set up clinics with the patient at one end and a service provider at 
the other. It also helps with the aged-care problem, which is, again, a commonwealth problem, but the funding 
packages are simply not working. That additional funding helps link with the private sector and supports the 
private sector in making a cost-efficient model to provide that extra care.  

The southern inland health initiative is a comprehensive health package by which we are recruiting extra doctors. 
We were just down in Esperance with the member for Eyre recently. Already one or two additional doctors have 
been employed down there. While I was there, I met a husband-and-wife doctor team who were there on only a 
temporary basis and had been planning on leaving. They said they would now stay in the town because the 
model was so much better. We gained two extra doctors because the system is better.  
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I have given the long answer. I will ask for a very brief addition by Mr Smith from the WA Country Health 
Service because it is his baby and he is pretty proud of it.  

Mr I. Smith: The minister spoke about the doctors. The other component of that is the capital. Clearly, we have 
been doing a lot of service planning with the communities, local government and staff around what we will do 
with all these sites for the future so that the infrastructure builds and changes reflect those needs. That includes a 
comprehensive condition audit of all the facilities to make sure that we prioritise the investment going forward. 
That work is occurring now and will occur over the forthcoming 12 months.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We have 45 doctors in the pipeline to come here. We will not get all of those, but there is a 
lot of interest in the package. That could solve our problem with the lack of doctors.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is that doctors from overseas?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes—the UK in particular.  

Mr R.H. COOK: My question relates to the southern inland health initiative. Recently in questions on notice the 
minister pointed to some pretty scary statistics on vacancy rates for midwives and obstetricians right across that 
southern area. I thought I would give the minister an opportunity to talk about how, for instance, he will fix up 
maternity services at Katanning District Hospital.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I thought the member misused those figures that I provided.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I am sure the minister does! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I went through those figures afterwards. I have to say that I do not blame the member totally, 
because he is in the opposition and — 

Mr R.H. COOK: I am sure they bore the minister’s signature at some point.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It probably did, but I did not notice. It was not exactly clear that a lot of those obstetrician 
positions were for GP obstetricians. The member will notice that the statistics showed a deficiency in Collie, for 
example, but we do not provide them. It is not as though they are missing from our public hospitals. Collie is 
short two GP obstetricians. A lot of those things are things we do not have responsibility for as a government. 
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition extrapolated that to say that it was the case in Katanning. In fact, the 
deficiency reported in Katanning at that time was zero. The member could not say it was lack of staff in 
Katanning that led to what happened there. We developed problems in Katanning subsequent to the answer being 
given to the member. 
Again, it is not government services. In fact, it is the member’s federal government services that are lacking in 
provision of those — 

[12 noon] 
Mr R.H. COOK: It is not mine, minister. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: It is every federal government. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is a federal government responsibility. As I said previously, it did not just happen under the 
Labor Party; it happened previously with us. It is really an efficiency that the commonwealth should be 
addressing. Whether it is the Labor Party in government or our party, it should have been addressing this issue of 
country health services and it has not. The states had to take over that role. It is a shame but I do not see any 
change coming in the future. If the federal government had invested this $500 million instead of us having to do 
it, we would get the same outcomes we look like getting with the plan we put forward. The director general 
wants to make a quick comment.  

Mr K. Snowball: While we have vacancies in the country, the vast majority of those vacancies are covered by 
locum arrangements in the short term, or agencies. Often it can be characterised as there being no doctor. In fact, 
there is a doctor but we are still trying to recruit a permanent one. We are able to keep those positions with 
doctors in them.  

The second point of interest is that there has been a big effort through Health to get more of the interns and 
junior doctors spending time in the country. We have almost tripled the number of junior doctors now working in 
country settings. Unlike other states, WA has quite a high degree of GP proceduralists. Twenty-five per cent of 
our doctors in country areas can also practise as GPs or do other procedural work. The national average is about 
12 per cent. Not only are we recruiting more GPs into the country but also we are trying to increase the skill 
levels of those GPs who are out there so we can continue to provide services such as obstetrics in places such as 
Katanning.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That was another deficiency in the answer I gave. We do have staff there but they are agency 
staff. They are FTE positions that are unfilled that we are advertising for. We do have someone there doing that 
work. Perhaps if the member asks the question again, I will get a better answer next time.  
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to the first dot point relating to the home and community care program under 
“Continuing Care” on page 141. I refer to concerns that have been raised by people working in the traditionally 
low-wage area of service delivery and the government’s injection of funding to non-government sectors, 
including HACC services. The concern is that a lot of that new money has not flowed through to workers who 
are in those low-paid sectors. Can the minister tell me whether the health department is monitoring the 
flowthrough of moneys to non-government agencies to ensure that that money is flowing through to where it is 
needed—to low-paid workers? I know that the minister is aware of the wage and funding issues with Mandurah 
HACC. I would like the minister’s comment on that.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: With regard to the latter, I hope the member can resolve that. Mandurah HACC came to me 
the first time when I was in opposition and I sorted it out. I got its funding increased at the time. Hopefully, the 
member can do the same.  

In relation to the NGO funding, this is a whole-of-government policy, not a health department policy, in terms of 
the position for NGOs. Mr Salvage has the answer to how that is organised. As a government, we decided not to 
direct that people specifically increase wages. We were largely leaving it up to NGOs, the services themselves. 
Their complaint to us all the time was that they did not have the funds to pay their staff adequate wages. They 
had trouble attracting people or retaining people doing those jobs. A lot of the time people were doing it out of 
the love of doing it. We did not want to dictate because we knew that some people were virtually working in 
those organisations as volunteers because they wanted to be there. Those organisations might need those funds to 
get additional people who wanted to work and did not require the full level of wages that another agency would 
get if it was working for the public sector, for example. I will hand over to Mr Salvage, who will have a more 
definitive answer.  

Mr W. Salvage: The value of the NGO uplift funding, if we can call it that, that came to Health in 2011–12 was 
$11 291 000. That is on page 127 of the Budget Statements. We went through a process with central agencies of 
government to define eligible bodies to receive the 15 per cent increase. Once that determination was made and 
announced by the Premier, the funds flowed to those agencies. Those funds form part of the contract between the 
Department of Health and the relevant agencies. As part of our management process, we ensure that there is full 
acquittal against the funds that have been received.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to Mandurah HACC as one example where concerns have been raised that pay 
rates have either not increased or declined slightly. Does the department not have some responsibility in 
monitoring the impact of what that money was originally given for? I am a little confused by the minister’s 
answer to me at the beginning of his remarks in terms of me fixing it. I am not in a position to fix it; I do not 
have a chequebook like the minister. I am really keen to ensure that the quality services that Mandurah HACC 
has and continues to provide are provided. Those workers are on relatively low incomes, with many of them 
paying mortgages on wages of $30 000 to $40 000 a year. They are in my electorate and the minister’s 
electorate. They have written to me and I am sure they have been in contact with the minister’s office. I am 
seeking some commitment from the minister to ensure that their concerns are addressed, but, at the same time, to 
ensure that Mandurah HACC’s functioning is not compromised.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I go back to what occurred when Mandurah HACC came to me when I was in opposition. 
The federal cabinet of the day, which I think was a Liberal government, put in a pay scale that people working in 
HACC needed to be paid to bring them up to a reasonable wage level. It was supposed to be phased in over three 
years. At the time, Mandurah HACC immediately increased wages to the final level that was recommended and 
as a result had significant funding difficulties because it was not funded to that extent at the time. That was partly 
due to its own management. I do not know what happened this time because it has not come to me this time; it 
went to the member.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have written to the minister specifically about this.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am saying that Mandurah HACC did not come to me; it went to the member. I have not 
seen the letter from the member; it is with the department. I do not know how it is paying its staff this time. Last 
time I went to Jim McGinty, who organised a review of what it was doing, so the HACC staff went down to 
Mandurah and went through the books and worked out that it was paying more than is required under this 
regime, and it also affected the services it was providing. I think we found a mechanism for a temporary increase 
in funds to offset that, but by then it was reaching stage 3 anyway so the future funding levels were adequate. I 
do not recall what the member has written to say exactly how it got to this position this time, but I could ask my 
staff to ensure that whoever is responsible follows that through and investigates.  

[12.10 pm] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy to leave it there on that particular aspect. 

Can I raise one more question about Peel Health Campus? I note the completed works detailed on page 145. Peel 
Health Campus is mentioned twice in the table. One line item is for the completion of the emergency department 



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E247 

 

expansion, which I think was over a year ago at least, and the other is for the theatre cooling system, which is 
under the heading “Metropolitan Plan Implementation”. Are there any other outstanding maintenance issues to 
be resolved at Peel Health Campus; and, if so, what are they and when will they be resolved? Has the minister 
been approached about expansion plans by the private operator of Peel Health Campus in relation to its contract 
arrangements, and can he indicate its current contract time line? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will deal with the last part of the question first and then I will hand over to Nicole Feely. In 
terms of approaching us for an extension, I had a meeting that included Mr Fogarty a fair while back largely 
about the payment rates for the support workers, and I expressed my point of view that that payment was 
inadequate. At that meeting, he raised the issue of a potential negotiation about the extension of the lease relating 
to an expansion of services that it would provide. My response was that we would consider that when he 
presented us with a proposal. To this stage, no proposal has been put forward. My understanding is that the 
existing contract goes to 2017 or 2018. No further action will be taken by us until he puts forward a proposal. I 
will ask Nicole Feely to respond to the other parts of the question. 

Ms N. Feely: We meet with Peel on a monthly basis, so issues of maintenance form an ongoing discussion. I 
think $2.46 million has been set aside for maintaining Peel on a fit-for-purpose basis. At the moment, my 
corporate operations team is conducting with Peel an audit of the premises to properly identify what priority 
should be put on what issues moving forward. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The cooling of the theatre was important. That was a major issue. 

Ms N. Feely: That has been completed. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am interested in whether there are any major outstanding maintenance issues. 

Ms N. Feely: Not to my knowledge, but I can take that on notice and I will come back to the member. It has not 
been raised with me. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: If the minister does not have it to hand, he could provide — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The answer is no, but if we find something, we will come back to the member. It is not 
supplementary information; it is personal information. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I refer to the second dash point under the heading “Infrastructure” on page 131 about the 
$1.2 billion new children’s hospital on the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre site. Construction was scheduled 
to commence in early 2012. When I drive past it, I note that there seems to be heaps of activity. Can the minister 
inform us how the work is progressing and what progress is being made towards the construction of the 
multideck car park, as car parking is one of the big issues that staff have raised as a concern? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I thank the member for that question. Certainly, it is going well. As he drives past, he will see 
that the cranes have arrived. The car park is well under construction. I will get Dr Russell-Weisz to talk about 
that progress in a moment. Construction of both the car park and the new hospital is going particularly well. I ask 
Dr Russell-Weisz to tell us how we are going. 

Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: Firstly, you mentioned the multideck car park. We have obviously had a lot of activity 
on site over the last six to nine months. We expect to get the first stage of the multideck car park back in mid-
October, and there are plans for that. We will get 876 bays from the multideck car park back at that time. The 
next stage will come back in April next year when we will get further bays—probably an additional 800. Further 
stages, which will be built over the next two years, will come online when the new children’s hospital comes 
online. We expect the whole multideck car pack to be functional by mid-2014. There has been some disruption 
to staff, as the member mentioned, and we have provided parking at Graylands Hospital and free shuttle buses to 
the site. I think the rapid erection of the car park has pleased most staff. We are slightly ahead of schedule and 
aim to have that first stage open in October this year. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I ask Dr Aylward to tell us about the children’s hospital at the same location. 

Mr P. Aylward: The basement structure is nearly complete, and very shortly a contract will be let for the steel 
superstructure. We anticipate that that will be issued to the market quite soon, along with the external facade—
that is, how it will look and feel. The schematic design phase has concluded. We are now very advanced into the 
detailed design, so we are on track for its full completion in late 2015. 

Mr R.H. COOK: My question also relates to the infrastructure investment program. Specifically, I refer to the 
item listed in the completed works on page 146 for the upgrade of the Health Corporate Network human 
resources information systems. Specifically, I want to get an appreciation of what the information and 
communication equipment upgrade will do in relation to that HCN system. The minister may or may not be 
aware that there is a great deal of anxiety amongst the workforce that HCN just cannot get it right. One particular 
study I looked at that was undertaken this financial year considered 129 pays over some time. It showed that in 
43 per cent of cases, HCN actually got the pays wrong; so in only just over half of those cases, it got it right. The 
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average error for those pay rates was $846, so the minister will understand that this is a substantial amount of 
money across the health workforce. How does HCN get it so wrong and for so long? I understand that this is of 
acute interest to the Australian Medical Association. What is being done to correct these problems? Will this 
investment mean that whoever is calculating these pay rates will, for instance, get a new calculator? How do we 
make sure that we are paying people what they are owed? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I was under the impression that HCN was a baby of the former government, but I am told by 
the director general that he thinks it is a fantastic service. I have been getting feedback from the member about 
all these problems, and particularly from the AMA about the payment of medical staff. However, I am told just 
now — 

[12.20 pm] 

Mr R.H. COOK: I spoke to one doctor who was about 20 grand out of pocket. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, that was the case; I remember that particular case. I am told that it is now much better, 
so hopefully the answer back to the member will be — 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: It is from a low base. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: — gang busters. The director will go first, and then Mr Aylward. 

Mr K. Snowball: Perhaps I can clarify a couple of points about the Health Corporate Network, because it is not 
there just as a payroll service; it also does procurement for the entire system. It provides a range of services, and 
most of those it provides very, very well. On the payroll side — 

Mr R.H. COOK: Are its hit rates as accurate in terms of procurement? 

Mr K. Snowball: That is what we will go to. In procurement and the processes in procurement, it has done a 
terrific job. We have regular audits of our procurement processes—not only internal audits, but also audits by the 
Auditor General—and they have shown HCN, in particular, to be performing well. We also looked at 
comparisons against the wider shared services operations within the public sector, and HCN stacks up far better 
than those services. 

Mr R.H. COOK: At 43 per cent? 

Mr K. Snowball: On the payroll side, it is quite a difficult job to do, because there are 40 000 employees across 
the system, and those awards and enterprise bargaining agreements are quite complex in terms of getting it right. 
However, we have introduced processes to improve the performance and improve the error rates. I will perhaps 
ask Phil Aylward, who looks after HCN, to elaborate on that performance. 

Mr P. Aylward: The ongoing savings to Health and to government are approximately $57 million per annum. 
That is a combination of both procurement savings across centralising our payroll service and very important 
accounting functions. We have done a lot of work on improvement of service provision, but it is a very complex 
payroll with multiple databases. We have an improvement exercise underway with a replacement payroll system, 
which has only partly commenced through the system. There is more work to be done, but on the efficiency and 
performance, as measured by a range of indicators, in comparison with other similar services in other 
jurisdictions in other states, HCN certainly is performing at a sound and reliable level. However, that does not 
take into account that from time to time there are errors in payrolls that need to be, and are, corrected when they 
are brought to HCN’s attention. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Given that we are asking a question about completed works and the HCN human 
resources information system, which is the information and communication equipment and infrastructure 
upgrade that finishes in 2011–12, and Mr Aylward’s comment that there is still more work to do and further 
upgrades are happening, where is that budgeted for in the rest of the budget? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Good question. 

Mr P. Aylward: The transfer of this program has gone into the health infrastructure network, through the 
information and communications technology budget, and the final deliberations for the continuance of that 
program are yet to be determined. However, there is a live project that has the software already deployed. It is 
already deployed in my hospital, Princess Margaret Hospital for Children, and at King Edward Memorial 
Hospital, and we have a program to roll this out in subsequent years. However, it has been transferred—maybe 
the chief finance officer could explain this a bit better—out of that line item and rolled into the ICT 
infrastructure. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: On the previous page, page 145, we see the amount of $60 million for information and 
communication technology. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is it “Information and Communication Equipment and Infrastructure” on page 145, 
followed by “COAG Four Hour Rule Solutions—ABM/Decision Support System”? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: At the top of page 145? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Yes. Is it the “COAG Four Hour Rule Solutions—ABM/Decision Support System” — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: — or the “Corporate and Shared Services Reform”? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is that one and the one below. There are two line items. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is it “Information and Communication Technology”? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I see. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I will come back to the issue. At the moment, according to my information, the department is 
looking at about a 43 per cent success rate in getting someone’s pay right. What is the minister’s key 
performance indicator? What does the minister think is a satisfactory number to hit? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Far less than that, and I am told that it is much better than that now. That percentage is not 
current. Mr Aylward? 

Mr P. Aylward: I do not have the information that the member has available, but our performance is successful 
on most occasions in that the pays are correct. We would not accept an error rate of 40 per cent at all. However, 
the performance of getting the pays on time and accurate is a key requirement for HCN, and on most occasions 
we are successful, as demonstrated by the number of queries we get back from individuals at the end of each pay 
cycle. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I will just interrupt there and say that I think more needs to be done. The member’s question 
has highlighted an issue that needs to be sorted out. We will get HCN to report specifically on percentage rates 
of successful management of wages. I am thinking that a default rate of less than five per cent would be 
acceptable, although we need to make comparisons. I am just plucking that figure out of the air really. We need 
to see what the rate is for other pay systems. Clearly, we need a system which reports that and which has those 
figures up to date and accurate. It should be in the budget. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It should be in there, yes. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is one of the KPIs, in fact. And we need to know the success rate in achieving those 
outcomes. I indicate to the committee that by next year’s budget we will have that in place. Obviously, we will 
start that well before then, and I would be happy to report to the house in a few months to say what we have done 
with that item. It will be a good exercise. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I thank the minister for that response. It is important that we get this right because, as the 
minister is acutely aware, we are competing with other states for a workforce, which, quite frankly, we will be 
less attractive to if we cannot get their pay rates right. What has also been put to me — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It depends. Are they overpaid or underpaid? It depends, does it not? 

Mr R.H. COOK: What has also been put to me is that part of the problem at the Health Corporate Network is a 
cultural problem; that is, when staff question the accuracy of their pay cheques, they find that they are treated 
with disdain and the staff are rude. They cross-examine the staff member and question their motives, and there is 
a great deal of conflict. I am aware, for instance, that the Health Corporate Network sits at 5 St Georges Terrace. 
Perhaps the whole department needs to be brought back in-house to Royal Street so that this crew can be brought 
under control, because at the moment there is a very unhappy workforce that, quite frankly, is not being paid for 
the hours it is doing. Would the minister consider bringing the Health Corporate Network back into the Royal 
Street precinct? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: The director would like to respond to that. 

Mr K. Snowball: I think it is certainly true to say that HCN has an issue with reputation across the system. I do 
not think it is fair, though, to assign that to all the functions it does. A very significant number of staff are 
employed in that area, so I would hate to see our staff at HCN characterised as being rude and so on, because 
that is not the case. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I can provide the director offline with some testimonials that would make his toes curl. 

Mr K. Snowball: I agree that there are some areas that need to be improved. That is one of the reasons that, as a 
Health executive, I have assigned one of my chief executives to have clear oversight of HCN’s improved 
performance; that is Mr Aylward, who spoke earlier. The focus of that is in systems to improve performance and 
client relationships as well. It has made some fundamental changes in the system. We now have only one 
payroll. I do not know whether the member is aware that in the past we had a multitude of payrolls, and different 
times of the week, and so on. It was a very difficult, complex system. It has brought that under one pay very 
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successfully, and nobody missed out on their pay as a consequence of that change. So it is making those kinds of 
fundamental foundational changes without a lot of acknowledgement in the system. People would not know, in 
receiving their pay, what has gone into the work-up to change how that is being delivered. That has improved 
our performance, but there is room to improve. That is why I am certainly supportive and keen to make sure the 
Health Corporate Network is accountable for its performance to the broader system; that is, by doing it through 
Mr Aylward and by providing regular information in terms of performance against benchmarks around that. I 
welcome seeing that happen. There is a management plan within HCN to improve those areas brought to our 
attention. I get a regular report. At state health executive, HCN reports to us on performance and on issues they 
are dealing with and addressing. It is not like it is down the line; it is something that is high on the agenda for 
Health. We agree that pay is important. We want to ensure people working in Health are paid well and paid right.  

[12.30 pm] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Working out pays for health staff would have to be one of the most difficult areas of 
government to deal with. Not only do we have 40 000 staff and not only do we have a wide range of professions, 
but also there are very few fixed hours. Some staff work fixed hours; but it is very flexible. We need additional 
nursing staff and additional doctors to work extra hours, and some staff get called back. Some people in the 
private sector work in government; some are fully employed by government. There are as many scenarios as 
members can possibly think of in terms of what each week’s pay might be. It is probably never the same one pay 
period to the next. That makes it extraordinarily difficult.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Does the minister think that the Health Corporate Network would be more accountable if it 
was brought out of its luxurious offices in St Georges Terrace?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We do not have the room anymore for them to do that, but I am advised by the director that 
they report directly anyway. I think he is quite comfortable with where they are located.  

Mr R.H. COOK: They are a law unto themselves!  

Mr A.P. JACOB: I refer to the “Service Summary” table on page 128 and the sixth item, “Patient Transport”. 
There is $180 million for 2012–13. That is a substantial increase from the allocation of $157.6 million for 2011–
12. Could the minister outline what is included in $180 million and what increases in demand have been 
experienced within the patient assisted travel scheme over the past year?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: This is one area in which all the staff behind me are probably not too happy with me about! 
When we were in opposition, we introduced some changes to PATS. It was an election commitment based on the 
Senate inquiry into patient assisted travel services. We put together all of the recommendations of that 
committee—something that has not happened in any other state. We had an anticipated cost of doing that. It is 
fair to say that the cost has been significantly in excess of that. I cannot say that I am unhappy because it 
provides a fantastic service for people outside the metropolitan area. I am sure the manager of Country Health 
Services is not unhappy either. It provides a fantastic service. We particularly focused on patients with cancer. 
Before, patients with cancer had to be more than 16 hours’ drive away to be eligible to access a flight. We 
changed that to four hours. We included areas such as Esperance, Geraldton, Kalgoorlie and the like to enable 
people to be eligible to catch a plane. We also added the almost automatic ability to add a carer to travel with 
them. We increased petrol rates. Remember, petrol rates are never there to cover the full cost of petrol but as a 
subsidy to people driving. We did it at a level that was much higher than previously. We increased 
accommodation rates. Before, it had been at a rate that a person could not actually find any accommodation. We 
increased that fund as well. For example, previously, if a cancer patient requiring chemotherapy got sick and had 
to go into hospital, they stopped the funding for the carer who was waiting in an apartment. Suddenly, the carer 
had to start paying for accommodation because there was no accommodation allowance while the patient was in 
hospital. We added that back in so the carer would still get access to funding.  

That $180 million is a significant increase. It also includes the increase for the ambulance service. Remember, 
we did an inquiry into St John Ambulance. We significantly increased funding in that area. Other transport costs 
have also been increased. There has been a huge increase in cost from $157 million in 2011–12 to $180 million 
in 2012–13. I have not got with me the figures before 2011–12, but they were significantly lower. Of course, I 
have left out the Royal Flying Doctor Service. We significantly increased funding for that service. Between 
those three areas, there has been a significant increase in funding. It comes under the heading “Transport” but 
they are actually critical areas of health service in this state.  

Mr R.H. COOK: The figure we have here is obviously a global figure for St John Ambulance, the RFDS and 
PATS. Could we have that broken down across each service? By way of supplementary information is fine. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not need to do that. I have the information here. A figure of $136 million is for the 
ambulance service, the Royal Flying Doctor Service is $36.5 million, St John Ambulance is $94.9 million, and 
PATS is $42.2 million.  
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Mr R.H. COOK: In relation to the figure of $42.2 million for PATS, is it possible to get a breakdown of where 
these patients come from? If there is a range of co-morbidity issues, it would be difficult to identify what 
services they are accessing, but could we identify the reason for their PATS application? Is it broken down to 
that level of detail?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We can provide that level of detail, but I am not sure we can do it by way of supplementary 
information. A supplementary question limits the time we have available. A question on notice will give us more 
time. Can we just assume that is a question on notice?  

The CHAIRMAN: If it is a question on notice, it has to be put in writing. It cannot be assumed it is a question 
on notice. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: How long have we got for supplementary answers?  

The CHAIRMAN: Until Friday, 8 June.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is only a week. I am told it will take one to two weeks to get it. Could the member put 
that on notice, because I would rather provide a more comprehensive answer? I will go back in figures to show 
what the change is and where the specific extra funding is. The member needs to put it in writing. He could send 
us that question.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I am just confirming that is $42.2 million for PATS and $94.5 million for RFDS. Is that it?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Also, $36.5 million for the Royal Flying Doctor Service and $94.9 million for St John 
Ambulance.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I refer to the third dot point on page 130 relating to $58.5 million to fund new early 
childhood services. The minister made an announcement by way of a press release in which he said that one of 
the aims of this money was to ensure all children in the care of the state receive a health assessment and those 
new to the care of the state receive one within 30 days. That is laudable; I am glad that will happen. One issue I 
have raised numerous times in this chamber, and in estimates forums and questions on notice with a range of 
ministers, is the number of kids in state care who are on a range of psychotropic drugs. We simply do not know 
how many kids are on antidepressants, amphetamines, antipsychotics et cetera. When I have asked for that 
information to be collected in the past, I have been told that it takes too much effort to do a file review. Now that 
there will be this system of all kids in state care receiving a comprehensive assessment and all new kids in care 
getting one within 30 days—I assume that covers foster care as well as direct institutional care—can the minister 
tell us if it will be possible to collect that sort of information? I am concerned because of not only the anecdotal 
evidence, but also the reviews in New South Wales and Queensland that have highlighted that it is common 
practice to put kids in care on a range of psychotropic drugs as a chemical straightjacket rather than deal with 
their underlying issues. I am concerned that the same thing is happening here. I simply have not been able to get 
the information to date. In light of the new system, will there be any attempt to collect that information?  

[12.40 pm] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: What age group of children is the member talking about? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I am referring to all kids in state care. In other states the kids in state care, upon whom a 
review has been done to identify the proportion who are on psychotropics, range in age from zero to 18. That 
study revealed that it is up to 50 times more likely for kids in state care to be placed on a range of psychotropics 
than it is for kids who are not in state care. If the Department of Health is already doing the review—that is 
good; I applaud that—surely it would be possible to collect that information. I have been told in the past that it 
cannot be collected. It is a suggestion as much as anything.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I understand the question. It is something that I will need to explore in more detail. We need 
to discuss the pros and cons. I am not sure whether staff who are doing child healthcare checks would know if a 
particular child was in state care and I am not sure whether or not that question could be asked. I would be 
interested to find out what they do in other states and how they do it. That is something we will explore.  

Mr P. ABETZ: Those checks are for kids up to three years of age. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is right. We do preschool checks as well.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I appreciate that the child healthcare checks are for children of a younger age range.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: What the member for Bassendean would really like to see is the full spectrum. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I would like to see the full gamut.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am not sure that the child health clinic mechanism will capture the kids to whom the 
member is particularly referring.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The minister is quite correct. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: Those kids belong to a younger age group and are less likely to be on psychotropic drugs. I 
would have thought that that question might be better directed towards Hon Robyn McSweeney, the minister 
responsible for kids who are being managed by the state.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The minister might assume that, but in other states it has been revealed that some very 
young children—children as young as 18 months—are being treated with these sorts of medications. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will explore what is done in other states. We will need to talk to staff working in those 
areas. This issue does not need to be a question. Perhaps the member can write me a letter outlining his requests 
and I will get my staff to respond. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Yes, I will.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I refer to the fourth item under “Service Summary” on page 128 of the Budget Statements, 
which relates to the spend on emergency departments. There has been a significant increase from $430 million to 
$488 million. As a patient, that is a very good thing. What are the reasons for the increase?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is a significant increase of $58-plus million, which is a more than 10 per cent increase in 
funding. That figure also includes some commonwealth funding as part of the national package. The reward 
funding deals with things specifically like the four-hour rule and gives us the capacity to increase funds in those 
areas. As we have heard, there has been a significant increase in demand. We have talked about what those costs 
mean. A 10 per cent increase in demand does not necessarily mean a 10 per cent increase in costs, although there 
has been a growth in costs. As part of the four-hour rule, and as part of trying to address issues such as 
ambulance ramping—the member has not asked me yet; I do not know whether he will later on—and in meeting 
the national targets for seeing patients in emergency departments in appropriate times, the ones that we are not 
doing well in are categories three and four. We need a different system in place. This funding will allow us to do 
that. We will use some funding to address ambulance ramping and to address the cluster of St John Ambulance 
staff who wait in the ED when ambulance ramping occurs and stop ambulances from getting out. Another area 
that needs to be addressed is the timeliness of doctors and nurse practitioners seeing patients in emergency 
departments. We are not doing well and it needs to improve. What is going really well is at the other end. The 
four-hour rule has significantly improved the eight-hour waits in EDs. Whereas we have been second, third, and, 
in some cases, the worst in the country, we are now best in the country by a country mile in every one of those 
categories. There are things to address and some of this financial funding will allow us to do that.  

Mr K. Snowball: One of the key things around EDs—this related to a question asked earlier—is that we will hit 
close to 1 million ED presentations in the next 12 months, which is an extraordinary increase. At the same time, 
we have been able to improve the quality of that service and how quickly we deal with those patients. A study 
was undertaken about what it means going from overcrowded emergency departments to much better 
disciplined, organised and planned emergency departments and it estimated that up to 267 lives have been saved 
as a consequence of the introduction of the four-hour rule and the improvement of the quality of services in that 
area. That is really a tribute to the people in our hospitals who have been able to achieve that outcome, 
notwithstanding there are improvements to be made, which we are on to.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What will that money do? How will the department improve its throughput? Will it put on 
more staff or pay more doctors? What will the money do to improve that efficiency?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I want to get back to the 267 lives that have been saved. I do not know whether members 
have read the report of Dr Sprivulis from Fremantle Hospital. He did a report on EDs, particularly the eight-hour 
rule. At the time he found that something like 120 patients are dying needlessly each year because of the eight-
hour delays in EDs. Behind that was another 800 or 900 who had increased morbidity as a result of those delays. 
Someone who had cellulitis would end up losing a leg whereas it might have otherwise been saved. That report 
was backed up by another specialist in the Australian Capital Territory who arrived at similar results. When we 
put these measures in place, it is expected that that should improve. Dr Gary Geelhoed, former president of the 
Australian Medical Association, did research into that. We were getting evidence of reduced morbidity, but he 
put that into graphs to show what the morbidity and mortality would have been if it had continued on previous 
trends, particularly reflecting increased numbers coming through the EDs. It was coming down. That is where 
the 267 comes from. Part of the funding will go to increase full-time equivalents. For example, I have asked that 
each of our EDs addresses the time it takes to be seen by a doctor or a nurse practitioner. We will employ 
additional staff in EDs to fast-track patients. Those fast-track doctors and nurse practitioners will not be 
responsible for patients’ ongoing care. They will see them, do a history and an assessment and send them off for 
an X-ray or blood test. If they are not that bad, patients will go back to the waiting room and wait for the normal 
team to come through to see them. That will address the category, for one. It will also mean, for the emergency 
department doctor coming to see that patient, that the patient will already have had someone else give an opinion 
on what they think the diagnosis is. The patient will probably already have had X-rays done or a CT scan or 
blood test, so it will make it a lot easier for the doctors in the ED to manage that patient going forward if that 
initial work has already been done. 
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[12.50 pm] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Does the nurse practitioner qualify in the four-hour rule? If the minister will excuse the 
expression, does that count, or does the patient have to be seen by the doctor? 

Mr R.H. COOK: One doctor asking another doctor! 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: Okay; it is an important point. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The four-hour rule has nothing to do with who sees the patient and when; that is a different, 
commonwealth category in terms of time to be seen by a nurse practitioner or a doctor. It was a bit incongruous, 
really; we were doing really well on getting the patients efficiently managed going through the ED, yet those two 
categories in particular, 3 and 4, were seen outside recommended times. It was a bit perverse, really, for that to 
happen, but we want to meet both those targets; we think they are both important, and we will make sure that 
that happens. In respect of other specific areas where the money is to be spent, I do not know whether either of 
the area health service representatives want to tell us where they are spending the money in those EDs or country 
health. While they are thinking about it, the director wants to get a word in edgeways!  

Mr K. Snowball: In respect of four-hour rule responses, it is not just about emergency departments, as the 
member knows. Much of it is about what happens behind the emergency departments, in the hospital itself—
things like acute assessment units—so it is giving the wards capacity to do more of the work-up work that would 
otherwise have been done in ED. It is also about being able to ensure that our ambulances, for example, go to the 
nearest hospital that is best able to treat the patients. We do not want too many patients going to one hospital; it 
puts it under unnecessary pressure, so in terms of the four-hour rule, that is part of it, but it has to be 
comprehensive: how are people getting to the right hospital at the right time; how are they assessed; how do we 
fast-track those who can be fast-tracked through nurse practitioners or others; and how do we reorganise it so 
that all of the work-up for individual patients is not done only in ED, so that they are sitting around waiting for 
results of tests or whatever it might be? We need to continually ensure that every step in a person’s treatment is 
lined up and done effectively and quickly. That is what we are seeing; the change in our hospitals has been quite 
phenomenal around understanding that all parts of the hospital have responsibility for not just their part of the 
hospital but for how other parts of the hospital works. If there is pressure in ED, one does not just stand back and 
say, “Gee, they’re busy in ED today”. It is actually about making sure that staff work out ways to free up beds to 
allow patients to be treated on the ward instead of just waiting for something to happen. I am really pleased with 
that sort of approach. 
Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: From a North Metropolitan Area Health Service and Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital 
perspective, some of the areas that we will be enhancing in relation to the ability to treat those triage 3 and triage 
4 patients can be actually quite simple and short term. It can be as simple as increasing the number of clerical 
staff at the desk in ED, because we found that that was one area where we were getting hold-ups, all the way 
through to potentially putting more medical staff on the floor, but some of the things that we found are in the 
very short term solutions. Also, it is not just about the ED; it is about actually enhancing our medical and our 
surgical assessment units behind the ED and in the hospital. We are certainly looking at enhancing our already 
successful acute assessment units at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital in relation to providing additional senior 
cover out of hours and also in bolstering our surgical assessment unit and actually nominating a definitive place 
to have those beds that look purely at the acute assessment of surgical patients. 

Ms N. Feely: Further to the comments of my colleague in the north metropolitan area, in south metro we have a 
multifaceted strategy in relation to these particular patients. We are refocusing on the streaming of patients into 
resuscitation, admission and discharge streams. We will be looking at whether or not we need to reassess our 
team-based care approach across the board, and there is an ongoing review as to senior clinician involvement in 
that. Under the leadership of the minister, we are looking at employing front-line staff who may be able to 
stream these patients more effectively through the front door, and the employment of both nursing and medical 
staff. This is very important, given the number of people who are coming through the EDs. For example, at 
Royal Perth Hospital on a normal Monday we might have an average load of patients coming through the 
emergency department of about 206; this Monday we had 254, which is the third busiest day in the hospital’s 
history. The need to make sure the patients are streamlined is becoming absolutely imperative. So it is a 
combination of staffing, better streamlining processes, refocusing patient care and making sure that we can move 
people through as quickly as possible. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I just want to say, there are 94 extra FTEs in EDs. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: How many patients actually go to the GP clinic? For instance, there are 200-odd going to the 
Royal Perth Hospital accident and emergency, but how many went to the GP clinic? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is a fairly fixed percentage. We will find out for the member after lunch. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I notice that EDs will have a four per cent increase in staff, but the minister anticipates an 
8.9 per cent increase in demand. Does that mean that the department will be asking staff to do more with less? 
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Mr K. Snowball: Part of the issue there is what staff increase we need to meet an increase like eight per cent; it 
is not an equal percentage increase. It is not the case that a three per cent increase in demand will necessitate a 
three per cent increase in staff. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It depends on the categories of patients coming in. Obviously, we need a few additional staff 
to deal with category 5s because we can get through them pretty quickly. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is a fair point. Between January and March this year, Fremantle Hospital experienced a 
7.4 per cent increase on the same time last year. Is it still the minister’s intention to close the Fremantle Hospital 
ED? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, it still is, because we will expect those patients to go across to the new hospital, as the 
previous Minister for Health planned. We are still following his careful planning for the hospital in his former 
electorate. We have deviated to some extent in that we have more beds there than was previously planned, 
although he increased the plans for retention of staff just before the last election. There will need to be a clinic of 
some sort, a bit like what the former Labor government planned for Royal Perth Hospital—to have a GP-type 
clinic that is able to see lower acuity patients or even stabilise higher acuity patients before transferring them to 
Fiona Stanley Hospital ED. Yes, it is planned to shut that ED. The member will have seen in the clinical services 
framework the planned services to be provided at that hospital. That was not in the original Reid review, but we 
will be doing some waitlist surgery there because it just seems appropriate to make good use of the theatres that 
are already there to churn through some of those waitlist surgery patients that we need to keep up with to meet 
the demand. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to the line item “Enterprise Bargaining Agreements” on page 127. What are the 
assumptions that underpin the amount that appears there, and how was the amount arrived at? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The state wages policy, full stop. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: What would that be? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Whatever the state wages policy is; that is not the responsibility of my department, it is the 
responsibility of Hon Simon O’Brien, who manages wages negotiations for all government employees. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is that what the government has offered other people who have done enterprise 
bargaining agreements? Have those been the assumptions of previous years? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, I think so; the same assumptions. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Does that include dental nurses? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is the reclassification of dental nurses included in the amount? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This is a global amount that matches wages policy, and until negotiations are actually 
concluded, it will be there. 

Meeting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
[Mr P.B. Watson took the chair.] 
The CHAIRMAN: The member for Kwinana. 
Mr R.H. COOK: I refer to page 131 of budget paper No 2. This comes under the issue of infrastructure to do 
with the new Midland health campus. The commentary in that dot point states that “a broader range of clinical 
services” will be provided at the new Midland hospital. We all understand that this is in the context of the fact 
that, at this stage, the preferred operator under the contract negotiation process, St John of God Health Care, has 
stated publicly that there are some clinical services that it will be unwilling to provide. Given that St John of God 
has announced that there will be a range of services that it will be unwilling to provide, why is its tender for 
services not considered noncompliant? The minister has given an assurance to the house that these services—
around which we do have some concerns—will be provided, but he has not detailed exactly how that will 
happen, given also that some of these services are completely contrary to St John of God’s code of ethical 
standards. I therefore ask the minister to please explain to us where we are at in relation to that contract 
negotiation.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: In terms of being noncompliant, no, that is not the case. St John of God made it clear at the 
very start that there are certain services that it will not provide. Those services relate to contraception and 
termination of pregnancy, largely. St John of God does not provide those services in any of its hospitals. Some of 
those services are currently provided in some of our hospitals—not all of them. Late-stage terminations certainly 
would not be done at Swan District Hospital or Midland hospital; they would be done at King Edward hospital. 
Pregnancy control advice is a service that normally would be provided by a general practitioner. As the member 
knows, there is a clinic in Midland that does most of the metropolitan area terminations. But there are some 
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services that we would expect to be provided at our public hospitals, and it was made clear at the start that St 
John of God would not be doing that. So we had the choice of saying that St John of God would not be 
compliant, and of getting down to, in the end, just one group. We wanted to make sure that we kept a strong and 
competitive tender. It was felt also that those services were only a small number in the context of the total 
number of services that would be provided at that hospital and that they could easily be provided at alternative 
locations such as Kalamunda hospital or King Edward hospital, or at GP clinics, and it was therefore appropriate 
to proceed with the tender.  

We have now made the decision as a government that those services will be provided on site. Virtually none of 
those services—vasectomies, terminations and those sorts of things—requires hospital admission; those services 
are generally day surgery cases. So we will be taking part of the land on that campus site out of the contract, and 
an option will be provided, under negotiation with government, for a private sector provider to have something 
like a day surgery centre that will provide not only for those types of cases, but also for a lot of the other stuff 
that people might have done, such as wedge resections of toenails and the like. Therefore, rather than contracting 
St John of God to provide those services on that site, those additional other services will be provided on that site. 
That is the compromise that we have reached. We want to make sure that if a person goes to Midland hospital for 
a service that would have been provided at that hospital had we had not contracted out that service, the person 
will still be able to access that service. 

With regard to the signing of the contract, I will hand over to Dr Russell-Weisz, who has the detail of that, to say 
whatever he is allowed to publicly say. 

Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: I will just say that contract negotiations are reaching near completion, and we will be 
able to advise accordingly. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I understood the minister to say that Midland hospital currently does not do late 
terminations. I want to confirm that it currently does do first-trimester terminations, and it also provides a range 
of advice on contraception. If a woman has been sexually assaulted, she can go to Midland hospital and she will 
get advice about her sexual health and her sexual needs and be tested for pregnancy so that she can make 
determinations and choices. If a person wants to get a vasectomy, that service is currently available at Midland 
hospital. But I gather that under this new arrangement, that person will have to take a trip for the snip. Is that the 
case?  
Dr K.D. HAMES: That service will be provided on the same site, so the person will not have to take a trip 
anywhere. Those additional services will be provided at the location of the day surgery centre. Some services, 
particularly referrals for sexual issues, are generally made to King Edward hospital for follow-up management. 
There will be a general practitioner centre opposite the hospital to provide additional GP-type services. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: But will people be referred? If a female goes to the new Midland hospital, which will be 
run by St John of God, and St John believes that she is questioning her ongoing capacity to have a child, for 
whatever reason, and wants a termination, or if a male is questioning whether he wants to continue to have 
children and is looking at the option of a vasectomy, will St John of God—the privatised hospital in Midland—
refer those persons to the clinics that the minister is aiming to set up, which obviously will be private health 
clinics? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It will be the same as happens in a lot of other hospitals. Peel Health Campus and a lot of 
other hospitals have facilities that are in effect part of the structure of the hospital and provide those services that 
the member has listed.  
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: So will they refer? That is what I want to know. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, they will, but to the clinic next door, at that same health campus site. That happens with 
lots of things. If the member is talking about people going to the emergency department, I would not expect any 
of our EDs to be giving advice on that sort of thing. 
Mr R.H. COOK: But the other EDs do not operate according to a code.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: If a woman went to Royal Perth Hospital ED and said she was thinking of having a 
termination, the ED staff would say, “Go and get counselling”, or “Go and seek advice from your general 
practitioner”, or “Go to a clinic”. The ED staff do not have the experience or the knowledge to provide detailed 
advice on contraception, for example. So it depends. An ED is an emergency department; that is what it is for. 
People go to emergency departments in emergencies to get acute treatment for acute illnesses. People do not go 
there for counselling or advice on medical issues. If someone goes there because they are bleeding, for example, 
and are concerned about losing their pregnancy or they go there following a rape, it will manage those patients. 
However, it will not see someone coming through an ED. Others may go to an outpatient clinic for those things, 
but there are not normally outpatient clinics at Royal Perth Hospital that deal with contraceptive advice; patients 
get sent down the road to whatever clinic. If a patient in my surgery wants a termination, I send them to a clinic 
in Midland to have that.  
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[2.10 pm] 

Mr R.H. COOK: The point the member for Nollamara makes is that there is a positive obligation on someone 
who works for the Catholic health service to not refer that person to another service when they believe there is a 
likelihood that that service will counsel that person to have a termination or any other form of interference. I do 
not have any problems with St John of God’s ethical code of standards; if someone pays to go to a private 
institution, that is what they can expect when paying their money. However, this is a public institution. If 
someone went to the front desk of Royal Perth Hospital, they would get a very different service from what they 
would get if they went to this private operator. This private operator requires its staff to behave in a very 
different way.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is true, but I do not buy the argument that the member has just put. If I was working in 
an emergency services department and someone came to me seeking urgent immediate treatment, I would 
provide it and I would also expect the hospital to provide it. If I was at Royal Perth Hospital ED and someone 
needed to go somewhere else, I might say, “If you’re after a termination, there is a clinic down in Midland.” St 
John of God might instead say, “That’s not advice we provide. I suggest you go and talk to your GP or the 
medical clinic across the road who will give you that advice.” One thing we went through when debating the 
legislation in this place was that people seeking terminations have to be provided with counselling advice. 
People with the expertise to provide that advice to the patient are general practitioners, not secondary hospitals in 
our health system. The services that St John of God will not provide or refer patients for are vasectomies, 
terminations and those sorts of procedures. There is a limited a number of them. We are talking about 250 a year 
compared with 29 000 total patients a year. We are putting a day care facility on the campus site that will be 
privately operated. Patients will go through a separate door from the one to get to the ED. That facility will have 
this sort of advice available and give referrals because it will operate independently of the main hospital to 
address that area of concern.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Does this not seem like an extraordinary length to go to patch up what is clearly a broken-
down contractual process? The government is setting up a whole new clinic because the government’s 
privatisation agenda is not working to provide public health.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The model that we are putting in place, in effect, gives people all the benefits that they would 
get from going to Joondalup Health Campus, for example, which people in that area love; it is a hospital that is 
run by the private sector at a significant cost saving to government. Any cost associated with what we are doing 
here is far, far less than the cost saving to the ordinary taxpayer in providing services we can then spend on other 
health services or other government initiatives within this state. My glass is half-full, not half-empty. Although it 
creates some minor issues that have resulted in extra costs for us, I regard it as an opportunity to provide an even 
better service for the people of Midland by having a day surgery centre that will do not only that very small 
number of services that the major hospital will not provide, but also a significantly expanded number of services 
that will be of benefit to the local community.  

Mr R.H. COOK: How long is the contract that has been negotiated with St John of God?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is for 20 years.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Can the minister advise the range of services that the hospital will provide in, say, 15 years? I 
do not mean when the contract starts; I mean what services will be provided in about 15 or 18 years. Can the 
minister provide a list?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am not sure whether we have gone that far in the clinical services framework. We go up to 
only 2020.  

Mr R.H. COOK: That is my point exactly. The government is tying us into a 20-year contract with a health 
provider that will not provide a full range of services and the minister does not know what range of services will 
be provided. The government is essentially handcuffing the public health system to this private contractor that 
has already told the government before it signed the contract that there are things that it will not do. In 15 years 
the government does not know what services will be run out of that hospital, but it knows that whatever they are, 
the government will be bound by the fact that this private contractor will not do a range of things.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is clearly not true. The proof of it not being true is in the services that are provided at 
other hospitals that have these sorts of contracts.  

Mr R.H. COOK: How does the minister know what will be provided in 15 years?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We have a contract. It is a purchaser–provider model. We set those things that need to be 
provided when we renegotiate the contract. We set what has to be provided for those 20 years of service, and 
then following that, we set the next lot. At that time it can always revert to government if the government is not 
satisfied with the standard of service. I go to Dr Russell-Weisz to explain exactly the services that will be 
provided.  
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Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: Initially, we will set a range of services that are significantly enhanced from the current 
Swan District Hospital. That is enhanced — 
Mr R.H. COOK: Is that you or the private contractor?  
The CHAIRMAN: The member cannot talk to the adviser. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I appreciate the member interjecting on me and I am happy to put up with that, but — 

The CHAIRMAN: The member has to go through the minister.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I am just trying to clarify whether it is the actual public health service or the private operator.  

The CHAIRMAN: Do not look at me. Go through the minister.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I am explaining to you what I am doing.  

The CHAIRMAN: I am explaining to the member what he should do; that is, go through the minister. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Is the minister talking about the private model or the public — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am not prepared to take the interjection because Dr Russell-Weisz got one sentence out. I 
would like him to finish and then the member can ask another question. 

The CHAIRMAN: Deputy Leader of the Opposition, let Dr Russell-Weisz answer.  

Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: The Midland health campus is expected to be operational in 2015. For that first financial 
year, the services are mandated as per the clinical service framework, which has determined what services the 
hospital will provide. The core services extend from expanded medical, surgical, intensive care, emergency and 
obstetric services to what we have now at Swan District Hospital. How those services change over the next 
few years post 2015 is determined in exactly the same way as the Joondalup contract. An annual notice is 
negotiated between the state and the operator at that time, and the state determines what services it requires as it 
changes from year to year. It is quite right to say that in 15 years there might be some services that we have not 
predicted today that we would like to purchase from the operator, as we would do at other sites around 
metropolitan Perth. We have the ability to do that through that annual notice that we negotiate with the operator 
each February prior to the next financial year.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: In some ways this follows the National Healthcare Agreement. With north metropolitan, 
south metropolitan, country health services and children health services, we move more into that same style of 
negotiation. A contracted delivery of services needs to be provided.  
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: They do everything.  
[2.20 pm] 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I know that the member for Nollamara says “they do everything”, but she needs to look at the 
sorts of services that the hospital will not provide and whether they need to be provided at a secondary hospital 
or at an alternative location, because a lot of them should not be performed in a hospital; they should be done at 
alternate clinics. As I say, in terms of the standard of services provided by a secondary hospital, the number is 
minuscule. Having worked for two or three years in an emergency department, I could count on one hand the 
number of times each year that I came across any of the issues the opposition is saying will not be provided at 
that secondary hospital. 

Mr R.H. COOK: In some respects it is a point of principle, but could the minister clarify whether the contract 
gives the private operator the right to say that it will provide public health services consistent with the teachings 
of the Catholic Church? If there are new rulings by the Catholic Church on particular medical procedures, does 
the contract allow the hospital to opt out of providing those services even though they might have been 
contracted to perform those services prior to that? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: In effect, the member is asking what happens if the Catholic Church changes its mind and 
has another list of things. The contract will be in place. No, the contract will not say that the list can be changed. 
The hospital has provided a list of services that it will not provide, and that is it. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It is a very powerful contract that beats the Pope; it is good one! The Catholic healthcare 
document on ethical standards refers to the need to provide a conspicuous demonstration of symbols of 
Catholicism throughout the institution, such as the hanging of crucifixes or pictures of other Catholic-based 
institutions or symbols. Can the minister clarify whether that issue has been addressed in the contract or will this 
public hospital look very much like any other St John of God facility with all the adornments that go with that? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I ask Dr Russell-Weisz to respond. 

Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: This issue has been raised. I will have to get back to the member with where the actual 
contract specifies those individual issues. However, it is in the contract that it will be a public hospital and that it 
will operate very similarly to a public hospital. 



E258 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] 

 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Russell-Weisz cannot provide those things because it is part of the contract. I think the 
question that will come back to him is whether crucifixes and the like will be hung throughout the hospital. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I am relaxed and comfortable about that but obviously there are people in the world who 
would not consider it appropriate for a public health institution to have those there. 

Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: I will confirm that. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Is it Dr Russell-Weisz’s understanding that that will not be the case? 
Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: My understanding is that it is not the case, but I will confirm that. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: It is also my understanding that they will not be. Of course, as with any hospital, rooms will 
be made available for people to conduct their services. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Is that supplementary information, Mr Chairman? 
The CHAIRMAN: No, because it is part of the contract. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Russell-Weisz will double-check that and I will let the member know. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to page 127 and the $2.3 million allocation in the 2012–13 budget to pay Serco to 
manage the facilities at Fiona Stanley Hospital. Given that the hospital will not be operational until 2014, why is 
Serco being paid money for operations when it is not operating the hospital at this point in time, and what is the 
breakdown of those payments? Is not a contract for when the contract commences rather than before it 
commences? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I will hand over to Nicole. 
Ms N. Feely: Under the contract there are three phases: The POT phase—pre-operational transition—the 
transition phase and the operational phase. I understand that this money is paid on a monthly basis and that it is 
part of the contract negotiations to Serco for the delivery of both of its pre-operational systems. In addition, an 
ICT contingency component is paid. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is the ICT component the information and communications technology package? 

Ms N. Feely: Yes. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Obviously part of the contract is that during the construction phase of the building Serco 
must get a lot of stuff in to do their work. Part of the total contract to provide the service it is providing is to have 
people there working with the builders and architects to make sure that the systems are put in place. If it were not 
Serco, we would be paying for those things to be put in anyway. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I thought that one of the benefits of privatising this sort of service was that the service 
had to be paid only once it had been delivered. The hospital is still being built and the government is paying the 
contractor. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: No, there are a lot of benefits to contracting out to the private sector but that is not one of 
them. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Every other state government says that it is. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I am sure they do not. Most other state governments that have done the same sort of thing are 
Labor governments, I might add, including the former Western Australian Labor government when it contracted 
out to Serco for the detention centres. There would have been components in that contract for putting in 
equipment. The contract has a start and finish time. The bulk of the payments for the contract are made once the 
private operator is actually providing the service but part of it covers the cost of installing equipment and the 
like. That is how they work. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is the minister absolutely sure that when Serco was contracted to run the detention centre, 
that money was paid to Serco prior to the operation of the centre? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, that is not what I said. I said that I presume or suppose that that was the case. I do not 
know that for sure and nor would I bother to find out. The reality is that we have a contract to provide the service 
and we would be paying for someone else to do that work if we were not paying Serco to do it. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: So — 
The CHAIRMAN: If the member has a further question, it must go through the Chair. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I cannot see you — 
The CHAIRMAN: Lean forward. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: We would like to ask questions too. 
The CHAIRMAN: You do not have your name on the list. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I have. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I know you do, but you are further down the list. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think they should all get their name on the list. 

The CHAIRMAN: It does help. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: This is the POT phase and is paid on a monthly basis. How long will that funding go for? 
I gather that there are 12 payments for a pre-operation system and an ICT system. Can the minister outline what 
is entailed in the pre-op system or provide that as supplementary information for me? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Ms Feely. 

Ms N. Feely: The POT payment is a monthly payment on average of about $3.074 million and we also pay a 
$440 000 ICT contingency fee plus GST on that amount. That payment will be paid until December 2013, which 
is when the POT phase will be finalised. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is the minister able to table what the $3.074 million entails, which services have been 
charged for it and which services have been delivered? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I am advised that the contract, including the details of what Serco is required to do, is on the 
website. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: I refer to stage 1 of the reconfiguration of Osborne Park Hospital under “Works in 
Progress” on page 144. There is a total budget of $44.1 million. No expenditure was allocated for that project 
this year or in 2013–14; only $60 000 is budgeted for it in 2014–15 and $414 000 in 2015–16 out of a total 
budget of $44.1 million. In last year’s budget papers it was $2.5 million for 2011–12, $9.3 million for 2012–13 
and $27.5 million for 2013–14. 
[2.30 pm] 
The CHAIRMAN: What page are you referring to, member? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: It is page 144. Obviously all the funding has been pulled out of this important project. 
Given that Osborne Park Hospital is the second busiest maternity hospital in the state and that we are in the 
middle of a very big baby boom, where will parents go and why has the pin been pulled on such an important 
project? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This money has nothing to do with providing for maternity services at that hospital. It was 
specifically allocated for some new additional buildings that were proposed for mental health services. Two 
things have happened with that. One is that we are providing lots of additional mental health services at other 
hospitals, including Fiona Stanley Hospital and Midland health campus as part of the new phase. Secondly, as 
part of the total issue of balancing the budget, particularly given the huge capital works component in health 
services and the reduction in GST payments to the state, we were asked to find projects that could be pushed to 
the out years, and this was one of those. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: It is basically saying that the needs can be met elsewhere, so why is it still in the budget 
at all? If the needs are going to be met elsewhere, the minister cannot have it both ways. Either it is needed and it 
should be funded or it should not be in the budget at all. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It has been moved for three years. The view at this stage is that it is still required but not in 
the short term. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: That contradicts what the minister has just said. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member makes a good point, and it may well be decided with those additional services 
being provided in other locations that it is not necessarily required, but at this stage that decision has not been 
made and we are still of the view that it will be needed. Therefore, the designation of funds is still there under 
the estimated cost but it is not listed in the four-year forward estimates while we think about it basically. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: Just to be clear, the $44 million is entirely for mental health facilities; that is what was 
proposed. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, that is correct. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: Just to be clear again, where else were these beds picked up? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Part of this was to replace the beds in Graylands and move them to these facilities. But, as I 
say, part of the mental health service is being provided both at Fiona Stanley and at Midland, so there is a bit of a 
question there. In fact my preference would be to redevelop Graylands, and I have said that to the minister. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: You are the minister. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: No, I have said that to the Minister for Mental Health, the minister responsible for this and 
Graylands. My preference would be to construct buildings at Graylands rather than at this location. But that will 
be up to the mental health minister to work those things out. 
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Mr M.P. WHITELY: A further question through you, Mr Chair. How many mental health beds were proposed 
for Osborne Park and how many extra mental health beds are being provided elsewhere in the places the minister 
identified? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Fifty are provided at Osborne Park. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The $44 million would have presumably provided a significant number of beds, not just 
an extra 50 beds. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Fifty beds will replace largely what was at Graylands. The reality is that we are doing the 
division on mental health services later today and I will have the minister’s advisers there. Can I suggest we 
leave these questions until the advisers come in? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I have a further question on Osborne Park Hospital. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Before the member for Nollamara does that, can I have some clarification of our agenda for 
today from the shadow minister? 

Mr R.H. COOK: I thought we would go for about another half hour. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Chair has a question; do not forget him! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: There are two other divisions to go: the Disability Services Commission and the Mental 
Health Commission. I think I have people coming at 3.00 pm for mental health services. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I thought three o’clock or a bit after and then we could go on to the others. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am sorry, member for Nollamara. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Given that it is the fiftieth birthday this year of Osborne Park Hospital and the minister 
celebrated in such grand style with my nieces — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Very nice they were too! 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Yes, and with my mother and my sister! What is the proposal now that this is not going 
ahead, at least in the short term, to assist with an upgrade to Osborne Park Hospital? Is there any more money in 
the budget to ensure that Osborne Park continues to maintain its excellent service to the community? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is an excellent service and I was very pleased to attend that function to recognise the 
fiftieth birthday. I have actually delivered children at that hospital. More importantly, I point out that the former 
Labor government intended to close the maternity services. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: No, it would never have done it; I would not have let it. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We do need to plan for the future of Osborne Park, but as I mentioned earlier, we are still 
very keen to progress the relocation of King Edward Memorial Hospital to the site there, and that too is a very 
old run-down hospital under stress and under pressure. Demand at Armadale–Kelmscott Memorial Hospital is 
growing significantly. At some stage we will have to do a Midland equivalent for Armadale, and the same in 
Peel. Peel Health Campus will probably reach its capacity over the next two to three years. There are, therefore, 
other demands, but that is not to say nothing is being done. I am advised by the director that master-site planning 
is occurring now to look at the demands for growth at that hospital and the time slots we need to put in for 
growing the service being provided at that location. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I refer to the line item halfway down page 131 under the heading “Infrastructure”, which shows 
an allocation of $117.9 million for redevelopment of the existing site at Busselton Hospital. Could the minister 
enlighten us on the current status of that project and when the building works will commence? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: It is not going anywhere! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member for Nollamara is exactly right: it is not going anywhere—the hospital that is. 
The construction plans are going exceptionally well. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Plan, plan, plan! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We have money for that allocation. We are very well advanced in design. It will be an 84-bed 
hospital with a community health centre, a community mental health clinic, community-based aged care, a renal 
dialysis service and a dental clinic. Ian Smith from the WA Country Health Service will answer in more detail 
exactly where the contract is at. When is construction expected to start—just for the member for Busselton to 
hear? 

Mr I. Smith: The tender for the builder closes on 19 June. We have done the preliminary design; that is out to 
tender. We will be in a position then to assess the short list of restricted tenderers and that will be happening in 
the second half of this year. When the actual construction will commence is dependent still on getting the final 
environmental approvals, both from the Department of Environment and Conservation and from the 
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commonwealth, but we have built that lead time into the building program. We therefore expect that construction 
will start—I will have to check—I think at the end of this year or early next year. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Not far away at all, is it? I remind members that there was something like $70 million or 
$80 million in the original budget, and $40 million in royalties for regions money was added to that, taking it to 
$117.9 million altogether so that we can get a first-class hospital. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Can I clarify that point? Will the hospital include an aged-care cohabitation facility? I think 
the operator was in some discussions with St Ives. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: No, it will not. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Basically on the same spot sharing water, catering and all that. 
The CHAIRMAN: Members, go through the Chair, please. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, Mr Chair. The proposal involved an aged-care provider who was interested in providing 
an aged-care service adjacent to the hospital in the other location. That provider remained interested with the 
change in location, but as we went through the tender process and the provider worked out the costs of 
construction and details around the provision of service, it decided that it was not economically viable and 
withdrew.  
[2.40 pm] 
The CHAIRMAN: As Chairs, we are allowed to ask a question or two. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Do you want to ask about Albany Hospital? 
The CHAIRMAN: I do. I would like to congratulate you on the great work you are doing at Albany Hospital, 
minister. You received $4.4 million from the commonwealth government for new cancer services at the new 
health campus. Can you advise what that will provide and if there are any other new MRI machines, stroke 
clinics or anything like that in the new Albany health campus please?  
Dr K.D. HAMES: I will ask Ian Smith to answer that.  
Mr I. Smith: The starting point is that the $4.4 million for the cancer service will enhance the primary health 
care and ambulatory cancer services, so there is an increase in the number of chemotherapy beds available, 
additional staff and a better environment for the joined-up cancer service, including Breast Care nursing staff and 
whatever working from the same part of the wing. 
The CHAIRMAN: Does that have anything to do with the hospice?  
Mr I. Smith: No; the hospice is a separate organisation that delivers palliative care under contract to the WA 
Country Health Service. That will continue separately from the chemotherapy services, which are under the main 
part of the ambulatory care wing of the hospital. One of the key items of reform for the new Albany Hospital is 
an active rehabilitation component. A 15-bed wing is being designed to enable active rehabilitation of many of 
the elderly people in Albany, so they will not just sit on the ward. It is being designed to get a much better 
outcome-focused solution for that cohort of patients in Albany. On the third point about the MRI machine, the 
tender has been awarded to local company Great Southern Radiology Pty Ltd. It is actively seeking to get a 
commonwealth licence to put an MRI machine into the building, and the building has a design to allow an MRI 
to be in that area. 

The CHAIRMAN: I also mentioned a stroke clinic. Will anything like that be provided as a service in the new 
hospital?  
Mr I. Smith: In the national partnership agreement funding with the commonwealth, we will be starting not 
quite an inpatient stroke unit but more a combination of a community-led service and enhanced inpatient service, 
so additional therapy staff will come to deliver. We will not badge it as a stroke clinic, but the combination of 
these extra resources plus what will happen in the 15-bed rehabilitation ward will enable this active rehabilitation 
to occur and cater for the vast majority of people who will fit into the stroke category. 

The CHAIRMAN: Will any other services be provided in the new hospital that are not currently there?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: A whole bunch of new services will be provided, including additional mental health capacity, 
which will be increased by six acute beds, and improved maternity, nursery and delivery suite services. 
Infrastructure will comply with current standards, whatever that means. There will be improved capacity to meet 
theatre, day surgery and central sterilisation services department requirements; high-dependency unit and 
isolation facilities; and improved emergency department capacity. 
The CHAIRMAN: Can I have a copy of that, minister? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Sure. 
Mr A.P. JACOB: I draw the minister’s attention to infrastructure on page 131 of budget paper No 2. I refer to 
my favourite project, the $229.8 million contribution from the state government to the Joondalup Health Campus 
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redevelopment. Can the minister please inform us on how the redevelopment is progressing—in particular, that 
early spike in presentations we saw following the opening of the new ED, and whether that has stabilised?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: This question was about Joondalup, was it not?  

Mr A.P. JACOB: Yes.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member is very involved in a lot of things to do with the extension of Joondalup 
hospital. Lots of additional services are being provided there by Ramsay Health Care. It is an excellent example 
of how public–private partnerships can work in providing a high-quality service. The hospital will go from 280 
to 489 beds. We have seen the increased size of the ED. There has been a significant increase—initially up about 
18 per cent—in demand to the ED. I do not know what it has settled at now. There are an additional 120 acute 
medical surgical beds, 15 rehabilitation beds and 10 palliative care beds, and five theatres, an expanded renal 
dialysis service and an expanded chemotherapy service. The member will recall that one of the issues we 
discussed was related to cardiothoracic services. I have given an indication, particularly remembering now that 
under our current plan cardiothoracic services will go to Fiona Stanley Hospital, that some will still be done at 
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. Once the cardiothoracic unit is established, the opportunity is there for us to 
contract out services to do some patients north of the river, the member for Ocean Reef’s area. Dr Russell-Weisz 
can comment on the number going through the ED.  

Dr D.J. Russell-Weisz: The emergency department attendances were originally up 18 per cent. We expected 
that to settle after four to five months, but it has stayed at that level. More recently, the hospital has had its 
busiest day on record for ED attendances, yet its admission rate has gone up by only one to two per cent, so it 
has taken in many more patients. It is seeing more patients from the local area and it is utilising all the new beds 
that are available. The increased capacity the minister referred to will clearly come on board once we can access 
the 70 beds that are being used privately once the new private hospital, which is being co-located, is built on site. 
That will come into place next calendar year.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think some of the numbers we have just heard about, particularly the continuing increase in 
demand with no increase in the number of admissions, are clearly reflective of the lack of GPs in the member’s 
area. It is certainly an area that is underserviced by general practitioners. As I pointed out before, it is a 
commonwealth responsibility. That means that it is a direct transfer of commonwealth government costs to the 
state, not that the commonwealth goes out and determines the number of GPs in an area—clearly, it does not. 
But it is an area in which the state government has to pay the costs that are being transferred to us by patients not 
being able to see GPs in their own areas.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Have those areas been classified by the Department of Health as areas of need?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not know. Lots of places are in the same boat. My electorate was very short of GPs for a 
while, but I think the number has risen just recently. The member for Nollamara’s area is well covered for after-
hours services. There is a huge dearth south of the river. There is no after-hours clinic anywhere from between 
Fremantle Hospital down to the member for Kwinana’s area. None of the areas in between have after-hours GP 
services. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That is because the area of Mirrabooka has been designated as an area of need.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have to say that I do not know. The Chief Medical Officer sends me documents on regular 
occasions to sign off as areas of need. They are from spots across the state where an area of need has been 
determined. I do not know specifically what is there. I would have thought the member for Nollamara’s 
electorate was reasonably well covered compared with some others.  
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: There is not a doctor in Balga at the moment. 
[2.50 pm] 
Dr K.D. HAMES: But Balga is one suburb amongst lots of others. 
Mr R.H. COOK: The best I could do, sorry, is to stick my question under “Total Cost of Services” on page 127. 
What I am interested in is — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I used to do that all the time! 

Mr R.H. COOK: I know! I want to ask the minister about state funding for medical research. I am not referring 
to the capital funding for the Western Australian Institute for Medical Research north and south; I understand the 
parameters and the framework for that. I am interested in state-funded medical research that takes place within 
Western Australia, particularly the level of funding in 2011–12, 2012–13 and across the out years. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The answer is “not enough”. The member will be aware that at the Australian Medical 
Association function, the Premier said that the AMA had convinced me, the Minister for Health, of the need for 
additional funding for research, but that I had not yet convinced him. However, let me tell the member that I am 
still working very hard at it.  
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The government has put in some additional money. We have core levels of funding, which really are base 
funding, that go to Fiona Stanley, teaching, the Western Australian Institute for Medical Research and other 
different groups. That funding really pays the base costs to keep those operations running. In addition, in the past 
year we made some additional funds available. Richard Larkins did a review that detailed a better model for 
managing the distribution of research funds. We are adopting that model and appointing a committee that will 
have overall responsibility for that. We allocated some funds through that structure, particularly for Duchenne 
muscular dystrophy research and research on the use of testosterone in managing Alzheimer’s disease and a 
range of other things. I do not have the details of that, but about 11 additional areas have been funded. The 
reality is that we need more and I intend to continue to seek that. I particularly want to see extra funding for 
research in children’s services and cancer services and I will continue to fight to get that.  

However, overall, the point made by the AMA was that there is this $40-odd million deficiency in research 
funding. The way it was presented suggested that the state should fund this, whereas quite clearly it is 
commonwealth funding that we were missing out on—that is, our share of National Health and Medical 
Research Council funding. I think we get three-point-something per cent. Some of the advice I have been given 
is that we need to increase our state funding to gear up to get that funding—to provide that capacity.  
Mr R.H. COOK: That is why Victoria and Queensland get so much—because they are already doing so much. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: No, Queensland’s amount is well below its share and so is New South Wales — 
Mr R.H. COOK: New South Wales is playing catch-up; that is right. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Of all the states, Victoria gets the bulk of the funding; virtually every other state misses out 
on its fair share based on population.  

Mr R.H. COOK: But I think we are the only state whose actual number of applications is reducing. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not know whether that is the case because I have not seen Queensland’s figures. I was 
surprised that Queensland and New South Wales get significantly less than their population share, so I would not 
be surprised if it was the case for them as well. The reality is that we need more funding for medical research. 
There are two ways to get that: one is through this sort of fund and the other is through more of an overall 
science fund that covers not only medical science but also other sciences. I think there is an opportunity for both 
sides of government to look at developing that sort of bulk funding to allow for research in a range of areas. We 
are well behind the eight ball, in my view, and we need to improve. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Just to clarify, I asked whether the minister could provide the funding levels in 2011–12, 
2012–13 and through the forward estimates.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. We have got funding — 

Mr R.H. COOK: Not now; the minister can provide that answer as supplementary information. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will provide supplementary information that provides the current and forward estimate 
levels of research funding. I think that I have seen a document that states that already, but I do not have it with 
me. This is not identified as a line item in the budget, which is why the member could not find it.  

The CHAIRMAN: You have been very lenient; you are very kind, minister. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will provide as supplementary information the total, including the base figure that covers 
WAIMR as well, so that the member can see what the total state government research funding is.  

[Supplementary Information No A24.] 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: I want to ask the minister about elective surgery waiting lists. I refer to page 129, which 
notes that there was an increase in elective surgery activity of 1 034 cases over the nine months to 31 March 
2012 from the corresponding period in the previous year. Why has there been an increase? What impact has that 
increase had on the waiting list? Is the demand for elective surgery expected to grow further over the next year? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, it is expected to grow further and the number of people needing elective surgery 
continues to grow. The growth in demand on our hospitals creates significant capacity constraints. We have to 
clearly improve our efficiency in that. However, the good news is that we have done a significantly increased 
amount of surgery. In fact, we remain above national targets, or at least we were at the last test for 
commonwealth funding. We were second-best, but I think that we are now equal-lowest for the median wait 
time. The number of people on the waitlist has gone up. To say that I am not concerned about it is inaccurate. 
The number has gone up, but our efficiency has improved significantly. The number of extra surgeries we have 
done has improved significantly, so we now have a higher rate of people being treated within the appropriate 
time than ever before. However, with the growth in demand, at some stage it will reach a critical point at which 
we will not be able to maintain that standard, unless we continue to improve the surgery that we provide. We 
have to look at how we can do that in public hospitals, where we are looking at nearly 100 per cent occupancy 
rates. How do we fit that in? Therefore, we have to look at the people who come through the hospitals. Are they 
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being treated in the appropriate place? Should they in fact be treated closer to the patient’s point of origin? A 
good example of that was someone from my electorate who needed a hip replacement. They had no comorbid 
conditions, so they needed standard treatment, but they were a category 2 patient—in a lot of pain—for a hip 
replacement. They were given the names of two doctors by their general practitioner—one was at Peel Health 
Campus and the other was at Fremantle Hospital. They called the local doctor, but he was on holiday, so they 
straightaway went to the doctor at Fremantle Hospital. My constituent saw that doctor and was put on the waitlist 
as a category 2 patient. However, that doctor is so much in demand that his category 2 wait was about 
eight months, so that patient was never going to be treated in the appropriate time and he never needed to be in a 
tertiary hospital setting. Therefore, we will look at how that system of referral works to ensure that patients who 
have no comorbid conditions and therefore could have surgery at a Rockingham, Peel, Armadale, Midland or 
wherever hospital do not end up being treated at Royal Perth Hospital, Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital or 
Fremantle Hospital, where the costs are higher because of the management of tertiary patients. Therefore, to take 
some of the pressure off, we have to improve that system of where patients go.  

Some cases that end up on the elective surgery waitlist are cases that the member and I could do in our surgeries, 
but people might find their GP is not willing to do so. A good example of that was a patient who had a sebaceous 
cyst. The GP did not want to excise the sebaceous cyst on the patient’s back, so the patient was referred to a 
surgical outpatient clinic that has something like a year’s wait for a patient to be seen in the first place before 
they have the surgery. That is totally silly, so we have to look at those lists and how they work. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I have a further question, but I do not think the minister is finished, sorry. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is all right; I was close enough to finishing that I could probably add in whatever I was 
going to say in answer to this question. 

[Mr M.W. Sutherland took the chair.] 

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister says that we are reaching more people within the recommended time. When this 
government came to power, I think that rate was sitting at about 87 or 88 per cent. As of the last elective surgery 
waitlist report, I think it was still sitting somewhere between 88 and 89 per cent, so it is at the margins. However, 
I guess the most important thing is the fact that about 12 000 people were on the waiting list when this 
government came to power and now there are about 17 000, so approximately 5 000 extra people are on the 
waitlist and 2 000 of those are over-boundary. The minister is right to say that this is not an area that he is not 
concerned with. Obviously, he would be concerned about it, particularly since, in the January–March quarter 
report the department missed every national target so it will not get the bonus payments that come with that. The 
minister says that the department is going to meet those targets progressively. What does “to meet those targets 
progressively” mean; and, what new initiatives—new operating theatres or new activity programs—in this 
budget suggest that the department will be able to reduce those waitlists or keep a lid on those people going out 
of boundary? 

[3.00 pm] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: There were lots of components to that question. Part of it is not true; part of it is that we are 
failing to meet national targets. The national targets have a time line, and we have not yet reached that time line. 
If the time line was today, but we had to meet — 

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister reported against them, and it showed that the department did not meet any of 
them.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, I know, but that is not the point. What we reported is that at the end of the year, this is 
the target we have to meet.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, that is right.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: At this stage we are short of meeting that target. We met the last target and — 

Mr R.H. COOK: The department is not within a bull’s roar. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: — we got our payment. By the time we get to the next target, we need to meet that work. 
That report is a very transparent way of showing that we need to improve on some of those things. Part of the 
problem is the difference in reporting mechanisms between different states, and we have been having discussions 
with Tanya Plibersek about that. A good example of that is bariatric surgery. All our bariatric surgery is done by 
a certain number of specialists. It is category 2 surgery, so it needs to be done within 90 days, but we have very 
little bariatric surgery being done. Virtually all of them—a whole cluster of them—are out of boundary, so one 
of the things we will do is contract out to Joondalup to provide those services. Once that is done before the end 
of the year, that will allow us to meet that target. I have just been to Queensland where I said, “What are you 
doing with these patients?” They said, “We won’t do them. We don’t put them on our list.” That is how they 
meet that target; they do not have these really difficult patients to deal with.  



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E265 

 

In terms of the numbers, yes, they have gone up, but the numbers do not matter. We have that whole tail of 
people waiting to get on the waitlist, but just suppose we suddenly found a mechanism, like the one in the United 
Kingdom, to see all those people within 12 weeks; suddenly we would have a massive number of people coming 
onto our waiting list. We have been, I think, more efficient in getting people onto the waiting list. The good news 
for them is that we are seeing nearly every one of them—89 per cent, which is the highest it has ever been, 
incidentally—within the correct time. The actual number of people who come along to get something done does 
not matter as long as they are seen in the relevant time. My concern about that number is that without suddenly 
having lots of extra beds and lots of extra theatres and lots of extra surgical capacity, how long can we keep 
going and meeting those standards? I will hand over now to the director general, who keeps waving notes at me, 
to let him say the things in his notes. 

Mr K. Snowball: I will talk about the plans around increasing capacity, particularly in theatres. Additional 
theatre capacity at Joondalup Health Campus is coming online from 2013, so that is five theatres. At Osborne 
Park, there will be two extra theatres in the next two years, which is the surgicentre, and this is the 
commonwealth-funded part of the national partnership agreement that is provided to all states. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I thought that was part of the cutbacks for Osborne Park, which was the reason I was getting 
so excited there!  

Mr K. Snowball: No. Rockingham is another one. We now have four theatres there, so we can increase the 
capacity; in fact, occupancy there at the moment is only around 74 per cent, so there is room for us to go up right 
now in terms of services at Rockingham. In respect of the performance of the system compared with other states, 
as the minister described, the proportion of people who waited more than 12 months for elective surgery in 
Western Australia last year was 1.6 per cent, and that is lower than the Australian average, which is 2.9 per cent. 
We are actually performing pretty well when compared with other states. Probably the key bit is as follows: the 
number of patients coming onto our waiting list is increasing; for example, between 2006–07 and 2010–11, we 
had the highest annual average increase in admission for an elective surgery waitlist compared with any other 
state. That basically means that we have been putting a huge additional number of people through our elective 
surgery—so much so that we are now the equal lowest median wait time for elective surgery in the country at 
29 days, compared with the national average of 36 days. That is a big turnaround in being able to treat people 
more quickly, despite the fact that increasing numbers are coming onto those waitlists.  

Mr P. ABETZ: The fourth dot point on page 133 of the Budget Statements refers to the Friend in Need—
Emergency program, which was an election promise that started in 2009. I note that the planned spend in the 
coming financial year is $28 million, which is a fairly significant sum. Can the minister enlighten us as to 
whether the program has been a success and how it is currently functioning? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This program has undoubtedly been an enormous success, and just shows what can be done 
when services are contracted out! The plan for this program came from us when in opposition, and largely came 
from my experience as a general practitioner dealing with Silver Chain’s palliative care service. It provided an 
amazing standard of service for palliative care that gave me the ability as a GP to share the care of a patient who 
was dying of cancer at home. Silver Chair would provide backup nurses for 24-hour care if that was required, as 
well as backup doctors who often had more experience than I. I could ring up, for example, about a morphine 
drip and find out details about things I should and should not do.  

We felt this program could be significantly expanded because a GP sees lots of patients in his or her rooms who 
the GP feels he or she could care for, but the patients are sent to hospital because it is just too difficult for them 
to be managed at home. The program applies to patients who go into ED but are not admitted, to patients who 
are ready to go home but wait an extra couple of days to have dressings changed or to be reviewed, and 
particularly to patients in nursing homes who have something as simple as urinary tract infection and become 
incontinent and the staff just do not have the time to look after the needs of those patients because staffing ratios 
in a nursing home, obviously, are pretty low. This program gives us the opportunity to link up with Silver Chain 
for any of those circumstances, including having extra nurses to go to the nursing home and help to care for the 
patient in the nursing home so that the patient need not come into hospital. We have coordinators in each of our 
tertiary hospitals who organise discussions with patients, who coordinate with Silver Chain, and who make sure 
those patients have somewhere to go. At the latest estimate, it was worked out that they were caring for 
800 patients a day at home whom we contract for and who would otherwise probably have been in our hospitals. 
The problem is that we do not have enough hospital beds, as the member knows, and the reality is that the beds 
were needed four years ago when Fiona Stanley Hospital was originally due to be on stream. Delays to that 
project have contributed, as have the growth in demand and population. But this program allows us to look after 
all those patients at home who would almost certainly otherwise be busting our hospitals at the seams. This has 
been a great program. Yes, $28 million is a lot of money. We put it on for the first four years of government, but 
now that has been rolled into recurrent expenditure as part of our Health budget because obviously it is not 
something we could ever stop. It is critical to looking after those people at home, and often that is where patients 
want to be—in the comfort of their home—providing they have all the care that Silver Chain provides. Of 
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course, that is not just nursing; it is other services as well—feeding the dog, looking after the house and all those 
things that people stuck at home need to have done. 

[3.10 pm] 

Mr P. ABETZ: What a brilliant system. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, and I am pretty proud of it. 

Mr R.H. COOK: On page 137 on which this particular activity is detailed, all the other home-based hospital 
programs are lumped in. I do not want to hold things up now, because we are keen to move on, so perhaps by 
way of supplementary information, could we have a breakdown for each of the home-based hospital programs? 
Has the Friend in Need—Emergency program undergone an evaluation given that it is in its fourth year of 
operation? I assume it is subject to contract with Silver Chain. Will the contract renewal be subject to 
competitive tender; and, can the minister tell me the cost difference between Hospital in the Home and FINE? 
Again, all that can be given as supplementary information if we need to move on. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am happy to give that as supplementary information, but the member will need to provide 
the details to the staff up here so it is all written down exactly.  

The CHAIRMAN: The minister wants it for Hansard. I will read those questions into Hansard. They are about 
home-based hospital programs: can the minister please provide a breakdown for each of the home-based hospital 
programs; has the FINE program undergone an evaluation given it is now in its fourth year of operation; what is 
the term of the current contract with Silver Chain; will the contract renewal be subject to a competitive tender; 
and what is the difference between Hospital in the Home and FINE? 

[Supplementary Information No A25.] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I just say that we have done a review of all that and the distribution of the program, because 
some hospitals are better at using it than the others. Fremantle Hospital has been keener to use its in-hospital 
services than the others, but we are working on that. We fund both programs at present and there is evidence that 
both provide specific services of value, but we are looking to rationalise how those services are provided. We 
will provide that detail for the member.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Mr Chairman — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Can I just ask whether we said we would go until 3.00 pm and then switch over? Is that still 
what we are doing? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Yes, we are just finishing. I have one more question—my last question. I refer to “Land 
acquisition” under “Completed Works” on page 145, and I note the expenditure figures for 2011–12 in that line 
item. I understand that — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am on page 145, but which acquisition is the member talking about? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: “Land acquisition”—it is the next line item after “Kununurra integrated district health 
service”. I understand that the Department of Health has finally done the deal with the Department of Housing 
over the land on Milldale Way, Mirrabooka, and that the titles have been exchanged. Can I get confirmation of 
whether that land has now gone to the Department of Health and the future plans for that land? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I hand over to the director of finances. 

Mr W. Salvage: I can confirm that the deal with the Department of Health and the Department of Housing is 
being concluded. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: “Being concluded” or “has concluded”? 

Mr W. Salvage: I believe it is being concluded between the Department of Health and the Department of 
Housing. The Department of Health paid a deposit on the land some time ago of about $1 million and it is now 
dealt with as part of an exchange with land that the department owned in Cannington, so we were able to settle 
the deal with the Department of Housing. We will have to look at its future use as part of our capital works 
planning going forward. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Can I ask what being “settled” actually means? A letter of intent has been signed. 

Mr W. Salvage: An in-principle agreement has been achieved. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: An in-principle agreement? 

Mr W. Salvage: Yes. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Did titles shift hands? How does it all work?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I presume. 
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Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Have the titles shifted hands? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, because although we have signed an agreement on land swaps, costs and all of those 
things, and that has now been sorted—everyone is in agreement—we just have to go through the process of 
doing it. Does anyone have any idea how long that takes? 

Mr K. Snowball: No, I do not. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No-one knows how long that will take. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Are there any expectations about how long that will take? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Does anyone have any indication? 

Mr K. Snowball: The usual is a couple of months. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The usual is a couple of months, and I am not making any decisions yet about what to do 
with that site, if that is the next question. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That is what I was told last year. I was told that that was being done last year and that the 
titles would be happening in a couple of months. I can go and get the thing. Therefore, we have something that 
was going to take a couple of months 12 months ago that will still take a couple of months 12 months later. If it 
could be managed, so I do not turn up at the next period of time — 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I would like to see evidence of that through Hansard. I know we were getting close to 
agreeing, and it has taken an extraordinarily long time, but do not think I said the same words last year that I said 
this time with the surety I am expressing. 

The CHAIRMAN: There was consensus that we would finish this division at about 3.00 pm. It is now 3:15 pm. 
I will now put the question. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 73: Mental Health Commission, $466 522 000 — 
Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 

Dr K.D. Hames, Minister for Health. 
Mr E. Bartnik, Mental Health Commissioner. 
Ms A. Keller, Director, Corporate Services and Governance. 
Mr E. Dillon, Director, Policy, Strategy and Planning.  
Ms D. Pawelek, Director, Performance and Reporting. 

Ms E. Paterson, Acting Director, Services Purchasing and Development. 

Mr K. Smith, Acting Director, Corporate Services and Governance. 

Mr K. Snowball, Director General, Department of Health. 

Mr N.S. Guard, Executive Director, Drug and Alcohol Office. 

Mr S.J.C. Hunter, Director, Client Services and Development, Drug and Alcohol Office. 

Mr G.J. Kirby, Director, Prevention and Workforce Development, Drug and Alcohol Office. 

Ms M. Browne, Director, Policy Strategy and Information, Drug and Alcohol Office. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

[3.20 pm] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Bassendean. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Minister, I will start with what I think are two very significant statements. These 
statements can be found in the dot point at the bottom of page 868 under the heading “Trends”. The first 
statement is — 

Recent data continues to highlight that approximately half of all Western Australians will experience 
one or more of the common mental health disorders at some point in their lifetime.  

The second statement is — 
Approximately three quarters of all severe mental illness begins before the age of 24 years.  

I would like to know the source of those claims. I would also like to know how the department categorises the 
distinction between common mental disorders, as mentioned in the first statement, and severe mental illness, as 
mentioned in the second statement. What is the distinction between the two? Presumably there must be a list of 
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mental health disorders, and some are categorised as severe mental illness and some are categorised as common 
mental disorders.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will hand that question over to Mr Bartnik.  

Mr E. Bartnik: Thank you, minister. The information on prevalence is sourced from the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics national surveys of mental health and wellbeing, and these figures are from the 2007 survey. The 
difference between the 75 per cent of people with a severe mental illness and that broader classification basically 
relates to the high prevalence, low severity disorders, typically anxiety and depression, versus some of the lower 
prevalence, higher severity disorders, typically schizophrenia and bipolar disorder. That is the general 
distinction. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Is it possible to get some follow-up information that lists the criteria by which this 
distinction is made? These are quite alarming figures. The claim that half of us will experience a common mental 
disorder at some time in our lifetime sets an impossible task for government, frankly, if it is true that the role and 
responsibility of government is to respond to those common mental health disorders. The minister can see the 
point I am getting at. I am trying to distinguish what is severe enough to warrant government intervention—
presumably that is what is referred to as severe mental illness. That can be found in other places in the budget 
papers as well. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Bartnik will provide that as supplementary information, but can the member make clear 
what exactly he wants us to provide?  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I want the source of those two statements. Mr Bartnik has advised me of one of the 
sources, the ABS 2007 survey, and I presume that applies for both quotes, so I would like to have the reference 
point for that. I would also like to get the distinction between common mental disorders as mentioned in the first 
statement, and severe mental illness as mentioned in the second statement, in as discrete terms as is possible. 

[Supplementary Information No A26.] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I would like to talk about transitional accommodation. I draw the minister’s attention to 
page 869. The first dot point under the heading “Mental Health Infrastructure” states that the proposed 
development of subacute facilities in Joondalup, Rockingham and Broome will assist patients in their transition 
to and from home. At page 867, in a line item under the heading “Major Spending Changes”, there is a 
reference—this is probably a little local flavour—to the provision of a subacute service in the goldfields–
Esperance region. What is being done, minister, to help people with a mental illness make the transition from 
hospital to the community? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Bartnik.  

Mr E. Bartnik: Recurrent funding of $2.526 million over two years has been approved as part of the new budget 
to develop six subacute beds, or what can be called a step up, step down service, in the goldfields region, with 
the investment commencing in 2014–15. Part of the reason for that is that we need to do some good work with 
the community about the location of that service, because there is some division about whether it should be in 
the Kalgoorlie area or the Esperance area. This new service will add to the subacute services that are already 
being developed in Joondalup, Rockingham and Broome. These services make a real difference, because they 
mean that people who are no longer acutely unwell and who may be stuck in hospital and not quite ready to go 
home are able to step down into this facility, get some more support around them, get a good discharge plan 
going, and have a graduated return to home. In addition, last year we provided 100 packages for people who 
were in hospital and required support to go home. So, in addition to the subacute facilities, there are packages of 
housing and support to get people back home. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The funding for the provision of subacute facilities in the goldfields–Esperance region is 
$1.238 million in 2014–15 and $1.288 million in 2015–16. Will that be for the building of two facilities, one in 
Kalgoorlie and one in Esperance, for instance? Are these infrastructure costs; and, if so, where will the running 
costs come from?  

Mr E. Bartnik: The funding is for operational costs; it is two full years of operational costs for one facility. The 
capital funding we believe we can find from the previous allocations for Rockingham and Joondalup. We 
initially thought that the Rockingham facility would be 22 physical beds. But our community consultations are 
telling us they want a combination of some physical beds and some Hospital in the Home–type arrangements. So 
we believe we will be able to make some savings in capital that can be redirected to the Esperance facility.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What configuration are we talking about in, say, Joondalup? Will these be homes on 
residential sites, or will these be particular facilities with so many beds in them? 

Mr E. Bartnik: The Joondalup facility is being built at the moment and is almost complete. It comprises 
22 individual home-like units on the hospital site, in sort of a discrete area at the back of the hospital, facing onto 
the other street. That is the first of these facilities in Western Australia. With regard to the Rockingham facility, 
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we have consulted with the community, which is keen on a combination of onsite and offsite. But we want these 
facilities to be as personalised and as flexible and as much like a person’s home as possible. The Broome facility 
is likely to be a six-bed physical facility.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to the income statement on page 875 and the heading “Cost of Services”. One of 
the items under “Expenses” is the service delivery agreement with the Department of Health. The minister would 
be aware of this. The 2012–13 budget estimate for this item is $4.98 million. Can the minister provide the key 
effectiveness indicators and the key efficiency indicators that the Department of Health abides by in the delivery 
of mental health services in the service agreement with the Mental Health Commission? That is, what does the 
Mental Health Commission set as the key effectiveness and key efficiency indicators? How often does the 
Director General of the Department of Health report on these key effectiveness and key efficiency indicators to 
the Minister for Mental Health; in other words, what is the agreement in terms of reporting? What are the 
percentages and number values for the key effectiveness and key efficiency indicators from the Department of 
Health for the last financial year?  

[3.30 pm] 
Dr K.D. HAMES: That is an excellent question. Mr Bartnik will respond. 
Mr E. Bartnik: I will respond in two ways. Generally, the Mental Health Commission and the Department of 
Health have an agreement each year about the quantity, quality and cost of mental health services and the 
information that is required to support that agreement. Under that agreement, there is accountability to the 
Mental Health Commission and the Minister for Mental Health. Some of those indicators are also reported in the 
budget papers. I refer to the director of performance reporting, monitoring and evaluation to talk about the 
indicators in the documents related to health activity. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Director general. 

Mr K. Snowball: Adding to that, as the funds from the commission come to the Department of Health, we in 
turn effectively have service level agreements with all our area health services to deliver the services at the level 
of safety and quality standards that have been set by the commission and our legislation. As part of the overall 
assessment of monitoring and performance, the Office of the Chief Psychiatrist’s job is to oversee the safety and 
quality aspects of our service delivery, particularly around our services and the application of the policies and 
practices that are designated for those facilities, bearing in mind that this relates specifically to specialised 
mental health services. Other mental health services are provided by our hospitals, whether they be in emergency 
departments or other settings. This is specifically in respect to those specialised mental health services. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Firstly, I was told I would be shown where the indicators are reported in the budget 
papers, and, secondly, that made no sense at all. Can someone tell me where the key performance indicators are? 
There is an agreement that says how it will be delivered. That is great, but I assume that both departments would 
have that because the two different organisations have to work together with a lot of money. That was not my 
question. My question was whether I could be provided with the key performance indicators. What are they? 
What are the key things that I can look at to know that they are being delivered according to the budget 
parameters, so that I know they are being delivered efficiently? I now know that both departments talk regularly, 
so that has answered that question. How were the KPIs met and what percentage of them were met in the last 
financial year? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Bartnik has an adviser who can answer that question. 

Mr E. Bartnik: I will do that in two lots. Firstly, the director of performance reporting, monitoring and 
evaluation can talk about the performance indicators relating to health activities that are in the budget papers 
and, secondly, the director of policy will talk about the additional indicators in the service agreement. I refer 
those two matters to Ms Pawelek and Mr Dillon. 

Ms D. Pawelek: In the budget papers, there are two efficiency indicators that relate to the services provided by 
the Department of Health. One indicator is the percentage of contacts with community-based public mental 
health non-admitted services within seven days of being discharged from a public mental health inpatient unit. 
We specify the targets for this indicator, one of which is that more than or equal to 70 per cent of clients who 
have been discharged should be seen by the community mental health services. Another efficiency indicator is 
the readmission to hospital within 28 days of being discharged. Obviously, we would like to minimise the 
number of readmissions. The target is currently less or equal to 12 per cent. In 2010–11, the Department of 
Health exceeded the target readmission rate, which was 14 per cent. The preliminary data, using the budget 
papers, indicates that the department is close to the target of 12 per cent. In addition, there are two effectiveness 
indicators. One relates to the average cost per purchase bed day from specialised mental health inpatient units 
and the other relates to the cost of the community episode of care. 

Mr E. Dillon: There are 14 key performance indicators currently required in routine reporting. I will quickly go 
through those. The first is the change in the consumers’ clinical outcomes, which is a six-monthly reporting 



E270 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] 

 

frequency; the 28-day readmission rate is also required to be reported on a six-monthly basis; the national service 
standards compliance is reported six-monthly; preadmission community care has a quarterly reporting 
frequency; post-discharge community care is also reported quarterly; consumer outcomes participation is 
reported six-monthly; outcomes readiness is reported six-monthly; the rate of suicide is reported annually; the 
rate of seclusion is also reported annually, I think; the post-discharge community care for self-harm episodes 
only is reported quarterly; the number of admissions to specialised mental health inpatient units is reported 
monthly; the number of occasions of service and community mental health services is reported monthly; the 
average cost per bed day in specialised mental health inpatient units is reported annually; and the average cost 
per episode of community care provided by public mental health services is also reported on an annual basis. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I refer to the total cost of services on page 867. My question also relates to employee benefits 
on page 875. Can the minister provide the number of full-time equivalent mental health staff and their average 
salaries in all public psychiatric hospitals in Western Australia, broken down into the following categories—
salaried medical officers, registered nurses, enrolled nurses, diagnostic and allied health professionals, 
administrative and clerical staff, and domestic and other staff? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is a significant question and I do not think anyone would expect us to have that 
information at hand ready for regurgitation. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is correct. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The question for Mr Bartnik is whether he can provide that as supplementary information 
within a week or, if it is sufficiently complex, he will need longer, in which case he will need to take it on notice. 

Mr E. Bartnik: There are two lots of information: those that relate to the Mental Health Commission, which I 
can speak for, and those that relate to the operation of the Department of Health. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That would have to be a separate question. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The Director General of Health said he would prefer the second component to be put on 
notice, if the Deputy Leader of the Opposition would not mind sending that in. Mr Bartnik will respond to the 
first component now. 

Mr E. Bartnik: No, not now; I can provide the information as supplementary information. 

The CHAIRMAN: Does the minister know exactly what was requested? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Perhaps I can assist. I would like the full-time equivalent mental health staff numbers and 
average salaries across a range of categories. If I read them out it will make it clearer. They are salaried medical 
officers, registered nurses, enrolled nurses, diagnostic and allied health professionals, administrative and clerical 
staff, and domestic and other staff. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Can I ask why the Deputy Leader of the Opposition did not send me that question last week 
or next week? 
Mr R.H. COOK: The minister cannot know the mystery of our ways. We are far too clever to be able to explain 
them to him! 
[Supplementary Information No A27.] 

Mr P. ABETZ: I refer to the second dot point from the top of page 870, “Mental Illness and Indigenous People”. 
I would like an update on this statewide specialist health service for Indigenous people with a severe and 
persistent mental illness. Some $22.5 million has been committed over three years to implement this program. 
Can the minister tell us how that will work in practice, particularly in the remote communities?  

[3.40 pm] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Bartnik. 

Mr E. Bartnik: The $22.47 million under the Closing the Gap initiative is for the statewide specialist Aboriginal 
mental health service. The majority of the contracts were in place in January 2011. We took a bit longer with the 
Kimberley because there was a period of community consultation with the Aboriginal medical services about a 
blended model. In the rest of the state the services are provided through the WA Country Health Service, the 
public provider. In the Kimberley we have a blended model, with eight positions through the Kimberley Mental 
Health and Drug Service and four positions through the Aboriginal medical services. So it is a little later but it is 
all underway at the moment. When it is fully established, we will have a full complement of 83 full-time 
equivalents, of which 61.5 are funded by the new program and 21.5 are existing staff. As at April 2012 we had 
69.5 of the 83 positions in place. Recruitment has been a challenge in some areas, but we are making good 
progress on that. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I refer to the draft mental health bill referred to at the top of page 870 of the budget 
papers. I would like to know about the process of consultation that happened in the drafting of the bill, given 
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some of the extraordinary and highly controversial contents of the bill and the responses to the bill. It is fair to 
say that there were some fairly strong responses from the Commissioner for Children and Young People and a 
number of other credible sources. I wonder what the time line is of the bill. The rationale for the bill in the first 
dot point on page 870 is that it will significantly improve human rights protections. Clauses 421 and 422 of the 
draft bill allow social workers, occupational therapists, registered nurses, midwives and psychologists who are 
designated authorised mental health practitioners, and other people who are designated authorised mental health 
practitioners by the Chief Psychiatrist, to involuntarily detain somebody for up to 72 hours. Also, there is 
capacity under clause 132 of the bill for police officers to enter any premises, conduct body searches and seize 
any articles from an individual suspected of having a mental illness. How can those sorts of provisions in the 
draft bill for public comment be reconciled with that statement about significantly improving human rights 
protections? So there is that question, and just to repeat: can the minister also say something about the 
consultation process? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is in two parts. Can we deal with that first? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: There are actually three parts. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Sure, but that is a big question, so I will get Mr Bartnik to deal with it. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Perhaps he could deal with the human rights stuff first. 

Mr E. Bartnik: The process of drafting the new bill really went in a number of different stages. There was the 
Holman review, which was done some years ago and came up with a certain set of recommendations. With the 
formation of the Mental Health Commission and the new minister appointed recently, there was a process of 
review of the Holman recommendations. An expert group, comprising a broad cross-section of people from the 
community and representing different groups and roles, was brought in to look at the change in context from the 
earlier review to identify which aspects might need to be changed. For example, the United Nations Convention 
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities has come in since then, so there were some areas that clearly needed to 
be changed. That expert review group made recommendations to the minister about some changed drafting 
instructions, because the previous drafting instructions had been previously approved; so these were the changes 
to those instructions. In late November and early December the current minister was very keen to get that work 
out for public consultation with a view to taking that consultation on board prior to taking the bill into 
Parliament. We therefore had a substantial consultation process right around the state. We had 1 200 
submissions. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: That is after the bill; I am talking about the lead-up to the original. 

Mr E. Bartnik: We put out a draft bill, yes. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Yes. 

Mr E. Bartnik: Professor D’Arcy Holman had a very substantial public consultation process as part of the first 
drafting, but the second stage of that was to do with a smaller group really looking at just significant 
environmental changes to what had been proposed. So, that was a more time-limited and smaller group. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Minister, when are we going to see the bill and has the time line changed because of the 
feedback that it has had? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Bartnik. 

Mr E. Bartnik: The minister is carefully considering all the feedback. There was a particular set of issues 
around the consent of children to various procedures. We have an external consultant, Professor Maria Harries 
from the University of Western Australia, who is very well regarded in the community. We have had work done 
on summarising all those public submissions and the concerns raised by people, and the minister is currently 
considering those. We are hoping to have something to take forward around about August or September, but the 
minister has said that it will depend on the complexity of the feedback and the significance of any proposed 
drafting changes. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Just by way of further question and reiteration. The stuff around 12-year-olds consenting 
to electroconvulsive therapy and psychosurgery was the headline stuff, but there are a lot more problems with 
this bill that go deeper than that. I am sure that the provision for a 12-year-old to give consent without parental 
permission will disappear from the bill. But it concerns me, given the claim in the budget papers that this bill is 
about increasing human rights protections, that the bill gives the capacity for authorised mental health 
practitioners—I went through the list of occupational therapists, social workers et cetera—to detain people for 
72 hours. I have not heard anything from within government in response to those sorts of concerns. I am also 
struggling to reconcile human rights issues with the capacity of the police to search and seize and to enter any 
premises without a search warrant—things that criminals are protected from. How do we reconcile that with the 
claim that we are going to significantly improve human rights? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Bartnik.  
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Mr E. Bartnik: I will take the first part of that. Basically there are a number of measures in the bill to deal with 
a new charter of human rights. There are increased protections with the Mental Health Review Board and access 
to independent advocacy and the involvement of advocates and parents. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Has the right to legal representation at the Mental Health Review Board also been 
removed? That was not in my submission, but I am aware of it coming through in another submission. The 
reality of it just seems inconsistent. 

Mr E. Bartnik: As far as I am aware, every proposed change to the draft mental health bill is in the direction of 
increasing the rights and protections of people. We are not aware of any proposed change that is heading in the 
opposite direction. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I think the Mental Health Law Centre actually raised that concern. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We do need to be able to finish. 

Mr E. Bartnik: In relation to people who are involuntarily detained for assessment, I think this is a balance 
between people’s individual rights and the need for some people who are seriously unwell and a danger to 
themselves or to other people to be protected from themselves, and also to protect other people. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: There are basically five different reasons that somebody can be made an involuntary 
patient. One is that the person is a danger to themselves or to others—that is fine; another is a perceived danger 
to property; another is perceived danger through self-harm through financial loss or through loss of a significant 
relationship; and the last one is a significant danger to personal reputation. Are any of those reasons proposed to 
be removed from the current draft of the bill? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Bartnik. 

Mr E. Bartnik: I will just check my notes; just give me a moment. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: One of them is legitimate but not the other four. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Chair, I am just a bit concerned that this is not a question that we should be answering at 
this stage. We have a draft copy of a bill that is out for public comment, it is being considered and submissions 
are being made, and I do not think it is appropriate for the director to be responding to something on which we as 
government will make a decision. 

The CHAIRMAN: That is the minister’s prerogative, so we will move on. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, indeed. I am just indicating that Mr Bartnik will not be responding to that question.  

[3.50 pm] 
Mr A.P. JACOB: I draw the minister’s attention to “Individualised Community Living” on page 869. What 
funding is allocated for social housing and support for community living, and how much of that is directed to 
people with mental illness?  

Mr E. Bartnik: The individualised community living strategy will be expanded with an additional $4.6 million 
over four years to deliver 18 individualised support packages. In addition, the government has allocated 
$8.7 million over three years in capital funding for the Department of Housing to deliver 16 homes. The 
component of social housing and support that is for mental illness is the 18 packages and 16 houses. We have 
also negotiated a new agreement with the commonwealth government for additional housing and support. Details 
will be announced shortly, but there will be approximately 30 packages and six houses.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: On a metropolitan–regional split, is there a proportion of those allocated to regional areas in 
Western Australia?  

Mr E. Bartnik: We have not done the allocation process for those. The previous process of 100 people in 
hospital being discharged is about an 80–20 split based on the actual number of assessed individuals.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I would have thought that the minister would want to announce that herself!  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Point taken, Minister for Health. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: This is further to the very good question I asked before, which took us to page 871 and 
referred to outcomes and key efficiency indicators. Can the minister provide—rather than percentages—
numbers, both human and monetary, in this regard? In relation to the item for readmission to hospital within 
28 days of discharge, how many people and how much money were involved in the 2010–11 actual, the 2011–12 
budget, the 2011–12 estimated actual, and the 2012–13 budget target? Can the minister provide the number of 
contacts for community-based medical non-admission services? I refer to the next item down that table, and I 
seek the information in the same format. I also seek the proportion of service funding and the proportion of 
service funding directed to non-metropolitan areas in the same format. I note also in answer to an earlier 
question, the Chief Psychiatrist mentioned that one of the indicators was suicide, but I note that that has been 
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removed from this table on page 871. Why was that removed from last year’s papers as an effective indicator for 
the Mental Health Commission? The minister might want to take it on notice and provide it as supplementary 
information.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: The commissioner needs to consider the time required within which it needs to be provided, 
which is a week. It is a significant amount of information. The request is that the member provide that question 
on notice because it might take more than the one-week deadline to provide supplementary information. That is 
particularly the case with readmission costs. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: It can come through the normal on-notice process.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. We will have a couple of weeks then to get the information back to the member, unless 
she needs any of the information sooner than two weeks.  
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Additionally, can the minister explain how proportional funding to community health 
services, community organisations and non-metropolitan areas can be used as appropriate key effective 
indicators for the mental health sector?  
Dr K.D. HAMES: A component of the previous question related to suicide not being included as a key effective 
indicator. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Can someone say why it was removed as a key effective indicator from the Mental 
Health Commission for this budget?  
Mr E. Bartnik: One of the major issues with suicide data is that the national data as reported goes through three 
processes of being cleansed. It takes up to three years to confirm actual suicide data. There can be quite 
significant changes to the number through each of those stages. In our discussions with the department of the 
Auditor General, we felt that was a problematic figure to be in the budget papers, but we will report that in our 
annual report. We are very happy to do that and to explain all those things.  

Regarding the question about the proportionality of expenditure in certain areas, this goes to the heart of the 
mental health strategy: for people to be well supported in the community, they need a balanced range of 
supports. Some of those might be hospital and acute inpatient services; some might be community-based 
specialist support in their homes or in the community; and some might be psycho–social support provided by the 
not-for-profit sector. One of the issues in the public mental health system in Western Australia is that the 
majority of the expenditure has been in the acute end and a lot in the hospital end. Compared with other 
benchmarks around the country, there is a greater spread of both community mental health and non-government 
support. This is simply around a framework of trying to have the right balance of investment, each of which is 
very important. On the issue of inpatient hospital services, if we do not have effective community support, 
people go to the emergency department, end up in hospital and are discharged and go back in again. By de facto 
almost, the emergency department becomes the gateway to services. We need to provide appropriate inpatient 
and emergency department services, but the real challenge is to build the right amount of community support and 
earlier intervention so that we are not providing just support when things get really serious; we want to pick up 
on symptoms early and prevent people needing some of those acute services. The real reform is around trying to 
get the right balance and mix of those services.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The director general wants to add to that. 

Mr K. Snowball: From an operational point of view in hospitals, these indicators are equally important to 
demonstrate that our services are not being diminished in our hospitals. We are dealing with pretty much record 
growth in mental health admissions in our hospital settings. Therefore, if we see the growth year on year in 
community services, we can then look at and measure what that has done to our hospital demand and admission 
rates. It is important to have both of these sitting side by side and being measured over time to see the shift from 
hospital settings to community settings and to make sure those resources land in community services and not just 
be reduced from hospitals. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: What do members want to do? We have only one service to go. I am happy to go as long as 
they like with this.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: A little bit longer.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Until quarter past four.  

I refer to the sixth dot point on page 869 headed “Review of Discharge Practices” that relates to the independent 
review of discharge practices in mental health inpatient facilities, which I understand is currently being 
undertaken. The son of constituents of mine suicided and I understand he is one of the people who will come 
under this review. I am interested to know when we can expect to receive the final report. On behalf of the 
family, I ask: how will a family like that be involved in the process of the final report being released? I have 
read, for example, the Chief Psychiatrist’s report on the death of my constituent. On behalf of that family and 
other families who have experienced the tragedies of loved ones suiciding whilst in the care of the department, I 
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ask: how will the minister ensure that we learn from the failings of the system or issues that have been 
highlighted by the Chief Psychiatrist’s report in this particular case and in this review?  

[4.00 pm] 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I ask the director general to respond first. 
Mr K. Snowball: This is obviously a review that is being done for both the Mental Health Commission and the 
Department of Health. It focuses very much on any of the key issues in our services whereby they either do not 
comply with policies and practices or we can see improvements to the policies and practices in those service 
areas. Professor Stokes talked to more than 400 people during the course of this review process. We agreed to 
extend his review because of the level of demand, if you like, to see Professor Stokes and to raise issues of 
concern, from not only clinicians but also recipients of our services. It is critically important to us that this is 
done right, so we have not pressed him to close it more quickly. We think it is important that it is a 
comprehensive assessment. It goes to all our specialised facilities in the state, so it is not restricted in any way at 
all. The expectation of both the commission and the department is that we will get a very clear way forward to 
improve our services across the board and understand very clearly the perspectives of families on the provision 
of services to their loved ones. Therefore, we want to ensure that at the end of this process we have clear actions 
and that people are very clear about the steps that we will take, so that will be open to people to understand and 
read the report. I have not seen the report because I have not got a draft yet, but to the extent that it contains 
personal information, we will obviously remove that information, notwithstanding that we will ensure that the 
findings are very clear to our clinicians, the services, the policymakers and the clients of our service. 

Mr E. Bartnik: We expect a draft of the report in the middle of June. There will be a process whereby the 
Director General of the Department of Health and I will consider the report and come up with a communication 
strategy and also the parameters of the government response, which will need to be discussed. Having also 
spoken to many families who have lost a family member to suicide, we will be very, very sensitive to how the 
report is communicated to families and to other people. A lot of people are very involved with this particular 
area and we will be sensitive to that fact. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The sentinel report is an annual report handed down by the health department. The 
latest sentinel report that I read showed that there had been a significant increase over the past three years in the 
number of inpatients who suicided. Last year, 2010–11, there were seven; in 2009–10, there were three; in 2008–
09, there were four; and in 2007–08 there were nine. If we look at previous years, tragically there are still 
numbers recorded, but they were a little lower. When the sentinel report comes out annually and highlights those 
statistics, I am interested in how that relates to actuals; in other words, the statistics show that these are some of 
the things that are happening, so I would expect that normally some actions would be linked to some of the 
glaring concerns. Can the minister tell me what happens after a sentinel report comes out? What happens with 
regard to recommendations and how the health department measures that actions have actually been taken? 

[Mr A.P. O’Gorman took the chair.] 
Dr K.D. HAMES: I refer that question to the Chief Psychiatrist.  

Dr R.M. Davidson: The processes for each of those individual events of the suicide of a person in an inpatient 
setting are subject to a review—that is, a root cause analysis. That is a thorough review for each of those events. 
From the root cause analysis there is identification of any area in which there may be an improvement—in fact, 
sufficient improvement perhaps at times to have been able to prevent that episode of suicide. That 
recommendation in a sense, or finding, is then taken up by the individual service that may have been involved in 
that inpatient suicide. It is also then, through both the sentinel event report and the processes of my office, 
established with all other services in which there may be similar requirements for services to address suicide 
prevention. There is a process both of the individual event of suicide resulting in actions that are then required 
from an individual service; and when it is clear that those actions are actions that would be appropriate to all or 
many of our services, that is similarly informed across our mental health care system. In this way, there is also 
the ability then to track whether those actions have indeed been carried out when they are relevant either to the 
individual service or across our entire system. I have through my office a process of reviewing the actions that 
have been carried out through the root cause analyses and, indeed, there have been occasions in which my office 
has carried out a review of individual events in addition to the RCA. The sentinel event report itself is a 
summative report, of course, and therefore seeks to identify the more broadly based series of actions that are 
appropriate to the entire system. But that is in fact in addition to, as I believe I have spoken to, the sets of actions 
that are appropriate to each of those suicides. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am happy to receive the answer to my next question as supplementary information 
if that will help us with time, because I know that the member for Bassendean has a question. Also on the same 
page, I refer to “Individualised Community Living”. I seek clarification about what I understand to be 
individualised community living units in Rockford Street, Mandurah. I seek information on exactly what model 
will operate there, if indeed it is still going to be under the department, because there is a bit of uncertainty in the 
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community about that. The houses are at 32–34 Rockford Street in central Mandurah and I understand that they 
are nearly ready for occupation. I seek clarification whether they will be for people as part of the individualised 
community living service; and, if so, what other supports will be offered? I am happy for that answer to be 
provided as supplementary information. 

Mr E. Bartnik: I can speak in general terms. The units that the member referred to are likely to be units that 
were built under a previous project and are not part of the 100 individual packages. However, I can certainly take 
that question on notice and confirm that. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will provide as supplementary information to the member all information available 
regarding the details of the construction and operation of the proposed units in Rockford Street, Mandurah. 

[Supplementary Information No A28.] 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The dot point that the member for Mandurah originally referred to was about the review 
of discharge practices. Obviously, that relates a lot to some of the practices at Fremantle Hospital. I wonder how 
broad the review is, because I have had experience of Fremantle Hospital recently that indicates there are 
broader problems than simply the discharge practices. It is all well and good to get a report, but I am wondering 
what actions have been taken in the interim to ensure that they are getting better service at Fremantle Hospital? 

[4.10 pm] 

Mr K. Snowball: There are two aspects to that. One is that the breadth of Professor Stokes’ review goes beyond 
discharge practices. I am more than happy to provide a copy of the terms of reference; they are on our website 
and so on. We have also had, through the Chief Psychiatrist, a specific review of Alma Street—particularly a 
number of deaths associated with Alma Street—that is nearing conclusion. That will go to, very much, the focus 
obviously that has been broadly applied to Alma Street to ascertain whether there are specific things outside of 
the broader review that Professor Stokes has undertaken that need to change at Alma Street.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I am just conscious of the time, so I will jump to my question. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Perhaps we can have two more questions; one from the member for Bassendean, and I think 
the member for Eyre has one as well.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Page 872 of budget paper No 2 refers to promotion and prevention services and outlines 
substantial increases in expenditure; from 2010 through to 2013 there will have been a tripling of expenditure. 
The first dot point on page 870 of budget paper No 2 makes reference to the 10-year road map for mental health 
reform, which has a heavy focus on early detention and intervention. This all relates to the federal government 
commitment of $224 million to provide dollar-for-dollar funding with the states for the rollout of early psychosis 
prevention and intervention centre services. I am not saying this is necessarily a good thing; I just want to get 
information on the progress in Western Australia. Are we jointly funding EPPIC services—I am not 
recommending it should happen—or has there been a renegotiation of the federal government money, or is it in 
fact part of that extra funding that is referred to at the top of page 872? 

Mr E. Bartnik: I will answer the first part of that question related to the increase in funding in the promotion 
and prevention area. Some of that is where we put the new individual community living funding, so part of what 
the member is seeing there is the nearly $8 million worth of support packages to people.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: To live in the community? 

Mr E. Bartnik: In the community, yes. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Good; yes. 

Mr E. Bartnik: That is one component. There is an ongoing process with the commonwealth government 
regarding the early psychosis services. There are two bidding rounds; Western Australia is in the first round, and 
we are negotiating, along with a number of other states and territories, to jointly fund one of the first eight of the 
16 new national programs. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Are they EPPIC or EPIC, because there is a very important distinction? Are they early 
psychosis intervention centres or are they early psychosis prevention and intervention centres? I am sure 
Mr Bartnik understands the distinction—I am conscious of the time. 

Mr E. Bartnik: Sure. To the best of my knowledge, the focus has become a much broader one, to do with early 
psychosis and early intervention, with less emphasis on the very, very early detection but with a strong emphasis 
on early intervention and strong community-based preventative support. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Once psychosis has presented? Are they prevention centres or are they early intervention 
centres for when a first episode of psychosis occurs? That is the key question I am asking. 

Mr E. Bartnik: I will probably need to take that on notice. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: We need to wind it up, but we could provide, by way of supplementary information, details 
on whether they are — 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: And some detail on the state of negotiation and whether they have a prevention pre-
psychosis function or whether they are early intervention once psychosis is established.  

The CHAIRMAN: Are you happy to provide that, minister? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We understand that, yes. 

[Supplementary Information No A29.] 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: Page 867 of budget paper No 2 has a line item “Australian Medical Procedures Research 
Foundation’s Fresh Start Recovery Program”, which is known by the minister and me and probably everybody in 
this place to be George O’Neil’s naltrexone implant program. Given that $1 million has been assigned to that 
program for this year and another $1 040 000 for next year, was this funding conditional on any criteria to 
progress the naltrexone implant to Therapeutic Goods Administration approval? I am aware that his previous 
allocations of money have been the subject of a financial, clinical and research audit, and where is that at? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Bartnik? 

Mr E. Bartnik: I will pass that on to Mr Guard. 

Mr N.S. Guard: Yes, Dr O’Neil has received two years of further funding to maintain services at the current 
levels over the next couple of years. The government is committed to pursuing registration of the implants, and 
the three reviews the member talked about have been completed and have given us a much better picture of what 
needs to be done to achieve that. Over this period ahead of us we will be working with Dr O’Neil to get to 
submission of an application for registration of the implants.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What does the minister envisage to be the time line? How long is this process going to go 
on, because it has been going on for a fair while already? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Guard? 

Mr N.S. Guard: We believe that probably the earliest that Australian Medical Procedures Research and GO 
Medical can get to submitting an application for registration will be during 2014, based on the work that needs to 
be done to write up everything that is available at the moment. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think we need to deal now with the next item. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 74: Disability Services Commission, $590 005 000 — 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman. 

Dr K.D. Hames, Minister for Health representing the Minister for Disability Services. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers, Director General. 

Mr G. Meyers, Chief Finance Officer. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

[4.20 pm] 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mandurah, your first question. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to “Individual support” on page 883 of the Budget Statements. What is the 
status of the decision to cut 34 community social trainer positions, and what alternative non-government service 
providers are able to offer the 250 affected families the same service they currently receive? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I pass to Dr Chalmers. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: The decision to change the service delivery model has been a long time coming. For over 10 
years now we have wanted to move from what was the very traditional service delivery model we had been 
operating back in the 1980s and early 1990s through to something far more individualised, personalised and 
contemporary. At the moment with community social trainers, it is a unidimensional service delivery model. By 
moving to a more individualised approach, we get the opportunity to develop individualised plans for those 
people in the community and allow them to access a range of non-government service providers. The member 
asked about the status of the decision. We have been dealing with the Industrial Relations Commission on staff 
who are currently involved. Some of those will be with us for the next 12 months to help transition to these new 
arrangements to ensure it is a seamless move from what we have had in place to this more individualised 
approach. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: How many of those 34 community social trainers have already resigned? 
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Dr R.F. Chalmers: As of today, I cannot give the member that precise number, but I can make it available. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It was mentioned that the status of the decision is to move to a more individualised 
and personalised service. I have a family in my electorate that is directly affected by this decision and I am 
working with that constituent, a mother, regarding her 50-year-old daughter. I can say that it is her view, and that 
of her daughter and her family, that the social trainers did deliver an individualised and personalised service. The 
second part of my question is: what alternative non-government service providers are able to offer the 250 
families the same services they currently receive? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: The commission currently funds approximately 118 non-government disability service 
providers. We would say that at least one-third of those organisations have the capacity to provide those 
individualised services. An example is Perth Home Care Services, which is a very large community-based 
organisation. It has actively been trying to encourage us to move towards this more contemporary approach in 
recent times, because it can deliver those services and is keen to do so. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Can the minister guarantee that the same service being provided by community social 
trainers will be provided to the same quality and standard to those 250 families? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Chalmers. 
Dr R.F. Chalmers: Simply, yes. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is a guarantee? 
Dr R.F. Chalmers: Yes. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Regarding the move towards an individual service, I understand that that is the intent of 
the national disability insurance scheme. Is the move towards doing that consistent with the government’s 
position, minister, on the national disability insurance scheme in terms of individual support? Given that, will 
Western Australia be seeking to have one of the four pilot schemes the federal government has announced for 
next year? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: The move away from the unidimensional community social trainer model is absolutely 
consistent with the vision of the national disability insurance scheme. The Productivity Commission, which 
developed the NDIS model, formed it on the basis of individualised, personalised services through which people 
get the opportunity to make their own decisions and take control over service delivery rather than having it 
imposed by one government agency. In terms of ideology and philosophy, it is absolutely consistent with that. In 
fact, to give people more control over services rather than telling them what services they will get is consistent 
with the move internationally in disability services.  

The second part of the question relates to the four launch sites that the commonwealth government has been 
talking about in the first phase of the national disability insurance scheme. At this stage, as I understand it, the 
state government is yet to make a decision on how it will respond to the invitation from the commonwealth for 
those launch sites. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I draw the minister’s attention to the line item “Family and carer support” in the service 
summary on page 880. In my electorate, there is the Goldfields Individual and Family Support Association, a 
non-government organisation that supplies support for about 90 clients. Accommodation is available in a home 
in Varden Street, Kalgoorlie, which is set up for people with disabilities and is provided for respite. Does the 
$67 million, which goes to $68 million in the line item I referred to, indicate that there will be more help for 
loved ones to access more respite for their carers? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member for Eyre just said the figure goes from $67 million to $68 million, but it actually 
goes from $67 million to $78 million. Dr Chalmers. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: The short answer to the question is, yes—a significant portion of that is directed towards 
family support and respite opportunities and, again, our attempt will be to make that as flexible as possible for 
people. Some of that money will end up being used for centre-based respite and in-home respite across a broad 
range of models in the metropolitan area and in regional areas of the state. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is quite clearly a magnificent increase, particularly when we look at the very bottom line 
item stating the total cost of services. The figure goes from $541 million up to $722 million. The figure for the 
particular line item the member mentioned goes from $53 million in 2010–11 up to $78 million now for 2012–
13. That is a $25 million or 50 per cent increase in budget in the space of just two years.  

[4.30 pm] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: One of the issues is that unless a support package is provided, a lot of families find it 
financially very difficult to access services. The intensive care and support that is provided at Varden Street may 
cost up to $40 an hour, and that means that many carers cannot get adequate respite from caring for their loved 
ones. Will there now be a greater likelihood that carers will be able to access more support packages? 
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Dr R.F. Chalmers: Those dollars will be allocated in a range of different ways. Some of the funding is allocated 
to individuals via our local area coordination network, and that allows them to purchase hours of support. Some 
of it is done as actual packages, as the member has mentioned, so that carers can take control and tailor those 
supports. In some service delivery areas we block-fund respite organisations, and people then access that via 
whatever service delivery model they have. So we, again, try to have a range of different mechanisms in place 
for people to access that respite. I should add that our mechanisms also facilitate the commonwealth carer respite 
dollars to flow so that people have the opportunity of drawing on commonwealth dollars as well to be able to use 
those facilities. There is a range of mechanisms.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Does that respite funding include increases in the school holiday respite program? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: No. There is a separate allocation for the continuation of the school holiday respite program. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Where is that allocation, because for the 2012–13 budget, the allocation is $1 million, but 
it does not go into the forward estimates. Is that the case? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: That $1 million is the funding allocation for 2012–13, and, again, we will be seeking 
additional funding during the course of next year to continue that program, which is working very successfully.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: But at this point in time it is only for 2012–13? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I refer to page 882, but it actually goes over to pages 883 and 884, and it is about the 
efficiency dividend. With regard to accommodation support, individual support, individual coordinators and 
local area coordinators, family care and support, and community access and inclusion—those five categories—
what specific measures will be adopted to meet the efficiency dividend? Secondly, has there been a presentation 
to staff about the impact of the efficiency dividend; and, if so, could we please have access to a copy of the 
presentation and any supporting material? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am just checking but I cannot find the reference on the page the member mentioned.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: It is page 882. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Where does it say “efficiency dividend”?  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I am referring to the heading “Services and Key Efficiency Indicators”, and it relates to 
accommodation support services. It is at page 879, but it also relates to the services that are outlined at pages 
882, 883 and 884.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: We will use page 879 as the reference page. Dr Chalmers. 
Dr R.F. Chalmers: It is important to note in answering that question that services purchased from the not-for-
profit disability services sector will actually be excluded from the efficiency dividend, and given that over 70 per 
cent of the Disability Services budget flows to that sector, the actual efficiency dividend is only $3.84 million for 
the year ahead, 2012–13. Over that same period, the commission is receiving growth funding of over 
$41 million. In terms of strategies that the commission plans to use, some of these are still under development, 
but some examples would include more efficient use of office space so that we reduce leasing costs; newer 
homes that we will be getting through Housing, resulting in the need for less property maintenance; use of 
network printers in main offices to cut down on operating costs; more effective use of pool vehicles; and planned 
delays in filling targeted staff vacancies in administrative areas. So we have a range of strategies that we will be 
using. The net effect, though, is that there will be no impact on those direct services.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The second part of the question was: has a presentation been made to staff about the 
efficiency dividend; and if so, can we please have that by way of supplementary information? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, Mr Chairman, we cannot do that, because for all agencies, the detail of what will be done 
in terms of efficiency dividends has not yet been decided. That will be decided in the lead-up to 1 July.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: So there has been no presentation to staff? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: As I have said previously, if the member wants to ask questions, I certainly as the Minister 
for Health am more than happy to provide answers once those decisions have been made. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: So there has been no presentation to staff? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I would doubt that very much, because they would still be doing an analysis of where exactly 
those efficiency dividends are going to come from. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to page 879, under the heading “Major Spending Changes”, the declared places 
program, disability justice centres. I understand that the new declared places will take responsibility only for 
adolescents under the age of 16 who are unfit to stand trial but are not safe to live in the community. Who will 
deal with children below that age? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: Could the member please repeat the question, because I am not sure that I understand it.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I understand that the disability justice centres under the declared places program will take 
kids only from the age of 16.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think the director does understand the question. Dr Chalmers. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Thank you, minister.  

Dr R.F. Chalmers: In the design of the declared places, we were very conscious of the prospective clientele for 
those two places when they were constructed, and we were given strong advice from a range of sources that 16 
years and above was an appropriate cut-off point, if you like. In answer to the member’s question, I guess the 
status quo remains for people below 16 years of age. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Under the status quo at the present time, where do these people go? Do they go into state 
care? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: That really depends on the court system and where the courts want to send them. The 
Mentally Impaired Accused Review Board has the responsibility of determining whether they will be detained in 
a juvenile detention centre or whether there is some other community-based option, and that often involves the 
Department for Child Protection.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Does that mean that a person who has a disability and who gets into the justice system 
but is not fit to stand trial—which is what I understand this is all about—and who is under 16 years of age, will 
not get the support and assistance that will be provided to adolescents over the age of 16? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: Via the declared places initiative announced by government—via that mechanism—the 
answer to that question is no, they will not. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: So effectively the declared places program is only for adolescents between the ages of 16 
and 20? 
Dr R.F. Chalmers: The declared places have been established for adults, so it is 16 through to old age.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to page 882, accommodation support services. Can the minister detail the total 
number of DSC clients who are receiving accommodation support from DSC direct care staff, either in a DSC 
facility or in their own home?  
[4.40 pm] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Chalmers. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: The Disability Services Commission runs an accommodation service that is our own direct 
service. I cannot give the member the precise number but it hovers at around 500. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is the trend increasing? Are more clients coming into DSC service facilities; and, if 
so, what is the percentage increase over the last two years?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It has declined slightly over the last couple of years. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Can the minister provide the number and the comparison over the last two years by 
way of supplementary information? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We are happy to do that. As supplementary information we will provide the details of the 
number of directly operated services over the last three years — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: And if they could be broken down into those clients who are receiving 
accommodation support in DSC facilities and the number of clients who are provided support in their own 
homes. There are two numbers there. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Chalmers needs to ask a further question about that question. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Of the 500, some would be in a DSC-operated facility. I would like to know the 
number of those. Other clients who are supported by DSC would have support services within their own homes. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We can give that second number now. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: One hundred per cent of the approximately 500 clients are in Disability Services 
Commission accommodation. None of them are in their own home. 

[Supplementary Information No A30.] 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to the growth in accommodation support services. I understand that 89 per cent of 
people who applied to receive funding for supported accommodation did not receive that support. By what 
percentage will this number increase with the growth in funding? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: I apologise; I did not hear the percentage the member mentioned. 
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Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I said that 89 per cent of applicants for accommodation support did not receive it. By 
what percentage will the number of applicants increase as a result of the growth in funding for accommodation 
support services—so decreasing the 89 or 90 per cent of applicants who do not receive it? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: It is not possible to quantify that because each of our funding rounds is a unique funding 
round and we do not know who from the general community will step forward and we also do not know who is 
in critical and urgent need. We cannot get a precise trajectory on that. Although 85 to 90 per cent of applicants 
do not necessarily pick up funding from that process, more than 90 per cent of those people are receiving other 
forms of support and assistance from the Disability Services Commission. It is not as though they get nothing 
through that process. A lot of people—as I said, over 90 per cent—gain other forms of support and assistance. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to the combined application process funding for the last round. In 2011–12, 516 
applications were accepted for type A and B accommodation and 51 people were granted funds. That is around 
89 per cent who did not receive support. With this additional funding, out of the 516 applications, how many 
more will be granted funds? Given that in 2011–12, 516 applications were received and 51 people were granted 
funds, how many more would be expected to receive increased funding? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: The combined application process goes across three major program areas, which is why it is 
called “combined”. Each of the areas outlined in the budget papers show the increase by X millions of dollars for 
each of those program areas and there is a unit cost for each of them. It is not just accommodation; it is a range 
of individual and family support and also alternatives-to-employment programs. The cost structure for each of 
those is very different across those three programs and we would need to quantify all of those across the three 
program areas. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Under “Major Spending Changes” on page 879 of the budget papers there is an increase 
in funding for accommodation support services. Does that not provide any more accommodation support to those 
applicants I am talking about? Will that increase in funding not result in an increase from 516 in the number of 
applicants who received funding in 2011–12? Will the 89 per cent of people who did not get funding still not get 
any relief and be unable to access those funds? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: Many of the people who applied for funding during 2011–12 will receive funding out of this 
additional growth in funding from government—yes, they will. What we cannot control and get micro-detail on 
is the number of new individuals and families that might step forward next year who are in more critical or 
urgent need than the group that applied last year. We cannot predict that to a fine-grain detail. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: The commission did 51; will it be 53 or 55? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: If I can be as clear as I can, I assume that the member is reading from one of the “Budget 
Bulletins”, which was for one funding round, and we have three funding rounds a year. During last year in 
accommodation, for instance, 199 people were funded. Following the round for intensive family support 
funding, 245 families were funded with packages, and 132 people were funded through the alternatives-to-
employment program. That is a significant number of people who were funded. In each round we allocate 
roughly $10 million a round for each of the growth funding areas, and this coming year we are doing 
approximately the same again. That number of people will be funded. Some of those will be people who were 
unable to get funding in previous rounds and some will be new people. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I refer to the new line item “Association for the Blind of Western Australia—Accessible 
Information Services” on page 879 under “Major Spending Changes”. Could the minister enlighten us about 
what that is exactly? It receives $698 000 in funding each year for three years. What does that provide?  

[4.50 pm] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Chalmers. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: For just over 100 years the Association for the Blind of Western Australia has been 
providing a wide range of services for Western Australian people who are blind or who have vision loss. The 
government is providing $698 000 per annum for the next three years to the association. This will provide the 
organisation with financial sustainability and allow it to continue to deliver accessible information services 
through a braille and talking-book library to all Western Australians who are vision impaired. Less than 50 per 
cent of the association’s funds are actually derived from government sources and the association therefore has 
been relying very heavily on philanthropic funding, bequests and so on. However, since the global financial 
crisis the association is finding it increasingly difficult to sustain that level of effort from those sources. The 
association has reported operational deficits for the past two years but it wants to continue to provide that range 
of services to the Western Australian community, and we believe it is entirely appropriate to direct those dollars 
to that outcome. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to the capital appropriation of $4.364 million in the 2012–13 budget under 
“Appropriations, Expenses and Cash Assets” on page 879. I note that the Treasurer’s media release on the 
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efficiency dividend said that certain capital works across agencies would be deferred or delayed. Have any 
capital works projects in the Disability Services Commission’s budget been delayed; and, if so, could the 
minister outline which ones? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Chalmers. 
Dr R.F. Chalmers: None has been delayed. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I have a further question. Of that $4.364 million in the budget, is that federal dollars or is 
it all state funds, and is any of it royalties for regions funding? 
Dr R.F. Chalmers: That is all state funding. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Is there any royalties for regions funding in that? 
Dr R.F. Chalmers: No royalties for regions funding. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Royalties for regions funding is state funding. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: I refer to the third last item under “Major Spending Changes” on page 879. School 
holiday respite has an allocation of $1 090 000 in 2012–13 but nothing in the out years. 
The CHAIRMAN: That question was asked earlier. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY: Was it? That is my last question ever in this place, and I asked a question that someone 
else had already asked! That is a fine note to leave on! 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Ask another one! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: You can always run for Cottesloe. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I have been offered that—or Nedlands! I am allowed to have my choice! 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I have a further question. I refer to the first dot point on page 881. Whilst the opposition 
and I have put on record that we welcome the 15 per cent component of the 2011–12 allocation of money to the 
not-for-profit sector and that it has been allocated to disability organisations, can the minister outline whether 
there has been a review of that? Given that the rationale for that 15 per cent allocation was to meet the demand 
for staff wages because people could not get employed in the area, how much of that 15 per cent went into staff 
wages and how effective has it been in meeting the objective of the retention of staff? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I answered that to a degree in the health division but I understand that Dr Chalmers might 
have an alternate version, so I ask Dr Chalmers to respond. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: I mentioned before that the commission funds approximately 118 non-government 
organisations. We have a strong partnership with those organisations and we rely very heavily on that 
partnership. I mentioned before that over 70 per cent of the budget of the commission is directed to those 
organisations, so we have a very strong interest in keeping a close connection to what they are doing with that 
money. We did not dictate to those organisations how that 15 per cent initial allocation was to be used, but we 
have had organisations regularly report to us and we have been monitoring that. To this point, over 80 per cent of 
those dollars are flowing to staff wages. The rest is being used for a range of other purposes to increase the 
sustainability and viability of those organisations, which is what we had hoped would happen, and we will 
continue to monitor that. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: If the organisations are regularly reporting that 80 per cent of the dollars are flowing on 
to staff wages, is that actually noted and recorded; and, if so, can a list of those organisations be tabled? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: That information at one level is commercial-in-confidence to those organisations. We do 
retrospectively, but not prospectively, on an annual basis require those organisations to furnish us with their 
financial statements. We are therefore in a position to interrogate them to find out the flow of funds to different 
purposes in those organisations; that is, in the year past the current financial year we will be able to monitor how 
they report back to us in their annual reports on what they have actually used those funds for; so the reporting is 
always a year behind. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: If I ask that question in Parliament next year, will the minister be able to table a report in 
Parliament that will tell me how much of the 15 per cent went through to wages for those non-government 
organisations? 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Chalmers. 
Dr R.F. Chalmers: Not only that but also we actually publish a document called the “Sector Health Check”. Our 
organisations are happy to furnish us with that information and we do a very detailed analysis of all of those 
flows to different purposes in those organisations. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: The member for Bassendean asked a question about the major spending changes and the 
efficiency dividend and I understand the minister said that not all of that has been determined, but he talked 
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about the more efficient use of office space, networks, printers and various other things. Can the minister tell me 
whether there will be any reduction in individual full-time equivalent local area coordinators—LACs as 
members of Parliament know them—and whether the FTEs directly delivering services from the agency into the 
community will be impacted at all? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think we made the point before that there will be no impact on services and no reduction in 
FTEs. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Can the minister confirm again that there will be no reduction in FTEs for family and 
carer supports? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Chalmers. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: Family and carer support dollars flow out through the not-for-profit sector and a handful of 
for-profit organisations. The commission itself does not have an arm around family and carer support. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: So the commission does not directly employ any family and carer supports; they are all 
employed through not-for-profit and non-government organisations. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is correct. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That is all right; I can interrogate. It is not an area I have a great deal of experience in. 
The directly employed staff who deliver services would be LACs and social trainers. Can the minister therefore 
confirm that there will be no reduction in full-time equivalent LACs and social trainers? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Dr Chalmers. 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: Yes. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: You can confirm that? 

Dr R.F. Chalmers: Yes. 

The appropriation was recommended.  
[5.00 pm] 

Division 67: Environment and Conservation, $216 450 000 — 
Ms A.R. Mitchell, Chairman. 

Mr W.R. Marmion, Minister for Environment. 

Mr K.J. McNamara, Director General. 

Mr R.P. Atkins, Deputy Director General, Environment.  

Mr J. Sharp, Deputy Director General, Parks and Conservation. 

Dr J.C. Byrne, Director, Corporate Services.  

Mr P.D. Dans, Director, Regional Services. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow.  

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. It will 
greatly assist Hansard if members can 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 committee clerk by Friday, 
8 June 2012. 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 with the Clerk’s office. 

I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Dr Byrne is deaf, but he will receive information through the assisting reporter and the 
computer and will respond to questions. I ask members to please speak loudly and clearly and to not speak over 
anyone. That would be much appreciated. I also draw to members’ attention that this component starts at five 
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o’clock. From the way it is written it may appear that divisions 67 and 68 should be completed by six o’clock. 
That is not the case, so members can go past that time. I am making sure everyone is clear on that.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I refer to “Major Spending Changes” on page 801, particularly the reference to bushfire 
suppression and fire preparedness. Why is there no money for bushfire suppression in the following four years? 
Can the minister also explain what fire preparedness encompasses?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Those figures can be added. I will give the member an outline. The government is 
providing an additional $32.9 million to the Department of Environment and Conservation over four years to 
enhance the department’s fire capability comprising the recurrent funding on page 801 and extra capital funding 
of $6.275 million, included on page 808. This reflects our commitment to implementing the recommendations of 
the Keelty reports on the Margaret River and Perth hills bushfires, and the Ferguson review of DEC’s capacity to 
manage large bushfires. The additional funding will focus on employing up to 28 more specialist fire officers, 
extending contracts for seasonal fire crews, fire weather forecasting services and a bridge inspection and 
maintenance program. The additional full-time fire staff and longer contracts for seasonal fire crews will 
improve DEC’s prescribed burning and fire suppression capabilities. As the member will be aware, the 
opportunities for prescribed burning are limited and the additional staff will enable the department to undertake 
more burns when the weather conditions are suitable. The bridge inspection and maintenance program is critical 
to ensuring rapid access when bushfires occur by avoiding long and time-consuming detours for fire crews.  

The Bureau of Meteorology will be introducing charges for its weather forecasting services. These services are 
critical, as the member knows, in determining fire behaviour during prescribed burning activities. Together with 
the work being done by DEC to improve its risk management and the additional funding in this budget for 
FESA, the government is confident the community will be better protected than ever before against bushfires. I 
will let the director general talk about suppression.  

Mr K.J. McNamara: The budget for wildfire suppression is already in place. The department has a standing 
amount of around $21 million per annum embedded in the budget already. On page 801 under “Major Spending 
Changes” in the left-hand column there is a figure of $8 million for the 2011–12 estimated actual. That 
represents supplementary funding because of the heavy bushfire season we have had this year. There is a 
standing arrangement in place to meet supplementary requirements where the number of bushfires is above 
average.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The minister mentioned that there would be funding under bushfire preparedness so that an 
additional 28 officers will be employed. What is the optimal number of firefighters within the minister’s 
department? He will have noted, for example, an article in today’s paper saying that 299 firefighters were 
appropriate for Western Australia but that DEC is operating with 250 in fact. What will the 28 additional officers 
take us up to, and why does he think the figure of 299 is not required?  

Mr K.J. McNamara: The figures need to be looked at in two parts. The figure referred to in the paper this 
morning refers to the conservation employee part of our workforce who are the front-line firefighting staff. Our 
model says there should be about 250 conservation employees in our three south west forest regions. We met 
that number last summer. When there are major fires 700 or more staff across the whole department are involved 
in fighting those fires as incident management teams and other support roles as well as the front-line fire staff. 
The 28 extra FTEs will, largely, go into, if we like, the non-conservation part of the employee department to do 
better planning, better risk management and better incident control of fires. There is a component, as the minister 
said, of the extra funding in this budget that will allow the extension of seasonal contracts for the seasonal 
component of the conservation employees. So there will be a commensurate increase, if you like, in the full-time 
equivalent component for conservation employees because the number who are employed seasonally will be able 
to be employed for longer, but there is not a precise figure on that as yet. 

[5.10 pm] 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I have to say that I am totally confused. Maybe I can ask that the answer be provided by way 
of supplementary information. Can the minister list the number of firefighters on an FTE basis who are 
employed, where they are located and what the basis of the calculation of those numbers is? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The director general will endeavour to give the answer in a more concise way to see 
whether we can avoid a supplementary — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It is not about avoiding supplementary information, minister; it is about giving the 
information we require. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is what I said; the director general is going to give the member the answer. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I doubt that the director general will have that to hand now. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We will see. 
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Mr K.J. McNamara: The figure of 250 conservation employees is across the south west forest regions, which 
largely range from about Lancelin to Denmark and all the country south west of that. At the moment, we have 
about 210 conservation employees on hand and we enhance that with our seasonal employees during the summer 
period. As for precise locations and so on, I do not have that to hand. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Minister, what I am asking is: why is it that the minister says that the figure of 299 is 
inappropriate? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Sorry, where did the member get that? Who said 299 was inappropriate? I do not recall 
saying that. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: It was three questions ago, minister—just keep up! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Dans might be able to provide further clarification on the question. 

Mr P.D. Dans: For the 2011–12 bushfire season, we had 267 conservation employees employed in our three 
south west forest regions—that is, the Swan, south west and Warren regions. There were in the order of 80 to 90 
conservation employees a region, made up of a mix of permanent and seasonal employees. That exceeded our 
model of 250 conservation employees that we work on now with aerial suppression capability in place. It 
exceeds what we historically had throughout the south west over the past decade or so. Additional to our 
conservation employee workforce, we have approximately 66 permanent dedicated fire planners and 
coordinators spread throughout the state. The 28 additional FTEs will build on that dedicated number of 66 fire 
planners and coordinators around the state. When the Department of Environment and Conservation responds to 
a bushfire event, that number of 66 is assisted by, as the director general referred to, up to 700 other employees 
who have some skills in incident management teams but are not dedicated fire officers. The new funding in the 
2012–13 budget is to supplement the dedicated fire officers around the state. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I will ask for supplementary information later because the minister did not answer the 
question that I specifically asked. Will the minister concede, given that he gave evidence that there will be 
additional funding of more than $32 million over four years, that his department has been severely under-
resourced for some time and that this is a concession that that has in fact been the case? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, member. The government has addressed the findings of the Keelty report.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: One of which was that the minister’s department was under-resourced. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It depends. We actually have the resources in hand to confront a fire, so it depends. Let 
us say that we are doing controlled burning, for instance; we have the resources to match the controlled burns 
that we do. However, we have taken advantage of what the Keelty report advised in terms of fire suppression and 
we are putting some extra effort into increasing FTE numbers.  

In terms of the supplementary information, the member wants the number of staff by region who are dedicated 
and those who are supplementary when — 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes, the number of FTEs in each district. 
The CHAIRMAN: I ask the minister to clarify what supplementary information he will provide. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: For each district in DEC, we can provide those staff who are dedicated solely to fire 
fighting and conservation. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: And how many additional seasonal workers are allocated to each district. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: And how many seasonal staff are added to each district. 

[Supplementary Information No A31.] 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: I would like to talk about an endangered species, the western ground parrot. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Eyre, I ask you to refer to a page number and a line item. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Sure, I will get to that. I refer to the “Saving the Western Ground Parrot” line item on page 
801, which has an allocation of $250 000. The minister would know, of course, that essentially the western 
ground parrot is now really found only east of Albany in my area in Cape Arid National Park, which has the 
largest population of this endangered species. Can the minister tell me what the allocation of $250 000 is for? I 
believe also that there is some activity by the Friends of the Fitzgerald River National Park in supporting 
measures to preserve the western ground parrot. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I thank the member for the question. I am one of the lucky people who have seen the 
western ground parrot down the member’s way. As the member quite rightly pointed out, it is critically 
endangered and is now known to be only in Fitzgerald River and Cape Arid National Parks on the south coast. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I have been there a dozen times and I have not seen it. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It probably saw the member coming! 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: The only reason I saw it, member, is that it was in captivity. 

However, there are fewer than 110 individuals in the wild and a small number in captivity, including the one that 
I saw. Unfortunately, feral cats are the scourge of the western ground parrot, as well as other native species, and 
they are notoriously difficult to control because they do not take traditional dried meat bait, as foxes do. The 
western ground parrot program, member, has involved five years of research using non-toxic baits in Fitzgerald 
River National Park. In 2010, the Department of Environment and Conservation had enough data to try the real 
thing—that is, toxic feral cat–specific baits using the naturally occurring poison 1080, with promising results. 
The plight of the western ground parrot was drawn to the attention of His Royal Highness the Duke of Edinburgh 
during the royal visit last year. Does the member remember that? 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes, I remember that. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: His Royal Highness took an active role many years ago in lending his support to save 
another endangered native bird, as the member will remember, the noisy scrub bird. The government has 
recognised the need for additional funding and the extra $250 000 in the 2012–13 budget will enable DEC to 
continue the feral cat bait trial and management of the captive birds. I must recognise the volunteer work done 
by the Friends of the Fitzgerald River National Park and also the Friends of the Western Ground Parrot.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Will the friends be involved in this program? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: They are and they will continue to be. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What do they do? 

The CHAIRMAN: I do not normally give you lots of extra questions. We will come back to the ALP side. 
Could I get you to follow that one up a bit later? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes. I have a follow-up question: what will the friends be doing in this project? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will let the director general go into the detail of that. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: Just very briefly, the reason people have not seen western ground parrots, even if they 
have been in that area, is that they are very cryptic; they are very hard to survey and research. An incredible 
number of hours of volunteer search effort and staff search effort go into locating them, let alone working on 
them. The volunteers from the friends groups have put an enormous amount of time into that. I am sure that they 
also assist in the captive breeding colony, which needs a high standard of maintenance.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Thanks very much — 

The CHAIRMAN: Can I just clarify, member for Girrawheen, is this your question that you have down on the 
list or are you asking a question on behalf of someone else? 

[5.20 pm] 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am asking on behalf of — 
The CHAIRMAN: Thank you.  
Ms M.M. QUIRK: I refer to the efficiency dividend line item on page 801 of budget paper No 2. What 
measures is the minister taking to meet that efficiency dividend, and where are the cuts likely to be in his 
department?  
Mr W.R. MARMION: There will be a two per cent efficiency dividend next year, followed by one per cent and 
another one per cent and a one per cent. No decisions have been made at this stage, but we will be making sure 
that no front-line programs and services will be affected.  
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I have a further question on the same issue. On pages 801 and 802 of budget paper No 
2 we see that by 2015–16 the efficiency dividend will be $9.2 million. I am concerned that it is unclear which 
programs are going to be cut. Is the minister not in a position at the moment to tell us which programs will be 
cut? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Sorry? 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Is the minister able to tell us which programs will be cut in this $3.75 million cut? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: We will be progressing efficiency measures on a year-by-year basis. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: So some programs will be cut? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I would envisage that efficiency measures will be able to be implemented internally 
without necessarily affecting any programs. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: So, any program that we see in these budget papers could be cut? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: No decisions have been made yet, member; we will be working on that, and by 1 July 
we will know what the answers are. 
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Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: That means that there are some services that the minister is going to quarantine from 
this kind of cut, I assume, or is the minister saying that, potentially, any of the key services could be cut? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Member, I am making no decisions at all; in fact, we will be looking at the budget of the 
department and looking at where we can make efficiencies, and we will see what happens when we make those 
decisions. It is too early to make those decisions. We have not made any decisions.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Gosnells, can I clarify? You sought a question, you deferred to the member for 
Girrawheen; do you have a specific question you wish to ask yourself, or do I move on to the next member? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: You can move on to the next member.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: My question refers to the line item “Environmental Regulation” on page 802 of budget 
paper No 2. I note that in 2012–13 a budget of $41 319 000 has been allocated for compliance with responsible 
acts under the ministry. How many compliance officers and support staff are employed by the Department of 
Environment and Conservation; how many cases of unlawful land clearing have been prosecuted in Western 
Australia in the past 10 years; how many cases are pending or currently being prosecuted; what number of 
hectares are involved; what is the value of the penalties imposed to date; is the minister aware of the new 
Queensland government’s decision to suspend all current prosecutions of landowners in the state, pending 
investigation by Crown Law in Queensland into the policy of compliance and prosecution in relation to the 
Vegetation Management Act; and, is the minister prepared to take similar action in Western Australia on behalf 
of private landowners? The minister can reply by way of supplementary information, if he wishes. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, answer it now! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I just happen to have that information in my back pocket! We will have to make that a 
supplementary question.  

The CHAIRMAN: Can I clarify the information the minister will be providing?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I would need to read it all out. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I am happy to provide the question. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It would be better if it was put on notice as a question. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: By way of supplementary information? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member can ask a question on notice  

Mr M.J. COWPER: I will do that, but just in the short term can the minister tell us how many compliance 
officers and support staff there are in DEC that it requires $41 million —  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Murray–Wellington, I am trying to clarify what information is expected, so 
before we go on to something else, can we just clarify what we — 

Mr M.J. COWPER: The minister said to me that he is not going to take it by way of supplementary 
information, he wants me to put it on notice, which I said I will do.  

The CHAIRMAN: That is what is going to occur. Do you have a further question? 

Mr M.J. COWPER: The first question I would like the minister to answer is how many compliance officers and 
support staff are employed by DEC to require a $41 300 000 allocation for compliance; and, in that case, how 
many successful prosecutions have there been? Is it worthwhile? I know the minister has an efficiency dividend 
that he needs to meet, and I would have thought that would be a good place —  

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is just one question; I will defer to Mr Atkins to provide an answer, if he can. 

Mr R.P. Atkins: The $41 319 000 is not just for compliance. The majority of that funding is for industry 
licensing, so it funds the activity of licensing more than 900 industries throughout the state for their emissions 
and discharges. It supports the whole licensing process. It also supports the pollution response unit and noise 
regulation support, as well as industry regulation compliance. The compliance component of that is a much 
smaller proportion of the $41 million. In terms of the number of compliance officers, we would have to give the 
member that information on notice. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Is Mr Atkins saying it costs the taxpayers, or the government, money to make industry 
compliant or be licensed? I thought it would have been the other way around; when I pay my licence it is a cost 
to me, not to the government. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Atkins? 

Mr R.P. Atkins: Approximately $19 million of licensing revenue supports that function. If the member goes to 
“Environmental Regulation” on page 806 of budget paper No 2, he will see that the total cost of the service is 



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E287 

 

$41 319 000, and there is income of $22 445 000. Just over half of that $41 million is covered by revenue from 
industry licence fees and other supplementary income; it is a user-pays service. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: It is a user-pays service, is it? 

Mr R.P. Atkins: It is. There are components that are not, obviously; the pollution response unit is funded from 
appropriations. But the industry licensing function and industry licensing compliance function is funded from 
licence fees. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Does the department have any idea how many successful prosecutions there have been in 
the past 12 months? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will pass that over to Mr Atkins. 

Mr R.P. Atkins: I cannot tell the member that off the cuff. They do not only cover clearing issues—I understand 
that is an area of interest to the member; there have been prosecutions on other matters to do with breaches of the 
Environmental Protection Act. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I understand they are published every year in the annual report. I refer to Mr Atkins to 
add some more information. 

Mr R.P. Atkins: On the DEC website, under “Environmental Regulation Reporting”, there is a quarterly report 
that shows the sort of statistics that the member is looking for, but we can certainly provide that through 
supplementary information.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The issue of phytophthora is raised on page 802 of budget paper No 2, under 
“Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”, and I notice that —  

The CHAIRMAN: Which dot point is the member on? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: There is only one dot point on page 802, and it relates to “Significant Issues Impacting 
the Agency”. We know there is a Dieback Consultative Council, so I assume that is probably one of the key 
drivers of the agency’s response to this terrible problem. I am keen to know the role the Dieback Consultative 
Council has played since the government abolished the dieback response group. 

[5.30 pm] 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Sharp can answer this. 

Mr J. Sharp: I am not quite sure of the direction of the question in relation to the functioning of the committee. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Could the member clarify the exact part of the question he wants answered? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I can repeat it. I understand we previously had a dieback response group and now that 
has been replaced by the Dieback Consultative Council, and I wonder what advice it has given to government so 
far. 

Mr J. Sharp: I cannot directly answer the question about what level of advice the council is giving. It exists as a 
group and I understand that it has not met for some time, but there is a range of inputs into dieback policy and 
response. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The director general might be able to add some information. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: Going back some years, there were several groups providing advice on dieback and that 
was inefficient. The government has taken the general view on councils and committees and so on of 
mainstreaming delivery through the role of the department, where it can. Clearly the Conservation Commission, 
as the statutory vesting body, takes a role and an interest, and addresses dieback in management plans, the 
coming forest management plan and everything else. We work very closely with the Centre for Phytophthora 
Science and Management based at Murdoch University. We work extensively with South Coast Natural 
Resource Management Inc, which also has particular knowledge and expertise in dieback. We have a substantive 
program in dieback, but we do not work through those previous structures. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I understand that the Dieback Consultative Council wrote to the minister in September 
and asked for clarification on how it could do its role, but the minister has not responded to the council as yet. Is 
that the case? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am unaware of any outstanding correspondence, so I could take that question on 
notice. In terms of Phytophthora cinnamomi, which is an area in which I have some background because Main 
Roads took it as a serious issue, we have budgeted for two rangers for the pristine area of Fitzgerald River 
National Park to add further protection to that area specifically to provide protection against entry and obviously 
protection from dieback. The member might recall that last year we allocated some funds to that and they will 
flow through to this year as well.  
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Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: How much money from the Department of Environment and Conservation goes 
towards the operations of the DCC? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The director general. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: The department’s direct expenditure on dieback control is about $2 million a year, but that 
is not directed through the Dieback Consultative Council; it is directed to on-ground action, associated research 
and so on. In addition to that $2 million a year, it is often difficult in nature conservation if, for example, 
threatened flora is being protected or visitor access to a park is being managed, to decide whether to put that 
money into managing visitor access, protecting a rare plant or managing the dieback that the plant is being 
protected from. That $2 million is direct expenditure on dieback, but there are many other facets of what we do 
that protect both individual species and areas against the threat of dieback. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Sticking with the DCC, I understand from DEC’s website that membership of the 
DCC includes groups that I do not think have existed for a long time. The Western Australian Municipal 
Association and the Department of Conservation and Land Management were mentioned, and even the Water 
and Rivers Commission is there. How can it be that this body has as its publicly listed member organisations 
groups that have been disbanded for some time? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: If the member likes, we will put anything in relation to the DCC as supplementary 
information. What specific information would the member like? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I would like an explanation about why the public list of member organisations is so 
hopelessly out of date. As I said, the WA Municipal Association ceased to exist a long time ago. Why would the 
DCC refer — 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The member wants the current status of that committee. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will provide supplementary information on the status of the DCC. 

[Supplementary Information No A32.] 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I have another question on this dieback issue. Fitzgerald River National Park has had 
outbreaks of dieback recently and I understand that they have occurred in various places. Perhaps the minister 
could tell me where he understands they have occurred and I might then have a further question. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: That is true; I know that some further outbreaks have been identified and I am aware of 
them. Perhaps the best person to give more detail would be the director general. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: Does the member want a map to show where they are? 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: If I could just be told roughly what part of the park they are in. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: They are in Fitzgerald River National Park.  
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Are they on management tracks? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Sharp. 
Mr J. Sharp: I cannot explain or define the exact sites. There are three sites and they are along management 
tracks. There is currently an investigation, working with the local community, on what level of knowledge there 
is about access to those sites. They are not available for public access; however, the public does access those 
sites, so containment in those areas and further work is being looked at. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am happy to privately send the member copies of the maps where the dieback 
outbreaks are in Fitzgerald River National Park if he likes. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: This is my final point on this. If the outbreaks have occurred on management tracks, 
they are areas that have been accessed by DEC contractors. Is that the case? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is a specific question and I will ask Mr Sharp to answer. 

Mr J. Sharp: The tracks can be accessed with approval by various groups, including those conducting research 
and those doing management work, but there is also the capacity for illegal entry because of the lack of capacity 
to manage and provide surveillance on those tracks at all times. Therefore, there are a range of possibilities 
regarding the cause of the infection. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I refer to the reference to great western woodlands on page 808 of the Budget Statements. As 
the minister would know, the great western woodlands encompasses almost entirely my electorate of Eyre and I 
am supportive of a management plan. I draw the minister’s attention to the second line item under the heading 
“Works in Progress”. There is an $800 000 allocation, and $300 000 has been spent. What was that for? What 
was achieved with the $300 000? What will be achieved with the 2012–13 allocation of $500 000? In addition, 
where, if there is one, would I find an allocation for any easements proposed in the agricultural component of the 
state barrier fence on unallocated crown land or reserves?  
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Mr W.R. MARMION: The government’s $3.8 million funding commitment to the great western woodlands 
includes, as the member said, the capital component of $800 000. The final strategy document was released by 
the then Minister for Environment in November 2010. That commitment was given to engage with a wide 
variety of stakeholders in the rollout of on-ground works. The DEC has ensured that capital works have been 
preceded by adequate consultation and proper planning. An amount of $300 000 has been spent on upgrades to 
tracks as part of a strategic fire access network. There has been the production of information signs and 
recreational site works at Credo Station and Peak Charles National Park—an area which I have unfortunately 
never been able to visit and which I want to visit one day; I have driven past the sign. The $500 000 allocation in 
2012–13 will achieve completion of recreational site works and the establishment of strategic fire access 
networks.  

In terms of the part of the member’s question relating to the easements proposed in the agricultural component 
for the state barrier fence on UCL or reserves, I can give the member an update on that. In April 2010, the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food and the then Minister for Environment announced an injection of 
$8.82 million in royalties for regions funding for wild dog control, and $5.17 million of that was for the state 
barrier fence. The allocation is through the agriculture and food portfolio and the Minister for Agriculture and 
Food is the appropriate minister to specifically answer the member’s question. 

[5.40 pm] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Madam Chair, I have another question, if I may. 

The CHAIRMAN: It is not normal for members of the government to seek further questions. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: If I may, Madam Chair, with respect to that $800 000, the minister has talked about the 
amount of $300 000 for the work that is being done in Peak Charles National Park and other areas. There are 
obviously other sites in the region. I live there, Madam Chair, and I need to know where this work is going on. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Sharp chairs the reference group, so I will ask him whether he can be more specific 
about where the dollars might be going for recreational facilities in the member’s area. 

Mr J. Sharp: Some of those will be specific site redevelopments. I do not have the list of those here. A lot of it 
will relate to providing information, signage and directions through the great western woodlands and the 
identification of places; some of that will be upgraded. Some of those funds will be expended with local 
authorities in upgrading sites within the great western woodlands. There is a list of the proposed developments, 
and I can provide that list to the member if he wishes. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: That would be great. 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Cockburn. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I will pass over to the member for Girrawheen.  

The CHAIRMAN: Can I just clarify, member for Cockburn, that you are not going to ask a question at all now? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No; I am passing over to the member for Girrawheen. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Minister, I refer to “Major Spending Changes” on page 801 and the items on bushfire 
preparedness and fire preparedness. In response to my last question, the minister mentioned the Keelty report. I 
want to ask the minister a few questions about the follow-up from Keelty. As I understand it, a post-incident 
analysis is currently being done in relation to both the Margaret River and Nannup fires, and the minister’s 
department has sought Noetic Solutions to do that post-incident analysis. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I think the member knows that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet is overseeing 
that report. Is that the first question? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Just on that, Noetic is doing the post-incident analysis on behalf of both FESA and the 
minister’s department. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will let the director general clarify exactly who is doing what. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: One of the Keelty outcomes, I think from the first report, related to some degree of 
independence in doing post-incident analyses, rather than the agency that was responsible for the fire 
commissioning and owning, if you like, the post-incident analysis. For that reason, the post-incident analyses for 
both Margaret River and Milyeannup have been commissioned by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 
and they are being carried out by Noetic. The reports will be provided through the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet to the State Emergency Management Committee for consideration.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: As I understand it, that report is due to be completed by the end of the month. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is that a question, member for Girrawheen? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: On the first part of the question, I think the member is right, but I will let the director 
general advise when he thinks that might be, even though it is the Department of the Premier and Cabinet that is 
running the project. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: That is right; we are not the commissioning agency, but the completion of the reports is, 
as I understand it, imminent. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: When is it expected that those reports will go to the State Emergency Management 
Committee, of which I understand Mr McNamara is a member? 

Mr K.J. McNamara: I would expect that as soon as the Department of the Premier and Cabinet has received the 
two reports in a final form that it is satisfied meets the requirements for conducting a post-incident analysis, they 
will be forwarded forthwith to the chair of the State Emergency Management Committee, the Commissioner of 
Police, and they will be considered at the SEMC promptly thereafter. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Can the minister clarify that that report is separate from the independent report that 
Mr Keelty has also recommended? 

Mr K.J. McNamara: Mr Keelty was obviously commissioned by the government to conduct a special inquiry, 
shortly after the Margaret River fire. The two reports that have been done by Noetic are the post-incident 
analyses for each of the Margaret River and Milyeannup fires, which occurred simultaneously in November last 
year. I am not aware of any other reports. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Is the minister aware that in the Keelty report—maybe I should start again. Has the minister 
read the Keelty report on Margaret River? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Of course I have—many times. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: The minister would be aware, then, that that report recommends an independent review of 
the post-incident analyses of both FESA and DEC, which is separate from the post-incident analysis, minister. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not know that it recommends another report. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: No. It recommends a review of the post-incident analysis. I think Mr Dans might be able to 
assist here. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. Mr Dans. 

Mr P.D. Dans: Mr Keelty’s report suggested that the response to the Margaret River bushfire be the subject of 
an independent report. That is the PIA that is being undertaken now, overseen by the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet. A separate post-incident analysis is being undertaken for the Milyeannup or Nannup fire by the 
same consultant, Noetic Solutions.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: So will those reports be tabled? Will the minister be tabling the report in relation to DEC? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is not my decision to make. The reports are owned by the Premier, and the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet commissioned the reports, so it will be up to the Premier to decide. The 
Minister for Emergency Services may be involved as well. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Normally a post-incident analysis occurs within a matter of weeks after an incident. The 
residents of Nannup and Margaret River have waited many months, and they may well not at the end of that time 
be able to see what is in those reports.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: As I said, member, that is not my decision to make. It is up to the Premier.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: My final question on this issue — 

The CHAIRMAN: Member, is this a different question from what the member has been asking, because I think 
the answer has been given? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes. Can the minister confirm that the director general is on the relevant DPC committee 
that is dealing with the follow-up of the Keelty recommendations? If so, is it not the case that the director general 
should be aware of the status of those reports and what is intended to be done with them? 

Mr K.J. McNamara: As I have already indicated, my understanding is that the completion of the two Noetic 
reports is imminent. They will then be accepted in their final form by the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, which will forward them to the State Emergency Management Committee via, I expect, the 
Commissioner of Police in his capacity as chair of that committee. After the SEMC has received those reports, 
they will be considered and there will be advice back to the government. The SEMC reports to the Minister for 
Emergency Services. I would have every expectation that the reports would be made public after they have been 
through the SEMC process and advice has been provided to the government. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It is good to see that coordination between agencies has very much improved. 
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Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I refer to page 806 and key efficiency indicator 4, environmental regulation. The second 
sentence under that heading states — 

Regulate the investigation, classifications and management of contaminated sites.  

The minister would know that I have a great interest in Mirrabooka groundwater contamination from the Atlas 
site. The minister would know also that the Department of Environment and Conservation has issued an 
investigation notice. Have groundwater monitoring bores been installed at all of the sites, as required by the 
investigation notice, and is the department aware what monitoring results have been observed and recorded? I 
understand that the local residents were doorknocked, and that was also a requirement of the investigation notice. 
How many local residents were doorknocked as required, how many engaged in discussions, and how many 
were left with an advisory pamphlet; and can the minister table that pamphlet if it is available? 
[5.50 pm] 
The CHAIRMAN: I think the member has a few too many questions. It is very difficult for anyone to remember 
what the first question was.  
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: It is all right; the minister knows all about the issue. 
The CHAIRMAN: Let us keep it to a sensible number. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I have been told. I will have a few more questions following on from that. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am keen to resolve this issue, as the member knows, and to make sure that Atlas meets 
its responsibilities. Mr Atkins will probably be able to provide the member with a more recent update than the 
one the member got about a month ago. 

Mr R.P. Atkins: The monitoring bores have not been installed yet but they are about to be installed. Because it 
is a residential area, the monitoring bores need to go into public spaces, mainly in road reserves and such. Atlas 
had some difficulty getting permission from Main Roads and the City of Stirling to install the monitoring bores. 
That took some time to resolve but it has now been resolved and permission has been given. The department is 
reviewing the revised sampling and analysis plan submitted by Atlas in recent weeks, which will have a revised 
timetable for the installation and monitoring to take place. Because we have not completed reviewing Atlas’s 
amended sampling and analysis program, I do not have those details to hand for the member tonight. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Can that information be tabled for me? Can it be taken on notice and tabled? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Can the member clarify exactly what information it is? 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I want to know where those bores are going and how many local residents — 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Can we do it one at a time? Does the member want a map showing where the bores are? 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN: Is the member asking for supplementary information? 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN: That is different from tabling information. The minister will now seek to clarify what 
information he is providing. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Where are the bores going? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Let us go slowly. 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: How many local residents were doorknocked, as required under the investigation notice? 
That will do at this point in time. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am happy to provide a supplementary answer about where the bores are going—that is 
the first part of the question—and how many local residents have been doorknocked as part of the process of 
putting in the bores. 

[Supplementary Information No A33.] 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: The Department of Environment and Conservation concluded that there was prima facie 
evidence—in the minister’s letter to me on 3 May 2012—for three breaches of the investigation notice that DEC 
issued. Is DEC satisfied that there have been no further breaches of any provisions of the investigation notice 
since it was issued? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will ask Mr Atkins to provide an answer. 

Mr R.P. Atkins: The fact that the bores could not be put in on time was a technical breach but that was beyond 
Atlas’s control. We are dealing with that as an administrative breach of the notice. Essentially, a letter of 
warning is the appropriate action for that. We also took steps to assist with getting approval from Main Roads 
and the City of Stirling for Atlas’s consultants to put the bores in place. 
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Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I have one final question. The minister would be aware of Mr Barnett of Balikpapan 
Avenue in Dianella. He still has a memorial on the certificate of title for his property and his groundwater bore 
has been decommissioned. When in this process will Mr Barnett have the memorial removed or the issue 
resolved? Given that other research has been done, why have no other properties been subject to memorials, 
considering the extent of the known and likely extent of the groundwater contamination from the Atlas Group 
site? 

Mr R.P. Atkins: The matter will be resolved when the sampling analysis plan has been completed and we 
understand what the extent of the contamination is and what the remediation strategy is, and when we also get a 
better characterisation of the risk to human health through exposure. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: What is the time frame for that? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Nollamara, the question is being answered. Give the gentleman a chance to 
answer it. 

Mr R.P. Atkins: That information will be contained in the revised sampling and analysis plan. We will provide 
that to the member when we provide her with a map of the bores, because it is in that document. 

In terms of the memorial on Mr Barnett’s property, under the Contaminated Sites Act, Mr Barnett formally 
notified the department that his property had contaminated groundwater. Because it was a formal notification, 
the act does not have any discretion in terms of the steps to go through and within 45 days the site has to be 
classified. His is the only property that has been formally referred. None of the other properties have. From Mr 
Barnett’s point of view it would have been better if it had not been referred but because it had, it had to go 
through that process. We have assisted Mr Barnett as much as we can to moderate the terms of the classification 
and the wording of the memorial on his title. I know that he still is not satisfied but we have gone as far as we 
can within the constraints of the legislation. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to the second last dot point under “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators” on 
page 804 and the percentage of waste in the metropolitan area diverted from landfill through recycling. In 2011–
12 the target was 45 per cent but the outcome is forecast to be only 35 per cent. Can the minister explain this? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I thank the member for the question. At the outset I remind him that the reporting period 
uses data collected voluntarily from industry for the previous financial year. The total waste generated decreased 
by approximately 16 per cent, or 0.9 million tonnes during the 2011–12 reporting period compared with the 
2010–11 reporting period. The amount of waste diverted from landfill also decreased by 0.7 million tonnes from 
2.4 million tonnes to 1.7 million tonnes. The largest reduction was in construction and demolition waste, which 
is basically concrete, bricks and sand, followed by paper and cardboard. Municipal waste, which is essentially 
household waste, has been pretty much constant. However, commercial and industrial construction and 
demolition waste both declined, largely as a result of the downturn in economic conditions. Construction and 
demolition waste is highly variable, depending on the number and nature of construction projects happening at 
the time. The construction and demolition site also faces stiff competition from landfills, which despite the 
increase in the waste levy in 2010 remains cheaper than recycling. Recycling commercial waste, principally 
cardboard, depends on overseas and interstate markets as unfortunately there is no cardboard recycling facility in 
Western Australia. International market demand for paper and cardboard has declined in line with economic 
conditions, so when the prices for recycled materials fall it is often cheaper to send waste to landfill rather than 
recycle it as the transport costs can be higher than the value of the material.  

Notwithstanding that, the government remains committed to recycling and re-use. In line with the objectives 
outlined in the “Waste Strategy for Western Australia”, which I released in March this year, we are aiming to 
increase the amount of C and D waste being recycled from its current low level of only 34 per cent to 75 per cent 
by 2020. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I turn to the Kimberley science and conservation strategy on pages 808 and 810. I 
know that it is a passion of the minister’s. It was previously mentioned that the value of the program was 
$63 million over five years, yet turning to the budget papers there is no way that the different references add up 
to $63 million. That might be because some of the money is going elsewhere. I have two questions for the 
minister. Firstly, can he confirm that it is still $63 million over five years; and, secondly, can he say how much 
of the money for the Kimberley science and conservation strategy is for DEC to spend? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I thank the member for the question. Yes, the total amount committed last year across 
all agencies is $63 million. Funding for the program over five years for DEC accounts for $39.68 million of the 
$63 million. That was in last year’s budget. 

The CHAIRMAN: I am conscious of the time. The member may want to wait before asking the second part of 
his question so that the minister can answer it because I will suspend the committee at 6.00 pm. Does the 
minister have something he would like to add to the first part of the answer? 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: I would like to add that we are progressing very well in terms of creating marine parks 
in the Kimberley. As the member knows, Camden Sound marine park has a sanctuary zone and has gone down 
quite well. 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, minister; that was very eloquent.  

Meeting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
The CHAIRMAN: Before we start, how long do members want to continue with the environment division? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Mr Chairman, the opposition proposes that we not deal tonight with the Zoological 
Parks Authority and the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority. 

The CHAIRMAN: The opposition does not want to deal with those two? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The opposition would prefer to spend more time on the Environment and 
Conservation division and on the Water division. 

The CHAIRMAN: We have some advisers from those two authorities. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We need to ask whether government members want to ask questions. 

The CHAIRMAN: Do government members want to ask any questions of those two authorities? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have questions for the Swan River Trust and the botanic gardens, and also I would like to 
ask a question of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is only the Zoo and the botanic gardens. We wish to deal with the Swan River Trust 
and with the office of the EPA. 

The CHAIRMAN: So there are two that the opposition does not want to deal with—the Zoological Parks 
Authority and the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority. Does the member for Eyre wish to ask questions on 
those two or put the question on notice?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have one question on the Zoo and one on the botanic gardens. 

The CHAIRMAN: So the member for Eyre wants them to hang around. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Mr Chairman, I would therefore propose that we deal with the Department of 
Environment and Conservation, concluding at 7.45 pm and use the 15 minutes before eight o’clock to deal with 
the botanic gardens and the zoological gardens. 

The CHAIRMAN: Okay; that is fair enough. The member for Gosnells was in the middle of a question. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I just heard from the minister that $39 million from the Kimberley science and 
conservation strategy is to go to DEC—only $39 million from the total of $63 million. My question now is: what 
sums will go to other agencies, what are those agencies and how much is each of those agencies receiving? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will defer to the director general for the detailed answer to where the breakdown of the 
money is going. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: The difference between the $39 million allocation to DEC and the $63 million total is 
across a number of agencies. It includes in particular an allocation of $12 million to the Western Australian 
Marine Science Institution for research related to, obviously, the marine environment and particularly the marine 
parks theme of the strategy; allocations for Tourism WA; allocations for the native title work that has to be done; 
some allocations into the Department of Mines and Petroleum for some geological survey work; and I recall a 
science portal allocation for the Department of Commerce. All those details were in last year’s budget across the 
different agencies. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Is the minister able to provide me with the amounts going to the Department of Mines 
and Petroleum and Tourism WA? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: These were all in our budget last year, but the director general might be able to recall 
some of those dollars. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: Beyond the ones that I have already mentioned, in particular the WAMSI one, we do not 
have those details with us this year. The allocations across the other agencies would have to be provided via 
supplementary information. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is the minister going to provide some supplementary information? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, I am happy to provide supplementary information on the breakdown, I presume, of 
the $63 million and how it was allocated last year. 

[Supplementary Information No A34.] 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS: I refer to the line item “Drawdowns from Royalties for Regions Fund” in the table at the 
bottom of page 808 headed “Funded By”. It lists $8.845 million for the asset and investment program. Can the 
minister itemise that and explain what this money has been used for? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will not go through this in too much detail, but in 2010 the government announced that 
$20 million from the royalties for regions would be allocated to increase regional tourism through a range of 
projects in Western Australia, particularly in the most popular parks. There were four programs and 16 projects. 
There was a program for expanding Naturebank, for example. Francois Peron National Park, Cape Le Grand 
National Park and Whicher National Park were involved. I am trying to look for one in the member for Eyre’s 
electorate. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Cape Le Grand. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes; so there you go. Also, there were some sites under the low-cost camping program. 
I am looking again to see whether there is one in the member for Eyre’s area. There is one at Kurrajong. Nanga 
Mill campground is an example that targets low-cost camping and caravanning. The third program was sites 
under a roading program. The Loop and Z Bend at Kalbarri, for example, are in a very popular area. The fourth 
program was to do with park visitor infrastructure. Again, there is the Kalbarri National Park, the coastal sites at 
the loop road and Torndirrup National Park at the Gap. Basically the funds are spread out over those four 
programs.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Turning to waste matters, I am curious to know whether the landfill levy is being 
applied differently to putrescible waste versus to construction and demolition waste; and, if so, why? My 
understanding is that the C&D waste is being looked at through a cubic metreage–type arrangement, whereas the 
other is through a tonnage arrangement. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will defer to Mr Atkins to give a detailed answer on this one. 

Mr R.P. Atkins: Yes; the putrescible rate is per tonne and the inert rate is per cubic metre. It is done differently 
because, obviously, the characteristics of inert waste are much more variable than putrescible waste because 
concrete is very heavy. But other components of inert waste are a lot lighter, so it is done on a cubic-metre basis 
to even out those lightweight versus heavyweight items; whereas putrescible is obviously more homogenous in 
terms of weight. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Has the government considered moving to the one form of measurement for both 
waste streams? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will defer to Mr Atkins again. 

Mr R.P. Atkins: The Waste Authority proposes to do a review of the levy and the way the levy is structured, 
and we will provide advice to the minister on that at some time in the future. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The officer said the Waste Authority is going to do a review. Has it not publicly 
released that or is it about to undertake that review?  

[7.10 pm] 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will ask Mr Atkins to answer this.  

Mr R.P. Atkins: This is mentioned in the waste strategy that has been released. It is one of the components of 
the waste strategy. I cannot quote what page it is on, although I could six months ago. It refers to a review of the 
landfill levy.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Does that same review refer to changes in the actual rates?  

Mr R.P. Atkins: It can do; it is quite likely that it will. It will be looking at the whole economic model for the 
landfill levy, comparing putrescible waste to inert and looking at, if we like, the volume versus weight approach 
to it. We will do an economic analysis. The details of that scheme will be put forward as part of the business plan 
for the minister’s approval so that the expenditure can be allocated.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: There is no plan at this stage in this budget to make any changes in the ensuing 
12 months.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am curious to know the gap between the actual landfill levy and the landfill 
externalities—the environmental cost of things going to landfill. Has that been looked at in this review?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Maybe Mr Atkins can give a bit of a ballpark figure, but I think the member is asking a 
fairly general question.  

Mr R.P. Atkins: The short answer to the question is no. That sort of analysis has not been done in terms of 
looking at the full externalities of the environmental cost of land filling and comparing that to the levy. The levy 
is an economic instrument to drive change and diversion of waste from landfill and to encourage recycling. It is 



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E295 

 

the balance of the cost of landfill versus the cost of recycling. It does not take into account the externalities of 
environmental cost.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am curious to know the effect of carbon pricing on our landfill and the various 
levies.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: When the carbon tax comes into play, we will take into account what impact it will have 
on our bottom line moving forward.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: We know that the carbon tax, the initial phase of carbon pricing, will be $23 a tonne, 
so the modelling has been done already I would have thought.  

Mr K.J. McNamara: We understand it will affect only new landfill, so it will be phased in as new sites come in. 
Mr Atkins can clarify that.  

Mr R.P. Atkins: The impact of the carbon price is a matter for the landfill operators to work out. The WA Local 
Government Association is looking at those impacts now. In fact, I asked a question earlier today to see whether 
that was happening, and it is, so it is a matter for local government and any of the landfill operators, because a 
large number of landfills are operated by private enterprise. This is an issue that is being looked at by landfill 
operators, particularly local government, across the country. There was a news item a few nights ago about what 
Wagga Wagga in New South Wales had estimated the cost at. The calculation is not straightforward and the 
landfill operators are wrestling with the costing model. The review I mentioned in the previous answer in terms 
of any recommendations about changes to the landfill levy will take into account the impact of the carbon price. 
Of course, as the carbon price comes in on 1 July—this review will not be done before then, quite clearly—by 
the time the review gets to look at this, there should be some experience on the ground in terms of how landfill 
operators are handling it.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: My understanding is that the commonwealth is still working on the detail of how it will 
work. When we met the federal Minister for Climate Change and Energy Efficiency, only about four weeks ago I 
think, he was still putting the final touches on how it may work. They may have it now.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to the last dot point on page 803, which relates to the department’s 
development of environmental offset policy guidelines and systems to promote transparency and accountability. 
I would like to know whether the guidelines have been finalised and made public. If not, why not? When will the 
guidelines be available? Has the environmental offset register been finalised and made public?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is an important initiative of our government. I released the WA government 
environmental offset policy on 27 September 2011. The policy provides a framework to improve consistency, 
transparency and accountability offsets arising from the environmental approvals process. The policy commits to 
the preparation of guidelines to support interpretation of the policy and the development of a public register, as 
the member mentioned, to provide a centralised record of offset arrangements. I can report that the guidelines are 
in an advanced draft stage and should be finalised in 2012–13. The register is in development and is expected to 
be substantially completed this coming financial year, 2012–13.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is it due out next year?  
Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: What has been the cost of the development of the policy and the register to date?  
Mr W.R. MARMION: It has all been done in-house, so the development process has involved the time of 
Department of Environment and Conservation in-house staff and officers; some other agencies are also involved. 
The specific cost would be only an estimate of salary costs.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is it being developed in-house?  
Mr W.R. MARMION: No consultants are involved. DEC is driving it in conjunction with other agencies.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In his answer to a question on notice on 24 May this year, the minister mentioned the 
interagency group or task force. Which agencies are represented on the interagency working group?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: In case I miss out a couple, I will ask the director general to list the agencies.  

Mr K.J. McNamara: Under the government’s commitment to approvals reform, a ministerial task force, chaired 
by the Premier, oversees a range of reform projects, and there is a directors general working group chaired by the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. The agencies on the working group that developed the offsets policy 
released last year and that continue to work on the guidelines and the register include the Department of 
Environment and Conservation, the office of the EPA, the Department of Mines and Petroleum, the Department 
of Planning, the Department of State Development and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. There may 
be one or two others involved but certainly all those agencies are involved. There was also consultation with 
peak groups in industry and the conservation movement. That will also be the case as the guidelines are further 
developed.  
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Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The eighth dot point on page 803 refers to a community focus on ambient air quality 
monitoring and management in the Perth metropolitan area. It also refers to management strategies being put in 
place in Collie, Kalgoorlie and the Burrup Peninsula. My question is more in relation to metropolitan initiatives 
in air monitoring and a focus on air quality. I listened with interest earlier in the year to the discussions about the 
Cockburn Cement issues at Munster. Some similar issues may be emerging in my electorate. Can the minister 
please update us on what action the government will take with regard to the Cockburn Cement operations? 

[7.20 pm] 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I thank the member for the question. I know the member for Cockburn is probably 
interested in this one as well. In March this year, the government tabled its response to the Legislative Council’s 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs inquiry into Cockburn Cement Ltd. The government 
basically accepted the inquiry’s recommendations. On 2 April this year, the Department of Environment and 
Conservation issued a new licence for Cockburn Cement’s operations at Munster following consultation with the 
community and the company. The new licence requires the company to install a baghouse filter on kiln 5, similar 
to the one recently installed and operating very successfully on kiln 6. The licence sets fail limits and targets for 
kiln 6 and kiln 5 once the baghouse is installed. The filter on kiln 6 is operating and performing well and 
reducing dust levels to below 30 milligrams per cubic metre in line with the conditions. A new requirement to 
operate all kilns to below target levels has been included to minimise emissions from the facility and, in 
particular, kiln 5 pending completion of the baghouse filter on that kiln. It also requires an independent report on 
odour monitoring, which is to be conducted in the community and must be completed by 1 July this year. The 
company will also have to improve management and monitoring of the coal stockpile to reduce odours and 
emissions from that area. An overall 14 conditions in the new licence are more restrictive than in the previous 
licence. Other conditions include the management of odour emissions, the tightening of reporting periods, a limit 
on sulphur dioxide emissions and reporting and compliance with that limit. I am pretty pleased at the moment 
with the way that Cockburn Cement is performing and, after years of community complaints, I am hoping this 
whole saga can be put to bed.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I will return to the issue of marine parks. I note that the 2011–12 budget papers stated 
that planning for new marine parks in the north — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Can the member point out what page, line and item number he is referring to?  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Yes, of course. I refer to the first dot point on page 803, and also the second dot point, 
where mention is made of marine parks. The previous budget papers said that planning for new marine parks in 
the north Kimberley and Roebuck Bay would be a priority, but the 2012–13 Budget Statements do not contain 
any reference to new marine parks. How is the Kimberley science and conservation strategy progressing the 
advancement of those parks? Can the minister indicate the cost involved in the preparation of those marine 
parks? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I think the member is after an update on all the Kimberley marine parks. Is that what the 
member is after?  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: With the cost involved in producing those—in terms of the FTEs involved, and the 
other work that is involved in creating them.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will introduce the topic because I was a bit confused by the question; however, I can 
tell the member where we are at with marine parks. As I have mentioned in a previous answer, the Camden 
Sound marine park—the first cab off the rank of the four Kimberley marine parks—should be gazetted by the 
end of June; so it will be in existence then. The indicative management plan for the Eighty Mile Beach marine 
park was released with a three-month public consultation period, which closed earlier this year, and the final 
management plan is being prepared. Hopefully, we can get some resolution on that one this year. Planning for 
the Roebuck Bay marine park has also progressed significantly with a fair bit of work being undertaken with the 
Yawuru traditional owners under a formal agreement. Hopefully, an indicative management plan for that marine 
park will be released later this year. We are doing some preliminary work on the fourth new Kimberley marine 
park, which is in the north Kimberley. Is the member after what costs have been incurred in preparing those? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: In the second dot point on page 803, mention is made of the south west capes area 
between Busselton and Augusta, and the Dampier Archipelago marine park creation. Can the minister tell us 
how much that is costing? 

Mr K.J. McNamara: Last year’s budget included specific allocations within the Kimberley strategy for the 
marine parks of the Kimberley, in particular Camden Sound and Eighty Mile Beach, as the minister has 
indicated, and also for the Yawuru area, which is Roebuck Bay. The budget last year also included specific 
allocations for the capes marine park in the south west and for the Dampier Archipelago. The capes marine park, 
for example, included a commitment of $5.3 million over four years to DEC for the establishment and 
management of that marine park, which the Premier and the minister announced at Yallingup a few months ago 
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and which will also be in place by the middle of this year. I do not have figures separated for the planning and 
liaison aspects. Once again, that is a matter that is absorbed within the normal work of a combination of staff in 
our marine branch, senior staff such as the deputy director general of parks and conservation, and also district 
and regional staff. It is not accounted for separately; it is really just officer time.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: It mentions the establishment and initial setting up costs. I would also be interested to 
know the FTE time put into compliance monitoring. I expect that we might need some supplementary 
information to detail the time put into the creation of marine parks, and also to know how much effort is put into 
compliance.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I need some clarification on this, Mr Chairman. The parks have not been established; so 
no compliance costs have been incurred to date. Can the member be more specific?  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: In the forward years we will need to have some compliance work done, or what is the 
point in having a marine park?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member is asking what funds are in the forward estimates in terms of the 
parameters for specific areas and requirements for different zones within the marine park. The director general 
will be able to answer that. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: I can give a preliminary answer, but we will have to provide the rest as supplementary 
information. In the case of the capes marine park, for example, I said that $5.3 million has been allocated to DEC 
over the four years, and also $3.26 million has been allocated to the Department of Fisheries. When we do a 
marine park budget, we allocate it across several categories including compliance, research and monitoring, 
education and interpretation, and some other elements as well. I do not have the breakdown of those figures, but 
the government is committing funding for when the parks are created, and the component of that total funding 
for compliance will have to be provided as supplementary information.  

[Supplementary Information No A35.]  

Mr M.J. COWPER: When the cape to cape national park was announced, there was an advertisement in the 
paper that showed an indicative map of a shaded area. Many of my constituents were very angry, thinking that 
that was a no-go zone for fishing; in fact, it was only a small area. Are there any plans to make that more clear?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I think there was an error in that particular advertisement in that it did not show the 
breakup; it just showed the whole area. I think they might have put out another one, but maybe Mr Sharp might 
be able to give a — 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Some people think there is no fishing in that area.  

Mr J. Sharp: A map is available on the website that indicates the areas and the zoning that will be included in 
that park, and that makes it very clear what areas are available for different uses and purposes.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: Is there any chance of having that readvertised? When it first hit the papers on the 
Saturday people were very angry and ringing my office the following day.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: My understanding is that that advertisement was organised by another section of 
government, but we will have a chat with that section and see if we are required to do that. From memory, 93 per 
cent of the marine park can still be fished.  
[7.30 pm] 
Mr M.J. COWPER: I think we need to advertise or market that better.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to the first dot point at the bottom of page 802 and the fourth dot point on page 
803, related to parks. I ask my perennial question: what progress has the department made with regard to the Peel 
regional park; are any officers currently working on plans to establish and gazette the Peel regional park; and, if 
not, why not? Is there any money specifically highlighted or appearing in the budget for such a purpose? I will 
have a few other questions depending upon the answers.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I thought I might get this question, member. The initial part of this is done by the 
Department of Planning, but Mr Sharp will provide an update on where we are at in that area of the member’s 
electorate.  

Mr J. Sharp: The process of establishing regional parks is done through the planning portfolio, putting together 
an overall plan for a regional park including the various tenures, of which the Department of Environment and 
Conservation may only have part of the tenure. That plan is then put together and finalised for the whole of 
government. The question about where that plan is in terms of its proposed establishment rests with the planning 
portfolio. There have been various iterations of plans around that for 15 years.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Is the minister aware of the latest report from the Peel–Harvey Catchment Council 
with regard to the health and wellbeing of the Peel–Harvey system, and research showing that over the past 
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five years there has been further deterioration in a number of key indicators? With that knowledge, is there any 
additional funding in this budget for the Peel–Harvey Catchment Council; if so, how much and over what 
period?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am aware of the report about the health of the Peel–Harvey estuary. It is obviously of 
concern. The Department of Water also comes under this area. There has been natural resource management 
funding under the Department of Agriculture and Food. There is nothing in the Department of Environment and 
Conservation’s budget for the Peel–Harvey.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Can the minister indicate how many DEC staff are currently based in the Peel region 
and what services they deliver? I am happy to receive that as supplementary information, if necessary.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will defer to Mr Dans, who might be able to provide that information now.  

Mr P.D. Dans: The department has an office on Pinjarra Road, Mandurah. An annual average of 8.4 full-time 
equivalents are based out of that office, servicing the Yalgorup National Park and the rest of the Peel area. They 
are assisted by officers based in Rockingham and overseen from our coastal district office in Wanneroo, which 
has an all-up workforce in the order of 80. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to “Environmental Regulation” on page 806. Have any officers inspected the 
condition of the Point Peron pipeline running from Woodman Point waste water treatment plant through 
Rockingham? If so, how regular are those inspections carried out by department staff, when was the last 
inspection, and has an assessment been done by the department of the potential hazards presented by this 
pipeline failing?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I have not visited it myself. Mr Atkins might be able to provide information on that 
question.  

Mr R.P. Atkins: The department has a compliance inspection program for the whole state, based on regions and 
on risk. There is a frequency of inspections of all premises depending on whether they are low, medium or high-
risk premises. In terms of the Cape Peron pipeline, I do not have information at my fingertips, obviously, about 
when that was last inspected and the results of that inspection. We can take that as supplementary information.  

The Water Corporation has a monitoring program that is covered in part by its licence under environmental 
regulation and in part under ministerial conditions under the ministerial statement issued under part IV of the 
Environmental Protection Act. So, there is reporting back to the Office of the Environmental Protection 
Authority and to the Department of Environment and Conservation. In addition to any physical inspections, 
regular water quality reports and discharge quality reports are provided to the department.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In terms of the questions that cannot be answered tonight, could they be answered by 
way of supplementary information?  

The CHAIRMAN: Does the minister understand what needs to be provided? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Maybe the member can be clear what the question is, for Hansard.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The minister needs to tell us when the last inspection by department staff was carried 
out and how regular they have been?  
Mr W.R. MARMION: And the outcome?  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes; and how regular those have been. Did Mr Atkins mention they were yearly? 

Mr R.P. Atkins: No; I did not give a frequency.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We need an answer regarding the regularity of inspections, when the last one was, 
and has an assessment been done by DEC of the potential hazards?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will paraphrase that, Mr Chairman. We can provide information on the regularity of 
the inspections by DEC, when the last one was, and the findings.  

[Supplementary Information No A36.]  
Mr M.J. COWPER: I refer to the line item “Park visitation (annual number of visits)” on page 804. The 
minister and the department should be commended for the fantastic work being done for ordinary Western 
Australians who cannot afford to travel overseas and choose to holiday in wonderful locations such as 
Cape Le Grand, Lucky Bay, Peaceful Bay, Wedge Island, Broke Inlet, Donnelly River, Nanga Mill in my 
electorate, and Whittakers Mill. The minister has anticipated an increase—can he tell us about some of the 
modelling around that?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We are doing quite well, so it is a good and timely question. To provide some 
background: in 1994–95 there were six million visitations. In 2010–11 there were nearly 16 million. We have 
gone up 10 million visitations in that short period. Of course that is in the context of the Australian–US dollar 
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situation being very high and the attractiveness of some of the South-East Asian places where tourists like to go. 
The Department of Environment and Conservation’s estimation of park visitation is a projection based on trend 
data from previous years. Although there is some evidence that the strong Australian dollar has resulted in 
increased overseas travel at the expense of intrastate destinations, this appears to be offset at a more local level. 
People who are after a big holiday may prefer to go overseas rather than more expensive destinations within our 
state. This may be responsible for the decreased visitation numbers in the north, such as in the Kimberley. 
Despite this, the state of the economy appears to have encouraged more Western Australians to take advantage 
of natural experiences on DEC-managed areas that are closer to their doorstep. Visitation around popular sites, 
particularly in the member for Murray–Wellington’s electorate, have increased and more than made up for the 
decline in remote regions. This change in distribution is particularly evident in DEC’s Blackwood district, which 
experienced more than an 18 per cent visitation increase from 2010–11 and is showing continued growth to date 
of approximately five per cent on top of that, year by year. Interestingly, similar trends are being noticed in other 
states in relation to recreational visitation in local areas—more day trips. Visitation rates are going up across 
Australia. It is a good-news story.  
[7.40 pm] 
Mr M.J. COWPER: Given that we have less increased numbers, is there any plan to perhaps inject some funds 
to look at issues such as ablutions and toilets? The wonderful people at Logue Brook, the Friends of Logue 
Brook Dam, have written to the minister, and sought some additional capital for the increased numbers of people 
visiting, by way of an example. There is also a caravan park on Heron Point on the Peel estuary, but there is no 
water supply or toilets. It is probably DEC land and there is a caravan park there but no real management of it. I 
think areas like that, which are very popular, could do with some extra funding. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We would be committed to putting facilities and upgrading roads at all our parks. There 
is quite a big demand in terms of what we are doing at Logue Brook. Perhaps Mr Sharp might be able to say 
where it fits on our program. 

Mr J. Sharp: In relation to the capital expenditure program on facilities across the state, there is a statewide 
program for both facilities and roads. The understanding that local groups want to recreate locally is driving 
some of the priorities for expenditure. We are also responding, as an agency, to the parliamentary committee that 
looked at caravans and camping, and so some priority is being put into investing funds to meet that need. In 
particular, as was mentioned earlier, a royalties for regions allocation of $20 million over four years has been 
injected into meeting those requirements in local areas. As far as Logue Brook is concerned, I think some 
expenditure is being undertaken there in relation to the outcome of the parliamentary committee on water, and it 
is being upgraded. I cannot say exactly what the spend will be this year, but there is a priority on some planning 
work around that being done at the moment.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I refer to the heading “Coordinate the response to climate change” on page 807. I 
recall that on 1 June last year the minister said that the department was in the process of finalising its climate 
change adaptation mitigation strategy that would inform funding strategies for the out years. I would like to 
know what has gone wrong, because we still do not have the climate change adaptation mitigation strategy. I 
would also like to know why we need 20 full-time equivalents administering the low emissions energy 
development fund. Is it possible that some of them are still working on the strategy? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The climate change program is obviously a mitigation and adaptation strategy we have 
been working on. It has been a moving feast because of what the commonwealth has been doing.  
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The minister promised this last year, though. If the minister is talking about the 
program being an adaptation and mitigation strategy — 
The CHAIRMAN: Member for Gosnells, let the minister finish, then you can have another question. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I have forgotten what I was saying. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The minister was blaming the commonwealth. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I acknowledge that we have been working on the climate change mitigation and 
adaptation strategy for some time, but it has to fit in with what the commonwealth is doing, because that is the 
big picture. Now the commonwealth has worked out that a carbon tax is coming in, it appears that the 
commonwealth will be looking after the mitigation side and we will be addressing more the adaptation side. We 
are refocusing our strategy and rewriting it to focus on the adaptation side, and that should be available shortly to 
look at. Regarding the actual break-up of the FTEs and which people are in the section working on policy 
provision to not only the state government, but also the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, and which staff 
are on the LEED funding program—I do not believe there are 12 people on that program; it is a lot less than 
that—I will ask the director general to provide those figures. 
The CHAIRMAN: It is 7.45 pm and we — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have one question I want to ask. 
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The CHAIRMAN: The member for Mandurah has one question. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I had actually referred the director general to answer a question. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: I will be brief. In reference to the FTEs allocated to the LEED fund, there is one FTE 
allocated to administration and support of the LEED fund. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I have a further question just to finish up on. The minister has indicated that the 
climate change strategy would be about adaptation. Will the state government be accessing the $900 million-plus 
that the federal government is providing from the carbon pricing scheme towards biodiversity protection? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Director general. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: The department, like many other groups and agencies around Western Australia, put in 
bids for the first round of the biodiversity fund that was announced only a few weeks ago. I think $36 million or 
thereabouts was allocated to Western Australia in that first round—far less than the share of the national pot that 
WA should get. Two projects of ours were successful in that plus several others that we are partners in. So, yes 
we are accessing that and we hope to do so more in the future. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The government does not like the tax, but it is accessing the money, is that right? Slag the 
tax, take the money. Unbelievable. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Cockburn! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I very quickly ask about the allocation of $250 000 to save the western ground parrot 
under “Major Spending Changes” on page 801. Is there any other funding in this budget aimed at also addressing 
the declining numbers of the Carnaby’s cockatoo, the forest red-tailed cockatoo, Baudin’s cockatoo and any 
other of our vulnerable species, because I cannot see any others that appear there? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Of course there is in the internal budget, and the director general will be able to outline 
what it is in terms of the Carnaby’s cockatoo. 

Mr K.J. McNamara: Clearly, the figures on page 801 are for new spending initiatives. The department’s nature 
conservation budget for 2012–13 is shown on page 802 and is $149.8 million. Threatened species work is a 
major component of that and the minister made announcements a few weeks ago that something more than 
$9 million has been spent on the Carnaby’s cockatoo, including acquisition and protection of Carnaby’s 
cockatoo habitat in recent years. Working on those three species of cockatoos through good forest management, 
reserve management and targeted projects is a significant priority in our threatened species work. Threatened 
species work makes up a very substantial proportion of that $149 million. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The latest cocky count carried out only a month or so ago shows a further decline in 
numbers and I would question whether under the minister we will see the extinction of another species. I remind 
the minister that his government let the cane toads into Western Australia — 
Mr F.M. LOGAN interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right. I would be very interested whether we will see a couple of extinctions 
in Western Australia under the minister’s watch. It is probably likely, though, that he might be the one who is 
extinguished before the animals or major fauna are! 
The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mandurah, would you please address your comments to the Chair.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, of course. Would Mr Chairman like me to start again? 
The CHAIRMAN: We wanted to finish at 7.45 pm and we are just about ready to finish. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
[7.50 pm] 

Division 68: Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, $14 943 000 — 
Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 

Mr W.R. Marmion, Minister for Environment. 

Ms M. Broderick, Acting Chief Executive Officer. 

Mr I. Biddle, Business and Finance Manager. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Eyre has a question. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I refer to page 815 and the line item for total appropriations provided to deliver services. I 
note that there is an increase. Can the minister outline what the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority will deliver 
with this increase in appropriation? 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: The functions that underpin the management of both Kings Park and Bold Park include 
the provision of recreational and tourism services and facilities, conservation of natural landscapes and cultural 
heritage, plant management and display, biodiversity management and research and educational programs. As 
everyone knows, Kings Park and Botanic Garden is an important cultural and scientific institution. It is Western 
Australia’s single most visited tourist destination. It contains the Western Australian botanic garden. Both Kings 
Park and Bold Park contain large areas of remnant bushland. The key deliverables for 2012, 2013 and beyond 
include improvement of and promotion of knowledge and enjoyment of Kings Park, the botanic garden and Bold 
Park; maintenance and improvement of urban bushland, parklands and botanic gardens with a focus on Western 
Australian heritage; providing a range of visitor opportunities and experiences; providing a safe and accessible 
environment; providing a high-quality public service and facilities; and to conserve, promote and develop 
Aboriginal, colonial and contemporary cultural heritage. An example of this is the Boodja Gnarning walk, which 
was launched in the 2012–11 period, which highlights and celebrates the links between the local Nyoongah 
people and Kings Park. I think that probably is enough to answer the member’s main questions. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The minister talked about visitation. How many visitors come to Kings Park in a year? Is 
that possible to calculate or not? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: He has already mentioned it.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes, but how many?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Member, it is getting close to six million. It might go just over that expectation this year. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I just have one really quick question. At the second dot point on page 816 under the 
service summary, it looks like $10 million is going towards biodiversity conservation and scientific research. 
Could the minister please detail what areas of biodiversity conservation and scientific research that money is 
being allocated towards? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The high-profile deliverables include conserving, developing and managing scientific 
collections of Western Australian and other flora; displaying Western Australian and other flora; promoting the 
use of flora for the purpose of horticultural conservation and education; undertaking and promoting scientific 
research and investigation into WA and other flora and biodiversity and conservation; and seeking to establish 
regional botanical gardens in Western Australia that provide environmental, social, cultural and economic 
benefits for all local and regional communities. 

In addition, responsiveness to meet government priorities can be demonstrated by the Western Australian botanic 
garden as a living research centre for the conservation of Western Australia’s flora. The garden beds in the 
botanical garden display about 2 300 species of mainly Western Australian plants. The WA Seed Technology 
Centre and the Kings Park Nursery are responsible for the collection, propagation and record-keeping of all 
plants in the botanic gardens and parkland areas. The Kings Park education service has developed an extensive 
series of programs and special events for schools in line with the national curriculum. Programs focus on the 
environment in general, biodiversity and ecosystems and cultural heritage. 

The Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority science team continue to support Western Australia’s industry in 
research projects for the restoration and conservation of native Western Australian plant species and 
rehabilitation of disturbed environments outside of the designated lands and contribute extensively to 
international publications, as everyone knows. 

The appropriation was recommended. 

Division 71: Zoological Parks Authority, $11 674 000 — 

Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 

Mr W.R. Marmion, Minister for Environment. 

Ms S. Hunt, Chief Executive Officer. 

Ms C. Shannon, Director, Corporate and Commercial Development. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Mandurah has a question. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I ask that the minister does not read the response to this question. I would really like a 
quick answer. Page 842 of the Budget Statements has a footnote regarding attendance at the Zoo over the past 
two years. It appears that the results show a levelling of numbers of people attending. I am interested for the 
chief executive officer of the Zoo to give us an indication of whether budget pressures on families has been 
mentioned as a reason for low attendance or issues regarding attendance when the Zoo has asked for feedback 
from patrons.  
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Mr W.R. MARMION: Is the member referring to item (a), “Efficiency indicators”, and the average cost per 
visitor? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, I am looking at “Community engagement and awareness in conservation”. 
Visitor numbers are mentioned for 2010–11 and 2011–12, both estimated and actual. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct. That is what I just said—point (a) under “Efficiency indicators”. The numbers 
for 2010–11, actual 611 793, are they the figures the member is referring to? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is clear. I am happy for the chief executive officer to answer. 

Ms S. Hunt: Thank you for the question. Since the early 2000s there has been an upward trend in attendance at 
the Zoo. We did see a slight drop in the past 12 months. A lot of our attendance certainly has been based on 
weather. If it is a very hot day, our attendance drops. In terms of the specifics of the question about price 
sensitivity, in our market research over the last two years, we are seeing an increasing price sensitivity amongst 
people, which is in line with broader indications amongst our consumers in Western Australia. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The cost for entry has not increased in the past two years, has it? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am happy for the director to answer the question.  
[8.00 pm] 
Ms S. Hunt: I point out firstly that we are the most reasonably priced zoo in Australia. We are the cheapest zoo 
of all the mainland city zoos in Australia. The entry price increased in the last financial year by $1 for adults and 
50c for children. In this financial year, the increase to the cost of entry is not projected to be any higher than CPI. 
There is no additional increase.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Has there been an increase or decrease in the number of people signing on as Zoo 
Friends? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I am happy for Ms Hunt to answer that.  

Ms S. Hunt: We have had an increase in membership, but our director of corporate and commercial 
development has further details. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Eyre — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I think the CEO indicated that there may be some extra information. Because of time 
restrictions, I am very happy to receive that as supplementary information.  

The CHAIRMAN: Does the member want to take one or two questions? I will leave it to the next Chair.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I do not know about that. I am very interested in this. I congratulate the Zoo. I went 
with my family in March this year and I am a strong supporter of the Zoo. I thought I saw the member opposite 
in the marmoset enclosure! I know that Zoo Friends is an opportunity for the generation of funds through 
membership.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I refer to the director of corporate and commercial development 

Ms C. Shannon: There has been growth in the membership program in the past five years. We saw some 
levelling off last year in the membership program, but we are anticipating that it will increase again this year.  

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Eyre wanted to ask a question on the zoological gardens. Now I see that the 
members for Murray–Wellington and Scarborough also want to ask questions. Are we going to run over time? 
We agreed to run from quarter to eight to eight o’clock.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: I have a very quick question. Page 841 contains a comment about the new water feature 
that was funded from last year in a six-year staged program. How is that developing?  

[Mr A.P. O’Gorman took the chair.] 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Over the past 12 months, work has been done on developing the detailed project 
definition plan. As the member knows, water is a big resource at a zoo and we try to get the benefits of recycling 
it. This program is about recycling water to get greater use out of one bit of water. The project will deliver great 
benefits and savings once it is tuned. In the past 12 months we have worked on developing a detailed project 
definition plan. I imagine that the project will progress to tender shortly and we will deliver it in the next year. 
Perhaps the director of the Zoo can clarify the time line of when the project will be completed.  

Ms S. Hunt: This is a very detailed project. It is spanned over five years as we want to get the planning for water 
re-use right throughout the Zoo system so that in the longer term we will be able to minimise our water use even 
further. We have been able to achieve quite a lot. Being in the water portfolio as well as environment, it is 
important that we do that. Yes, it will be phased in over the next five years.  
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Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I refer to the third dot point on page 843 of the Budget Statements that states — 

Improved visitor amenities including an upgrade of the playground, front entry and ablution facilities ...  

Could the minister please advise whether those are the works currently underway at the entrance to the Zoo? 
When are we likely to see the completion of those works?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The work being undertaken at the front of the Zoo is stage 2 of the Perth’s solar project. 
When completed, 240 kilovolts of photovoltaic system will be installed at the Perth Zoo. That is quite a 
substantial capacity. My understanding is it will be capable of producing a minimum of 20 per cent of the Zoo’s 
current electricity needs. The savings are estimated at about $2.6 million over the initial estimated life of the 
project, which is 25 years. If people go to the Zoo in the next 12 months, they will see that being installed.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We have now had two questions from the government on this appropriation.  

The CHAIRMAN: I have an indication that the member for Eyre wants to ask a question. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Very quickly, all indications, minister, are that the breeding program is resulting in a lot 
more animals than expected, but I can see that there are fewer “Number of offspring produced by threatened 
animals for re-introduction”. All those figures have decreased. The numbers for the Western Swamp Tortoise, 
the numbat and the dibbler are all down; why would that be?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Perth Zoo has a very good breeding program for a number of different animals. In 
2011–12, the estimated actual result of 47 for the Western Swamp Tortoise is in line with the 2010–11 actual 
result. The target of 30 for 2012–13 is based on the target set by the Western Swamp Tortoise species recovery 
team. The better-than-expected breeding success in 2011–12 was due to some young females producing 
offspring earlier than expected. The estimated actual result of 19 for numbats is an increase over the original 
target of 12 and the 2010–11 actual of 14. The target of 12 for 2012–13 is based on the target set by the recovery 
team for this species. Basically, the threatened species program is very successful at Perth Zoo and something 
that this government supports.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The figures are all down though, are they not? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The targets are down, but the program is very successful. Indeed, for our endangered 
and threatened species, it is crucial to Western Australia that the breeding program continue.  

The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 69: Office of the Environmental Protection Authority, $14 293 000 — 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman. 

Mr W.R. Marmion, Minister for Environment. 

Mr K. Taylor, General Manager. 

Mr S. Beilby, Director, Business Operations. 

Mr A. Sutton, Director, Assessment and Compliance Division. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

[8.10 pm] 

The CHAIRMAN: I give the call to the member for Gosnells. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I refer to “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators” on page 825 and the 
percentage of approved projects with actual impacts not exceeding those — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Could the member slow down. I am just getting to the page. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: It is on page 825 and I am reading from that page under the heading “Outcomes and 
Key Effectiveness Indicators, where the first line item states — 

Percentage of approved projects with actual impacts not exceeding those predicted during the 
assessment … 

There is a string of 100 per cent figures in each column. Does that mean that we have a 100 per cent success in 
not exceeding the predicted impacts for all the projects that have been assessed? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: My understanding is that no change is anticipated over that period and this reflects the 
fact that there have been no significant cases of projects with unintended environmental impacts. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Is the minister saying that for as long as we have been doing environmental impact 
assessments in Western Australia, we have a 100 per cent record of projects not exceeding the predicted 
impacts? 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: I will ask the general manager to provide more detail. I have been the minister for only a 
bit over 12 months and he might be able to elaborate on that. 

Mr K. Taylor: The 100 per cent figure relates to whether there have been any new incidences of significant 
impacts exceeding what was predicted from the assessment of projects. In those particular years, no new projects 
had significant impacts. Since the act came into place in 1986, something like 1 000 projects have been assessed, 
and in that time less than a handful have had a significant impact beyond what was predicted through the 
assessment process. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I thank the minister for that response. I am still concerned because I think this is a 
misleading statistic. I am not clear whether the figure of 100 per cent refers to all those 1 000-odd assessments or 
from that response it refers only to more recent assessments. Therefore, I challenge the validity of the statistic 
because if a project has been in existence for only a matter of months, the sort of auditing that would give an 
indication of whether the predicted impacts had been exceeded could not have been done. 

Mr K. Taylor: Our KPIs are reviewed by the Office of the Auditor General, which has accepted this as a 
legitimate effectiveness indicator. It is a hard matter to measure in terms of the extent of the impacts that would 
exceed the predicted impacts during assessment. However, as I said, during those years no new projects occurred 
in which there were significant impacts exceeding those that had been predicted throughout the assessment 
process. That is over an extended period of time, not just the last few years. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I have a final point on this. If 100 per cent of projects are meeting their predicted 
impacts, does that mean we are setting the bar too low? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will let Mr Taylor comment in a minute but it sounds to me as though we are setting 
the bar just about right. The managing director might like to comment. 

Mr K. Taylor: The environmental assessment process in Western Australia is one of the strongest in Australia. 
It has been recognised in reviews, both nationally and internationally. A recent review was undertaken by the 
Victorian Parliament that recognised that the Western Australian process was probably the strongest process in 
Australia. International reviews have acknowledged that the Western Australian process is one of the best. 
Although we recognise that we need to be very diligent to ensure that the assessments are very thorough, the 
Western Australian process is a strong process. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will add to that. I think that the 100 per cent success rate shows that we have got it 
right. We do not want it to be below 100 per cent. We want that to be a rare occasion and we must set strong 
conditions that are not exceeded. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: That is the point. The conditions are too weak if we are meeting all of them. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I think it shows that we have got it just about right. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I refer to the government’s goals and its social and environmental responsibility outlined 
on page 824 of the Budget Statements. I note that recently the minister increased the level of noise emissions 
from the Wagerup refinery in my electorate and that Alcoa will have to purchase some noise-affected properties. 
Can the minister detail how many properties Alcoa will need to purchase to satisfy the requirements of the 
licence that the minister just issued? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am seeking clarification that the member is after the number of properties around 
Alcoa — 

Mr M.J. COWPER: The minister indicated in his press release that the noise licence was extended at the 
Wagerup refinery—and I think dust as well, but certainly noise. The minister indicated that Alcoa would have to 
satisfy the requirements of the licence by purchasing the affected properties. How many properties will Alcoa 
need to purchase to satisfy the licence? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member is correct. I have just approved an extension of Alcoa’s expansion 
program. I will ask the general manager or maybe Mr Sutton to discuss the detail of the specific requirements 
regarding how it was worded and how many properties. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: The minister approved two things. One was the extension of the current licence, which is 
not a problem. However, the additional part of that was the regulation 17 application, which has been around 
since 2002—way before my colleague the member for Mandurah was the responsible minister. It has been sitting 
in abeyance since then, and I note that the minister has given his approval for that to occur and that Alcoa must 
meet certain requirements to satisfy the licence and that Alcoa must purchase some additional properties in 
proximity to its refinery. I just want to know how many properties need to be purchased and if Alcoa does not 
purchase them from the landowners, what will happen to the licence? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We do not have the detail of that here so we will have to provide that information later 
as supplementary information. Can the member clarify exactly what data he requires? 
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Mr M.J. COWPER: I will put the question on notice. 

The CHAIRMAN: When a question is put on notice, it is the member’s responsibility to do that. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: In all fairness and truthfulness, I have put the question on notice but I have not got an 
answer to it. 

The CHAIRMAN: It is probably a question for your party room. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: My question relates to the Browse Basin LNG precinct agreement outlined on page 823. 
Can the minister advise when the EPA will release its report into the Browse LNG precinct at James Price Point? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The Department of State Development, acting as the proponent for the Browse LNG 
project, has asked the EPA to extend its reporting deadline to take into account new information about the impact 
of dredging before it finalises its report. The EPA’s assessment of the Browse LNG precinct has been extensive 
and thorough. The assessment was released for public comment for 15 weeks and we expect that the report will 
come out midyear. I expected it would come out in April, but, because of extra information, it will now be about 
midyear. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I move — 
That the division be put. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Oh, come on! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Government members are asking dorothy dixers. This is absolutely inappropriate. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mandurah! The motion is that the question be put, and I will put that motion. 

Question put and passed. 
The CHAIRMAN: I am going to put that the appropriation for division 69 be recommended. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Hold on! Wait a second! I moved the motion to put the division, and the government 
members have voted against that. 

The CHAIRMAN: I ruled in your favour — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: They want to vote on the division. The member for Murray–Wellington’s two 
colleagues are asking dorothy dixers and the minister has prepared answers and he is reading them word for 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mandurah! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is the worst example of estimates I have seen in my 12 years in Parliament! 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mandurah! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: He is reading them word for word. He is reading every single one word for word and 
you let him do it!  

[8.20 pm] 

The CHAIRMAN: Member! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is outrageous! 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, members. I have made a ruling that the division is going to be put. I am putting 
the recommendation that the appropriation be recommended. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 70: Swan River Trust, $13 735 000 — 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman. 
Mr W.R. Marmion, Minister for Environment. 
Mr R. Hughes, General Manager. 
Mr M. Cugley, Manager, River System Management. 
Ms K.A. Rogers, Manager, Business Services. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The first question is from the member for Gosnells. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The first dot point on page 831 refers to the draft river protection strategy. How much 
has the strategy cost so far and what funds and other resources will the Swan River Trust put towards finalising 
the strategy in 2012–13? 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: I am advised that there is no cost at this stage for production because it is all done 
internally. Perhaps the general manager will be able to give the member some more information on specific 
costings for that particular program. 

Mr R. Hughes: The cost of producing the river protection strategy are essentially covered by staff. In terms of 
costs for the implementation, within the documents that have been out for public review we estimate that about 
$70 million a year is being delivered through the various partners of the river protection strategy. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I have a further question. When will the document be finalised and when will it be 
made public? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Hughes. 

Mr R. Hughes: The river protection strategy has been out for extensive public consultation. We are now 
reviewing the document and hope to be presenting it to the Swan River Trust board in about two months and 
then to the minister. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I refer to the first dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” towards 
the bottom of page 831. Was the minister or the Swan River Trust consulted at all about the naming of the new 
Perth Waterfront project under the title “Elizabeth Quay”, given that the Swan River, of course, is a key aspect 
of that development? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is K-E-Y, as opposed to Q-U-A-Y! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not believe that the Swan River Trust was consulted but certainly I was consulted. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: What did you say? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: When was the minister consulted? 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Cabinet confidentiality. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Come off it! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Can I ask when the minister was consulted? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is not cabinet confidentiality. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: When was the minister consulted? 

Mr M.J. COWPER: It was in the cabinet. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, it is not. Let him answer it. The member for Murray–Wellington is not the minister. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am sorry? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: He is not the minister. He is answering for you. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not going to divulge cabinet information. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: We are not asking you to, minister; we are asking you when you were consulted. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Was the minister consulted the day the Premier presented it to him or was he 
consulted prior to that? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I was consulted in cabinet and I will not divulge what happened in cabinet. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Was the minister consulted prior to it going to cabinet, or was the Swan River Trust 
asked for its opinion with regard to the proposal to name the waterfront project “Elizabeth Quay”? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Chairman, I have already answered that. The Swan River Trust was not asked, as far 
as I am aware, because of course that is not my decision. I am not aware that the Swan River Trust was consulted 
in relation to the name of the Perth Waterfront project. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have a further question. Is the Swan River Trust, when names — 

Mr M.J. COWPER: What line item? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am referring to the first dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. 
Is the Swan River Trust ever consulted on the potential naming of elements that directly affect the jurisdiction of 
the trust or affect elements that the trust may have an interest in? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am advised that it is not consulted on names. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I refer to the first dot point at the top of page 832. There is a reference to the efforts of the 
Swan River Trust in managing the oxygenation levels of the river with respect to fish kills. When fish kills 
occurred in the Swan River a few years ago, they had a tremendous impact on recreational fishers in the river. I 
am interested to know how the oxygenation program is going in the river with respect to the health of the water, 
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whether there has been any monitoring of the fish stocks and whether the Swan River Trust has had any 
engagement with the Department of Fisheries on that matter. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I thank the member for the question. We have four oxygenation plants in the Swan and 
Canning river system. I guess they are a fallback position because when the nutrients build up, we have the 
oxygenation programs that are operating to make sure that we get oxygen into the lower reaches of the river. 
Indeed, on 21 January this year, when 80 millimetres of rain fell into the upper Swan catchment, it caused 
significant de-oxygenation and there was a fish mortality event. We therefore cannot prevent total fish stock 
deaths in all cases. However, there was evidence of a recent event in the oxygenation plants when we thought 
there was the possibility of de-oxygenation of the river. The actual oxygenation has come good and there has not 
been to date any problem with fish in this particular area of the river. I can say that the state government has 
committed $1.4 million in the budget to allow for a substantial upgrade to both existing oxygenation plants on 
the Canning River in the next year. An additional allocation of $1 million was announced last year to design and 
build one on the Canning River, and construction of that is due to commence in 2013. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I have a further question. Is there any interaction between those oxygenation plants and 
the chlorophyll levels in and around where the oxygenation plants are operating? The chlorophyll and oxygen 
systems interact, do they not? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, that is correct. The member has asked for a fair bit of detail on the biology of the 
river and I will refer that question to Mr Cugley. 

Mr M. Cugley: Yes, we do run the oxygenation plants particularly closely, depending on the level of algal 
activity in the rivers. Algae, by photosynthesis, will produce oxygen from the water column during the day. Of 
course at night the algae will expire, and that is the time at which oxygen levels within the water column can 
become depleted, and that is the time in particular when we run the oxygenation plants to provide some relief 
from that low oxygen level.  
[8.30 pm] 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: My time will be very short so that the opposition does not get further upset. I refer to the 
ecological health of the Swan River on page 832. A couple of years ago there were some issues and deaths 
among dolphins. What is the latest situation with the dolphins in the Swan and Canning Rivers? Have there been 
any more issues with dolphin deaths and disease?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Everyone is interested in the dolphins in the Swan River, including me. We 
commissioned Murdoch University to undertake a detailed assessment of the size and structure of the current 
dolphin population in the Swan River. The interim report suggests that the resident dolphin population has 
recovered since the deaths of the six dolphins in 2009. It is estimated that 20 dolphins are regular users of the 
Swan River. This is similar to population estimates way back in 2003. Among the resident dolphin population 
are four mother–calves. The report on the dolphin population will be completed in September this year, so it will 
be a bit of an update. The university has also contracted to look further into dolphin health and understanding the 
factors that contributed to the deaths of those six dolphins in 2009. It is known that two of the dolphins tested 
positive to the morbila virus. While the virus was not found in the tests carried out on the other two deceased 
dolphins, its presence in them cannot be ruled out. We are not 100 per cent sure what caused their death. 
Obviously urban estuaries with the run-off of nutrients is challenging for the environment, so we need to do 
more research on the dolphins to determine the symptoms. When the report was released by the Chief Scientist, 
it was a bit inconclusive. Dolphins can be healthy in what we might consider to be unhealthy estuaries, and, in 
what might be a healthy estuary, dolphins can be struggling, so more research has to be done.  

The appropriation was recommended. 

Division 72: Water, $75 941 000 — 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman.  
Mr W.R. Marmion, Minister for Water. 
Ms M. De Lacey, Acting Director General. 
Mr G.J. Davis, Executive Director, Science and Planning. 
Ms M. Leybourne, Executive Director, Policy and Innovation. 
Ms L. Western, Acting Executive Director, Regional Delivery and Regulation. 
Mr G. R. Nordsvan, Acting Manager, Financial Services. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Cockburn. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I draw the minister’s attention to major spending changes on page 848. Will the minister 
explain the reason for the organisational restructure and voluntary severance?  
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Mr W.R. MARMION: Which line item?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The third line item under “Major Spending Changes”. What will happen there; how many 
jobs will be lost? Obviously it is a voluntary severance. Can the minister give a detailed breakdown of the 
efficiency dividend on the last line item and how he expects to find those savings?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will ask the acting managing director to give the detail on the voluntary severance 
program.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Before the minister hands over for the detail, can he explain the reason for the organisational 
restructure and for letting people go?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The FTEs in the Department of Water have been reduced with our restructuring, so 
there is a voluntary severance program to enable the operations to be more efficient. It is as simple as that.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The minister was going to refer to Ms De Lacey for the number of FTEs.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will refer to Ms De Lacey for the detail. 

Ms M. De Lacey: We have reduced from an approved FTE of 580 to 501 this financial year, and we will go 
down to 486 next financial year and from then on. The majority of those have been voluntary severances. The 
remainder have been through targeting positions that are already vacant or positions where there are contracts 
et cetera. The overall strategy has been to target positions, particularly administration positions, and to protect 
positions that are essential to the agency’s delivery functions, except where there is a specific argument for 
individuals. In doing that, we have been able to redirect 50 per cent of the resources into priority areas for the 
agency.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I asked the minister to give us a breakdown of how the efficiency dividend will be achieved. 
Before he answers that, his department will be cutting 94 jobs out of its operations over the next two years—the 
next financial year and the financial year after, I presume—from 580 to 500 and then to 486. Is work drying up? 
Is there less work to do, so the department is getting rid of 94 people?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We have restructured the department.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Why?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: To make it more efficient.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is just a glib statement. Is there less work now?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We are working more efficiently; we are streamlining operations and functions and 
getting rid of tasks we do not have to do and getting rid of red tape and making things more streamlined for the 
customers of the Department of Water. We will expect a better service from the department even with the 
reduced numbers.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That will be better: fewer people; a better response! The minister has not explained the 
efficiency dividend; I am still waiting for that answer. Is he honestly telling this house that, with the size of the 
economic boom that is taking place in this state at the moment and the number of applications for mining leases, 
the actual amount of work that is being done by the Department of Water is less now than it was before the boom 
and, therefore, he can do it with fewer people?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: You do not understand efficiency do you?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know very well about efficiency—a lot more than you useless idiots. You would not know 
if it bit you on the nose! 

The CHAIRMAN: Members! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: You are no longer the minister; he is the one who has to answer the question. 

The CHAIRMAN: Members! It does not help when you start arguing with each other on the same side of the 
chamber. The minister is the only person being asked a question and the minister is the only one to answer.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: A copper and a doctor trying to tell us about efficiencies—what a joke! 

The CHAIRMAN: Member! I will start calling people to order.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Go and get another burger, mate! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Relax; relax, member! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I have worked in industry, though, unlike you. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Murray–Wellington, if we keep getting interjections, I will have to start calling 
people to order.  
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Mr W.R. MARMION: A lot of the redundancies are in the administration area. The inefficiencies were 
identified before my time as minister and we are acting on those. There are more staff in the licensing area, so 
we can deliver better outcomes for industry and for customers. In terms of specifically answering the member’s 
other questions about the efficiency dividend on page 848, everyone knows there is a two per cent efficiency 
dividend this year, and one per cent in each of the following years. We have not determined the actual savings. 
That will be worked on over the coming weeks and I do not expect any reductions in service delivery. I imagine 
that by 1 July we will have worked out in what areas we can get further efficiencies.  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I refer to the heading on page 849, “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. The third dot 
point reads — 

Over the past 30 years the amount of water licensed to public water supply, agriculture, mining and 
industry has more than tripled … 

Has the Department of Water or the ministerial office done any work at all on the transportation of water from 
the Kimberley to the rest of the state or to Perth? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Can the minister clarify his question; was it over the past 10 or 20 years? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, only over the last financial year. Has any work been done or do you intend to do any 
work? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: The department looks at all options of water supply. In the past, water supply from the 
Kimberley has been looked at. Whether the department has looked at it in the past 12 months—we get questions 
from the general public regularly about bringing down water from the Kimberley. Whether answering those 
questions means that that counts as the department looking at the matter again—is the member referring to a 
specific study or costing? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, has the department been asked to do any work on that project in the past 12 months or 
any work at all? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I will defer that question to the acting director general.  

Ms M. De Lacey: I do not believe we have been specifically asked to look at re-costing the bringing down of 
water from the Kimberley, but as part of the new structure of the water supply planning branch we will look at 
the supply–demand balance and options for meeting future state demand; that means looking at basically 
everything. We are asked regularly about the issue of bringing down water from the Kimberley; that means we 
look back on previous research in order to be able to answer those questions.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am not suggesting that the department does not get asked questions all the time about the 
Kimberley pipeline, but has the department been given an allocated amount to carry out that inquiry or has it 
been asked from within government to carry out an inquiry? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: In the past 12 months we have not done any specific analysis or gone through— 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: And the minister is not looking to do that? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Not in the past 12 months.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I refer to the line item on page 852, “Employees (Full Time Equivalents)”. I have a 
fairly general question but one I think the minister will be able to respond to quite quickly. I am aware that the 
department has had an acting director general for nearly two years. Why has it taken so long to appoint a 
permanent director general?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: These things have to go through cabinet. I envisage that any day now there may be an 
answer.  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The last dot point on page 849 refers to $35.3 million going into expanding the state’s 
knowledge of groundwater sources. Can the minister advise what kind of management program we might have 
in place to look at measuring our groundwater resources? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is a good question. The groundwater allocation is very important to working out 
the supply for Western Australia moving forward in not only the metropolitan area, but also the regional areas. A 
total of $25.3 million has been allocated for a four-year groundwater investigation program. This comprises 
$12.5 million from the royalties for regions Pilbara Cities initiative for the west Canning Basin near Sandfire, 
and the Pilbara climate assessment. There is also $12.8 million from the royalties for regions and national 
resource management initiative for seven groundwater investigations in the regions across the state. These 
regions include the Dampier Peninsula, the Hamersley Ranges—the Bungaroo resource—the south coast, the 
south west, Scott River, the Murchison and also the midlands. I am conscious of the time so I will cut my answer 
short for members opposite. The state groundwater investigation program has been allocated $3 million, and 
$7 million has been allocated to the Perth region confined aquifer capacity project. I will cut my answer short 
member.  
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Further to the question asked by the member for Harvey, can the minister advise the house 
when the Gnangara sustainability strategy will be released.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I cannot give an exact time for its release, but a lot of the recommendations in the 
strategy, of which people have seen previous draft reiterations, are pretty well in train. One of the most important 
things about the sustainability strategy, as the member quite rightly pointed out, is the stress on the aquifer and 
the fact that we have brought on stage 2 of the Binningup or the Southern Seawater Desalination Plant, which 
will bring on another 50 gigalitres in December this year. This means that we will have another 150 gigalitres of 
desalination water provided we get some rain and there is water in the dams. There is a real opportunity this 
year, with a normal rainfall, that we can start to decrease the take on the Gnangara mound, which is what the 
strategy is all about. The other important initiative that will happen in parallel to that strategy—certainly the 
Water Corporation anyway will be decommissioning some of the bores that go into the superficial aquifer and 
replacing those with bores that go further down into the Leederville aquifer. In parallel with the desalination 
water, we will be able to drop off the draw and make sure—I might be predicting this to happen in about 10 
years’ time—the bores in the Gnangara mound, from the point of view of the Water Corporation, will be 
drawing from the Leederville and the Yarragadee rather than the superficial aquifer. I guess that still raises the 
question of other bores from the growers et cetera.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The critical thing with the Gnangara sustainability strategy, apart from the issues the 
minister just raised about the bores and the declining holding capacity of the Gnangara mound, is the fact that 
there are other elements that hang off it that need to be finalised. For example, the Yanchep National Park 
strategy, and the town planning scheme for Wanneroo and Joondalup. A lot of things hang off the Gnangara 
sustainability strategy from a planning perspective and from an environmental perspective which —  
[8.50 pm] 

Mr M.J. COWPER: What is the question?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I call a point of order.  
The CHAIRMAN: Just ask the question.  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: A number of things hang off it. We are nearly coming up to the third anniversary of the 
release of the draft report. It is not just about the aquifer itself, it is about a whole series of other things. When 
will it be released?  
Mr W.R. MARMION: As I said, I cannot give the member a time frame. The strategy impacts a number of 
departments. When it has gone through cabinet, it will be released.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I refer to “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators” on page 850. The second line 
item is, “Proportion of water resources with licensed allocations that are within the allocation limit”. There is a 
succession of indicators of 85 per cent. Can the minister tell me how he can be confident about the accuracy of 
that assessment that licences are within allocation limits? To what extent does metering take place?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: There are two questions. I will defer to Mr Davis for one of the questions.  

Mr G.J. Davis: In terms of the 85 per cent proportion of water resources with licensed allocations being within 
the allocation limit, we have quite a few hundred different areas that we classify as a water resource. Of those, 70 
or 80 exceed or equal the allocation limit. We are very confident with the number.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am wondering how the department can be confident about the figures if there is no 
actual metering taking place, or perhaps it is taking place.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I defer to Mr Davis.  

Mr G.J. Davis: In some areas, metering takes place, but in other areas we do a lot of monitoring as well. We 
have quite an extensive monitoring network around the state. There is a bit of both.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I would like to hear about the minister’s plans to increase the extent of monitoring so 
that we can have greater accuracy about our knowledge of groundwater resource usage.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will give a brief intro. We went through a program some years back of metering some 
of the bigger bores. That program was funded primarily by the commonwealth. That funding has dried up. My 
understanding is the major users are metered anyway. This will be confirmed, and more detail provided, by 
Mr Davis. Mr Davis will be able to advise what percentage, but I think around 80 per cent of water usage is 
metered. Mr Davis might be able to provide more detail.  

Mr G.J. Davis: I am not sure of the actual number. All major use over about 500 000 kilolitres is metered.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: We already have information here that says we have licensing arrangements for 2 340 
gigalitres a year. As a percentage of that total amount of licensed water, how much is metered?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We will take that as a supplementary question.  
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The CHAIRMAN: Can I have clarification of what supplementary information the minister will provide?  
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Would you like me to restate the question? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, I would.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The total licensed amount of water is 2 340 gigalitres a year. I would like to know 
what percentage of that is metered.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes.  
[Supplementary Information No A37.]  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I draw the minister’s attention to service 1, “Urban Water Management and Industry 
Services”, on page 851 and to the boxed area of the service costs. In the first instance, the total cost of service 
has shrunk from 2010–11 to the estimated actual of 2011–12, and then again to the forthcoming financial year.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes.  
Mr F.M. LOGAN: The total number of employees has dropped from an actual figure of 185 in 2010–11 to 177 
in 2012–13. I refer to the efficiency indicators about the average cost per drinking water source protection plan. 
If we look at the 2010 actual and compare it with last year’s budget figure of $577 737 and the estimated actual, 
we see that the difference between the minister’s budget and the actual is 36 per cent more. The minister 
budgeted $577 000; it costs $785 000 per plan. Going back to the very first question I put to the minister, would 
he not say that is a reflection of the fact he is trying to do more with fewer people and it is costing more?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: There are some anomalies in these indicators —  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I should think so—it is a 36 per cent increase!  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Protection plans can be small or big; some are quite complicated. It depends on that. I 
understand that Mr Nordsvan can explain some of the intricacies around the production of these performance 
indicators.  
Mr G. R. Nordsvan: The budget figure for 2011–12 of $577 737 relates to a total estimated cost of $5.8 million 
with 10 plans being prepared. Our estimated actual is a $6.2 million cost, and only eight plans prepared. The 
average cost has increased because there are two fewer plans being prepared or estimated in 2011–12.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: There is probably quite a simple answer to my question, but I will be very interested in it. I 
refer to the income statement on page 855. The third line item under “Income” is “Grants and subsidies”. In 
2011–12, the estimated actual is $22.265 million. The budget estimate for 2012–13 is $4.244 million. There is a 
fair disparity. I wonder if the minister could explain that to me, please.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is a good question. The short answer is that the number of externally funded 
programs will be finalised in 2011–12. These include the Bureau of Meteorology’s modernisation and extension 
funding program, which was $0.9 million; the Gascoyne irrigation pipeline, which was a big program of 
$6.6 million; and a specific one-off funding program from industry and commercial organisations of 
$1.1 million. In addition, a number of other programs are winding down with smaller amounts being received in 
2012–13 only. This includes raising the national water standards funding for various funding projects, for which 
there is $1.1 million in 2011–12 and only $0.05 million in future years. A specific one-off funding program from 
industry and commercial organisations was for $1.1 million in 2011–12 and only $0.02 million in future years. 
Natural resource management funding was $0.4 million in 2011–12 and is $0.2 million in 2012–13. Basically, 
there is a reduction in some of the externally funded programs.  
[9.00 pm] 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I refer to the heading “Receipts” and the line item “Regulatory fees and fines” halfway down 
page 858 in the cashflow statement. The minister will know the answer to this question, because I have given 
him enough heads-up on it. Why has he deceitfully included the rainwater tanks in the out years by basically 
manipulating the out years of the budget?  
The CHAIRMAN: Time is up. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Water Corporation — 
Ms L.L. Baker, Chairman. 
Mr W.R. Marmion, Minister for Water. 
Mrs S. Murphy, Chief Executive Officer. 
Mr R. Hughes, Chief Financial Officer. 
Mr P.D. Moore, Chief Operating Officer. 
Mr L.G. Werner, Manager, Pricing and Evaluation. 
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The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow.  

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 committee clerk by Friday, 
8 June 2012. 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 with the Clerk’s office. 
I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIRMAN: Member for Cockburn. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: I refer to “Works in Progress” on page 860 of budget paper No 2. There are two amounts 
that relate to country water, waste water treatment and conveyance, and country water sources and distribution, 
which go to make up the tariff equalisation charges. In budget paper No 3, which contains other Water 
Corporation information in the form of Treasury announcements, $462 million is accounted for in the operating 
subsidy for Water Corp. As the minister knows, the amount in budget paper No 3 relates to the total return that 
Water Corp gives back to government. The details of the operating subsidy indicate $7.43 million is allocated 
from royalties for regions, $112.8 million is pensioner concessions from Treasury, and $8.9 million is allocated 
from the Department of State Development, but they are all recorded in the transactions in the consolidated 
account as a deduction. If we go back in budget paper No 3 to the transactions with the consolidated account, 
they are related as a deduction from Water Corp’s dividends and tax equivalents. The minister cannot have it 
both ways. Either the money is coming from Water Corp and getting distributed by Treasury as a decision of 
government to those operating subsidies or it is being taken out of the royalty stream and given to Water Corp. 
But in those accounts, they are accounted for twice—once from the royalties for regions fund and once from 
Water Corp’s funds. Can the minister explain that?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: What is the specific question?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Can the minister explain why that occurs; why are those operating subsidies accounted for 
twice?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will refer that to Mr Werner.  

Mr L.G. Werner: There was an error in table 7.1 on page 308 of budget paper No 3, at the operating subsidies 
for the Water Corporation, which are the funds that come directly from Treasury. In table 7.9 on page 321, the 
other subsidies, as the member says quite correctly, come from other departments and are double-counted. 
Normally, when we do net accruals to government, the other subsidies are not included. It was in table 7.1. The 
member’s observation is correct.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Basically, my assumption about the way in which those operating subsidies are accounted 
for is correct, because really at the end of the day the money comes in from Water Corp and goes to the 
consolidated account, and it is really up to government how it allocates that.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Werner will just clarify a yes or no on that. 

Mr L.G. Werner: Yes. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: My first question relates to the water treatment plant works happening at Mundaring. I 
notice that the last paragraph on page 860 contains a reference to additional works going on; it states that 
$69 million is allocated to areas from Mundaring Weir. I take it that the $69 million would be connected to the 
public–private partnership for the water treatment facility at Mundaring Weir, and I would like know whether 
there is a desalination plant component to any of those works.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will refer to Mr Moore to address this operational issue and associated funding.  

Mr P.D. Moore: That $69 million refers to a large number of small capital works between Mundaring and 
Kalgoorlie; it is not directly related to the Mundaring water treatment plant or any part thereof, and there are no 
desalination plants as part of that. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Given the extent and the scale of the Mundaring water treatment facility, what is its 
function? If it does not have some sort of water purification role, it would surely also have a desalination role or 
reverse osmosis capacity somewhere. Is it just a purification system over a very large area of hectares that is 
about purification involving desalination? 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Moore might be able to explain how the water treatment process works. Water 
treatment processing quite rarely has desalination. Mr Moore might be able to elaborate. 

Mr P.D. Moore: In this instance, the process is owned by the company building the plant. As it is a privately 
owned company, I cannot explain the process to the member in detail because I do not have that process design. 
As the minister indicated, there are a number of water treatment processes. This is basically a plan to remove 
more organics from the water to enable better disinfection of the water as it goes up the goldfields pipeline. 
Basically, I cannot give the member of the full details of the actual treatment processes. I am not aware that there 
are membrane processes involved in it.  

[9.10 pm] 

Mr M.J. COWPER: My question relates to the line item for the infill sewerage program listed in the works in 
progress on page 860. I refer to the 2009 decision to delay 21 projects across Western Australia, including five 
projects in my electorate. When will any of those five projects be completed? I have had platitudes in recent 
years in relation to a couple of those projects. I understand that one of them in Australind has been delayed 
because the waste water treatment plant at Kemerton cannot get rid of enough water, notwithstanding the fact 
that the Binningup golf course has said that it would take the water. Instead, the plan is to pump that water into 
the ocean. I would like to know whether there has been any definitive decision making on how we are going to 
deal with some of these outstanding projects. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The infill sewerage program is a very popular program. 
Mr M.J. COWPER: Not down my way it is not, because it does not get it. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is very popular with all members of Parliament; they all want it. Mr Moore might be 
able to detail where the specific five projects in the member’s area are in our program. 

Mr P.D. Moore: Could I ask the member which projects he is referring to? 

Mr M.J. COWPER: There was one at Murray Bend. There have been articles in the paper about sewage 
coming up from the ground right next to arguably one of the most important river systems in Western Australia, 
after the Swan River. There is the issue of a project in Pinjarra. There is one in Waroona and one in Harvey and 
one in Latour Street in Australind. They were all shelved in 2009. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The good news, member, is that Murray Bend 2A is in the 2012–13 budget for 
construction. Construction is starting in the next financial year. It does not look as though the other programs are 
immediately on the horizon. Perhaps Mr Moore might be able to provide more detail. 

Mr P.D. Moore: Projects in Dawesville are underway. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: That is not in my electorate. It was not one of the 21. 

Mr P.D. Moore: I think Murray Bend is probably the only one out of the ones that the member has mentioned in 
the current program. 
Mr M.J. COWPER: So there are still four outstanding. I am pretty disappointed to be honest, minister. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I draw the minister’s attention to the expenditure of the Water Corporation of $3.6 billion 
over 2012–13 and the out years. I draw the minister’s attention to references in budget paper No 3 to efficiency 
dividends that will come out of the amount that is allocated or that will be found from that allocated amount. As 
the minister knows, those efficiency dividends in the out years are 2.5 per cent in 2012–13, four per cent in 
2013–14, 5.5 per cent in 2014–15, and six per cent in 2015–16. That is a massive cut of 18 per cent over those 
years. If the minister looks at the summary that Treasury has done, he will see that the Water Corporation has to 
find a total of $129.7 million for efficiency dividends, which is 33.8 per cent of the total of all government 
trading enterprises. Talk about Water Corporation taking the big hit! Western Power is the only one that comes 
close to it, and that is $55 million. Why is it that the Water Corporation has been hit with such massive dividend 
cuts? Obviously it has $3.6 billion. Obviously those efficiency cuts at those percentages are going to add up, but 
why did the minister not go in and defend the corporation against those enormous cuts? Is this minister going to 
end up that like that former minister over there? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The Water Corporation is an efficient organisation. It is a very successful corporation. 
Interestingly enough, we noticed in the paper the other day that it actually runs at a profit, which is very good. 
Indeed, as with all organisations, there are opportunities to improve efficiency. The chief executive officer will 
be able to outline how we can do this. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That will be a first for any organisation that has come in front of estimates. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Aren’t you lucky?  

Mrs S. Murphy: The Water Corporation is no stranger to operating efficiently, because the ERA pricing model 
under which we operate at the moment requires us—or we require of ourselves through that model—to reduce 
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our real operating cost year-on-year by two per cent cumulative. That is two per cent in the year it started, then 
four, then six and then eight per cent. The corporation’s efficiency has been embedded in our model. We are 
perpetually looking at re-engineering and using growth as ways of achieving those things. We will be continuing 
to do that to see what other efficiencies can be pulled out for costs. As the member is aware, the operating cost 
lines do not appear in the budget. The operating cost lines, because we are a corporate entity, are run separately. 
The aim of this process is to reduce state debt, and we will be working with the minister and the Treasurer to 
ensure that the state debt is reduced by the amount that is required.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Further to that question—this is on behalf of the interjecting member for Murray–
Wellington—can I get an assurance from the minister that the infill sewerage program will not be touched as part 
of those efficiency dividends so that my mate the member for Murray–Wellington might get his sewerage pipes 
down there in Murray? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I can assure the member that there are no plans to curtail the current infill sewerage 
program. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Just further to that, I was expecting a little more information from the CEO about where 
those cuts are being made. Can she provide us with a few more bits of information about where those 
efficiencies can be gained? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We have not got that level of detail. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I refer to page 860 and the reference to investments in a broad suite of projects, and 
the issue of water efficiency and investment by the Water Corporation in water efficiency programs. I would like 
to know the total amount of effort that the corporation puts towards water efficiency programs. I would also like 
to know how much — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Total effort in terms of dollars? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Dollars; yes. I would like to know what the total amount spent on water efficiency 
programs is and how much of that effort is supplied by commonwealth funding. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will defer to the chief executive officer, Ms Murphy. 

Mrs S. Murphy: The reason there is no line item for water efficiency is that it is operating expenditure, not 
capital. The table on page 860 is a table of capital. I do not have the detailed numbers. This year it was of the 
order of $8 million from the federal government, which we matched with $8 million of our own, plus probably a 
bit more that is not accounted for under line items. As supplementary information, if the member would like, I 
could provide the exact number, but it is of that order. We see demand management as a critical tool. It is 
probably one of the key levers that we see for delivering the efficiency dividend, because the cheapest water we 
supply is the water we do not supply, and the cheapest capital we invest is the capital we can defer by reducing 
demand. Our focus is moving very strongly to in-house water efficiency programs, because we get a double 
whammy because we do not have to upgrade the sewerage schemes as well. In the country, where there is an 
operating subsidy paid to recover any of the extra costs of all of that, it becomes a triple whammy. We are 
perpetually looking at water efficiency. We see that is probably one of our levers that we have not been able to 
pull as hard as we would like to. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Thank you for that response. I have a further question. It is encouraging to hear that 
the Water Corporation values so highly demand management and water efficiency. Can the Water Corporation 
quantify what sort of saving it is getting on that return of $16 million? It is $8 million approximately plus 
$8 million. How many kilolitres or perhaps gigalitres is that managing to save the corporation?  

[9.20 pm]  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am happy for the chief executive officer to continue answering this question about 
what savings we might get from the investment of both Water Corporation and commonwealth money into water 
efficiency and demand management schemes.  

Mrs S. Murphy: Our per capita water use this year is about 138 kilolitres a person per annum, which is down 
from 191 kilolitres a person per annum in 2001. It is hard to quantify. We have to go through scheme by scheme 
to work out the saving. Our focus in this last year has been rural schemes with a high cost of delivery or schemes 
that are close to needing augmentation. Our in-house focus has been on schemes in which we believe there could 
be leakage and we could recover quite a lot. The cost of saving the water is about half the cost of supplying the 
water. There is a law of diminishing returns in many schemes, so it is not a simple formula. As we see 
population growth and increased densification in our urban form, we believe that there is a lot more we can gain 
there. The Water Forever document sees us reducing per capita water consumption by a further 15 per cent over 
the next 15 years. Although that is the official target, we have some far more aggressive targets in-house that we 
would like to work towards.  
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Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I have a further question on water efficiency measures. How do sprinkler bans play into 
these efficiency measures? Can we expect to see further restrictions over the next summer period as part of the 
efficiency drive?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not see sprinkler bans being introduced in the coming years, but the CEO may be 
able to add further comments on the relationship to the efficiency of water management and demand 
management.  

Mrs S. Murphy: We do not have sprinkler bans in this state, with the exception of a couple of towns in 
particularly dry areas—Grass Patch as such — 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: We do not call them sprinkler bans, but constituents do. 

Mrs S. Murphy: They are permanent water efficiency measures, which is not just nomenclature. It has been 
proven through science and working with the garden industry that two days a week of sprinkler use through most 
of the year with a total sprinkler ban over the winter period will keep Perth green and gardens vibrant without 
wasting a lot of water in our very sandy soils. We see that water efficiency regulatory framework as continuing 
forever. We see that as the baseline for Perth. That has saved a lot of water for Perth and a lot of our country 
areas. 

For the Perth metropolitan area as we move forward, we are putting a lot of effort into drought-proofing Perth. It 
is in our published document called “Water Forever: Whatever the weather: Drought-proofing Perth”, which is 
really about making sure we have long-term sustainable solutions so that if we get rainfall we are able to use that 
water in an efficient way, but if we have years when we do not have rainfall, we can still keep Perth and the 
associated environment around Perth operating well. Perth is growing too fast and is too valuable an economic 
hub for us to be praying for rain as a corporate strategy. Within the next five years that will not be the case; we 
will have Perth drought-proofed.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have a further question. Given that our population growth continues to be rapid and 
the Perth metro area in particular is expected to expand by some half a million people within the next decade and 
a half, from memory, surely the Water Corporation must have done some modelling for accommodating such an 
expansion of our population. Given the drying climate and the other pressures on the Gnangara mound et cetera, 
is the department saying that no other measures will need to be implemented, such as sprinkler bans, despite this 
growth?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not think the CEO said that, member. I think the member is asking whether there 
are measures; it is a different question. The member for Scarborough’s question was related to actual sprinkler 
bans. The member for Mandurah’s question is related to growth in the population of Western Australia and what 
we are doing to supply water to that growing population in conjunction with perhaps demand management. The 
CEO will elaborate in a minute, but it is a combination of plotting the graph of demand from the increased 
population and an education process of bringing in demand management efficiency measures to try to reduce the 
amount of water that each consumer uses. Then we come up with how much water we have to supply for each 
year plotted over 10 or 20 years. That is done. That is the answer, but maybe the CEO might be able to elaborate.  

Mrs S. Murphy: We certainly do not see sprinkler bans as a demand management tool, but we see a real suite of 
options in demand management to reduce per capita water use, from working on water-efficient appliances 
within the house—which makes some difference because it is plumbed in, but has less effect now because a 
large percentage of our population has done that—right through to garden design, urban form and working with 
our councils and some of our Waterwise partners in finding a better way to deliver that. There are huge changes 
to be made. Perth is still the second highest water using city in Australia. There is a long way to go before we get 
any impingement on amenity.  

Restricting water use is one tool as we move to a growing population. The other tool is to install and implement 
groundwater replenishment, which is to take treated waste water, put it through a reverse osmosis treatment and 
then further treatment so that it can be injected into an aquifer to be used as water storage and then a water 
source for the future. The good thing about reusing waste water is that it grows with the population so that we 
have a somewhat climate-independent source to augment population growth. We see a threefold approach 
involving reducing per capita demand; reusing more water largely through groundwater replenishment as a high 
level water source; and exploring future options. Future options include more sustainable groundwater take by 
taking water from only the very deep aquifers and almost nothing from the superficial and accessing lower 
quality groundwater as Perth grows in areas where at the moment it would be uneconomic and environmentally 
crazy to pump, but where it makes sense for local populations.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: Minister, I touched upon it in my first question, but I would like to drill down further on 
what is happening with the waste water treatment plant at Kemerton. I refer to the waste water program 
mentioned on page 860 of the Budget Statements. I understand there are some problems with it that seem to have 
been lurking around for a couple years. It is a relatively new waste water treatment plant, having been built there 
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in only 1995. It is only 15 years old, yet the population in that neck of the woods has outgrown it. I understand 
that they cannot complete the infill sewerage program because they cannot get rid of the waste water. There 
seems to be some sort of Mexican standoff between those who want to use the water and the Water Corporation. 
I am keen to see that situation resolved and I wonder whether the minister has any information to update me on 
what is happening there.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will pass over to Mr Moore who is an expert on the Water Corporation’s operations, 
particularly at Kemerton.  
Mr P.D. Moore: The Kemerton waste water treatment plant was initially located to be feedstock into the 
Kemerton Industrial Park. There has not been a growth in that industrial area that would take the waste water 
from it. The plant has been growing, with a growing population in the Australind area. The current issue is the 
disposal of waste water, as the member quite rightly indicates. We have looked at options such as the Binningup 
golf course. That is at the top of the estuary, so we would have to do a lot more treatment of that water before it 
would be useful there. We are looking at other mechanisms for disposal of that water plus upgrading the 
treatment plan to take further volumes of inflow from the growing urban areas feeding it. 
[9.30 pm] 
Mr M.J. COWPER: That is not likely to happen any time soon. I understand the next move is to pump it into 
the ocean. 
Mr P.D. Moore: Certainly one of the options we are considering is whether we will have to move it to the 
Bunbury ocean outfall. 
Mr M.J. COWPER: When considering the location of Binningup golf course and its proximity to the market 
gardens, it is also drawing from the superficial mounds that Ms Murphy mentioned. To get out of the golf course 
the same demand that the market uses for its vegetables, why would the Water Corporation not make the water 
fit for use for the golf course, because that would not only use water wisely, but also reduce the impact on the 
groundwater in that location? 
Mr P.D. Moore: Some of the early investigations looked into the water use on the golf course. As the member 
says, because of the nutrient loads and other things and the sensitivity of the top end of the estuary that we 
have — 
Mr M.J. COWPER: It is five kilometres north of the estuary. 

Mr P.D. Moore: I agree with the member totally when physically looking at it. However, when we start to 
consider the science of it, we are told by the Department of Environment and Conservation and others that that 
will feed directly into the estuary. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: The golf course is putting fertiliser on it in any event and so is the market. 

The CHAIRMAN: What is the question, member? 
Mr M.J. COWPER: The question is: what is the difference between using fertilisers as opposed to matter from 
recycled water? 
Mr P.D. Moore: I do not disagree with the member that there might not be a difference. However, there is a 
difference between whether we can get a licence to supply water there and whether the golf course can get a 
licence to use manufactured fertiliser on the golf course. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I refer to completed works on page 861 and the works in progress on page 860 and the 
expansion of the Binningup desalination plant. In answer to a question on notice the minister told Parliament that 
the expansion program that is underway — 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Stage 2? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes. The minister said that it was finalised with AJ Lucas in October last year. Given that 
that company was suspended from the Australian Stock Exchange in May last year, why was that not made 
public and why, nevertheless, did the Water Corporation and the minister agree to go ahead and enter into either 
that contract or an extension of the contract when the Water Corporation knew about the financial difficulties 
faced by AJ Lucas and that it had liabilities of over $100 million and cash at hand of just $13 million? 

Mrs S. Murphy: Phases 1 and 2 of Southern Seawater Desalination Plant have been constructed in an alliance 
between the Water Corporation and a number of other entities, including two Spanish firms Tecnicas Reunidas 
and Valoriza Agua, AJ Lucas and WorleyParsons. The structure of the alliance is that everyone shares in the risk 
and reward and is jointly responsible for the outcome. In a contractual sense, if one of the private sector parties 
in the alliance were to fail, the others immediately have all the obligations thrust on them. Even if there are 
questions about one partner, and it is a minor partner in the arrangement, the Water Corporation is made whole. 
Our assessment, both financially and legally, is that the corporation was suffering no risk through that process, 
due to the contractual arrangement. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is one way of looking at it. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is a good way to look at it. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Another way of looking at it is that by not saying anything and not going public about the 
relationship between the Water Corporation on a massive project that is worth hundreds of millions of dollars 
and a company that had been suspended from the Stock Exchange, the Water Corporation would have been seen 
as a financial saviour to the creditors of AJ Lucas. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: What is the question? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Would that not be the case? That is the question. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: What is the outcome? Is there a problem? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: There is a problem. A government organisation did a deal and continued to do a deal with a 
company that was suspended. 
Mr M.J. COWPER: With no risk. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Let him answer that. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I think the CEO answered that well. She might like to elaborate more. The answer is that 
there is no risk. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: There is a risk to the state. There is a risk to the state because the company had $100 million 
worth of liabilities and $13 million cash at hand. I would have thought that with due diligence, had it been a 
public company, the Stock Exchange would have had to be notified. In addition, given that a private company 
would be bound by the Corporations Act, it would have at least had to give the general public the courtesy of 
notifying it. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The minister does not get involved in the contract. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: But ultimately the minister is liable. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Madam Chair, can I answer the question? I am getting interjected on and I cannot 
concentrate on my answer, so I will have to start again. The member made the assertion that AJ Lucas had been 
suspended from the Stock Exchange. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It was. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not an expert, I have not read the paper and I was not told, but the advice I have 
now received is that that the company voluntarily suspended itself. It was not suspended. There is a big 
difference between being suspended and voluntarily going into suspension. The company was not suspended. 
That would mean it was suspended by either a regulator or the Stock Exchange; that is what the member implied. 
I will let the CEO elaborate, but I think she gave a very good answer. If there are a lot of partners in an alliance 
and they are all responsible, the way I see it is that they would all have to fall over before the Water Corporation 
became liable. Maybe the CEO can provide another response. 

Mrs S. Murphy: We also have guarantees in place from all the partners, so there is no risk. If any of the parties 
fall over, there is no financial risk to the Water Corporation, our customers or the state. We are meticulous in our 
contracting strategies to keep that being the case. AJ Lucas has been overtly part of the alliance on every sign 
and at every opening; it is part of the Southern SeaWater Alliance. There is certainly no intention to hide that, 
and I do not believe that there has been a risk to anyone at all. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The point I am making, through the minister to Ms Murphy, is that the Water Corporation is 
a government corporation that in many cases, like tonight, hides behind the veil of commercial confidentiality. 
We, as the general public, do not know what is in the contract or what risks the corporation is exposed to. We 
know that one of the alliance partners suspended itself from the Stock Exchange because it looked like it would 
go bankrupt and we had no response either from the corporation or the minister. Had the Water Corporation been 
a private company it would have been required to inform the Stock Exchange about the relationship and the 
contract and would have had to go public. What is the difference here? Why can the taxpayers of Western 
Australia, who are forking out the money for the alliance project, not know what is going on? Why do we have 
to wait until the estimates hearing? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I still do not know where the member is coming from because there is no risk. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I was down at the desalination plant in my electorate with the minister’s good self and I 
recall seeing some of AJ Lucas’s vehicles on site. Is it still a partner in the program? 

Mrs S. Murphy: Absolutely. The alliance that is building stage 2 is exactly the same alliance that built stage 1. 
The same individuals are there with all the knowledge and experience they have so that they can deliver it at the 
lowest possible cost in the quickest possible time. The project is going well and all bills are paid. I do not believe 
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that anyone was exposed to any risk and I cannot imagine under a private sector relationship why anything we 
have done in the desalination plant or with any of our partners’ arrangements would have triggered any release to 
the Stock Exchange because there has not been an event to do so. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Is it still fulfilling its contractual arrangements? 

Mrs S. Murphy: Of course.  

[9.40 am] 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: On the subject of the desalination plants—an excellent initiative of the Gallop and 
Carpenter governments to ensure that the plants’ energy was met through renewable energy—I would like to 
know how much of a cost saving that will provide to the Water Corporation in view of the fact that black-power 
users will be paying more into the future. I guess, in comparison, the wisdom of that decision to have renewable 
energy will be providing the agency with an enormous dividend and I am interested to know how much it is. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Because of the carbon tax coming in, obviously, that is the question the member is 
asking. With the introduction of the carbon tax, is the member saying — 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am not asking if it will; I am asking how much is it going to save? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: But the question is related to the introduction of the carbon tax because we have 
renewable energy for the desalination plant. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: That is right—clean energy. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Is the impact of the carbon tax less than it would have been; is that the question? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: No. I am asking how much will be saved?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Saving from what? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: In comparison with the purchase of black power. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will allow Mr Moore to provide the answer. 

Mr P.D. Moore: I will attempt to. I think the issue is the carbon tax that is coming in—the Clean Energy Act 
implementation—is an amount of money that will not actually offset the difference between the two at this stage. 
The member’s question is: are we going to save a lot of money because we have gone to green energy initially? 
The answer is: not in this first round. As it goes forward in future years, that may become the case. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I have a further question. I want to present the question in this way to the minister: 
had the decision been made to power both those desalination plants uniquely with black power, the Water 
Corporation would have received a bill from its energy supplier that would have been greater than the bill it will 
be getting now when it buys renewable energy; that is the amount. I am interested in how much that will be so 
we can actually quantify what the saving will be. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: To try to clarify this point Mr Moore will provide more detail. 

Mr P.D. Moore: At $23 a tonne as a carbon price. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Yes. 

Mr P.D. Moore: That will not bridge the gap between black power plus carbon offsets and the renewable energy 
costs that we have had to bear. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Further on this question, I understand that one of the conditions of the licence for the 
desalination plant was that 25 per cent of the power had to come from renewable energy. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It was 100 per cent. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Is it 100 per cent? Where is that actually coming from at this point? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: A range of sources. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Kwinana, the desal at Binningup stages 1 and 2, wind power and other sources. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Wind and solar? 

Mrs S. Murphy: Yes, wind and solar. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, wind and solar. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Where? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member wants to know where and perhaps Mr Moore can explain exactly, even 
though it is not our responsibility where Verve puts them. Perhaps Mr Moore can explain. I know there are some 
in Geraldton. 
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Mr P.D. Moore: There is an existing wind farm in the Geraldton area that we have a contract with to supply 
energy for the Perth seawater desal plant at Kwinana, further creating two power sources: a wind farm again in 
the Geraldton area and a solar farm in the Geraldton area that will power the southern seawater desalination plant 
stage 1. And we are currently in negotiations for the power requirements for the second stage. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I have a further question. Does that include one at Lake Clifton? There is a proposal, I 
understand, and the member for Mandurah may be aware of it, for another wind farm that might be tapping into 
there. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I know the member has got a lot of stuff for his electorate during these estimates, but I 
will ask Mr Moore if there is anything in terms of renewable energy at Lake Clifton. 
Mr P.D. Moore: We are not aware of that. We are not negotiating with that at this stage. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: On that very same question, the member for Murray–Wellington just asked about renewable 
energy and can I just clarify what I think the minister just said; that is, the expansion of desalination stage 2 will 
also be powered by renewable energy. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: At 100 per cent? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Okay. I asked the minister that question in the house and he never answered it. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: I want to ask about a very small issue, and surprisingly I want to talk about infill sewerage 
again. I refer to “Works in Progress” on page 860, and I thank the minister for resuming the infill sewerage 
program in my town, areas 17A and 17B; we are very grateful for that. My question is about a little project to 
help a small regional town called Hyden with its septic problems. I wonder whether the minister can give us 
some information on this, because Hyden had a particular problem and it may in fact have been a model for other 
isolated sites with similar septic problems. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: That is a very good little townsite. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is not in my electorate actually. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: The cost of infill sewerage is, as members know, not cheap. Hyden has a specific 
problem with it being quite expensive in that area, and also for a small community we are trialling a different 
system. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: With royalties for regions? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: No. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is the infill sewerage program. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: It is actually part of our infill sewerage program. A number of towns are queuing up to 
see whether this is successful; I am sure it will be. However, Mr Moore will be able to explain the engineering 
side of how the houses with septic tanks are connected to a system and where the effluent goes to. 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Off you go, Mr Moore! 

Mr P.D. Moore: Thank you! The system that is being looked at in Hyden at the moment and in fact has a lot of 
community support in Hyden is one that we call a STED system—septic tank effluent drainage system. It is a 
system where we collect the effluent out of a septic tank before it goes to the leach drain. It is then piped 
basically as water rather than sewage to treatment ponds and will then infiltrate into the surrounding 
environment or be used locally in a re-use scheme through usinig it on  ovals or wherever it might be. That is a 
significantly cheaper opportunity than conventional sewerage schemes. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Putting it on golf courses is a good application. 

Mr P.D. Moore: Terrific! Certainly at Hyden it is a long way from other sensitive environments. We have been 
negotiating with the local community there. That has moved well along the way at the moment. We are in the 
process of getting environmental approvals and the land acquired for the ponds. The hotel in Hyden, for 
argument’s sake, had its own system and it was a bit concerned about being part of this system and having to pay 
the rates. But we are overcoming that at the moment and we hope to be underway with that scheme later this 
calendar year. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have a supplementary question. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Moore did not mention whether the whole system is gravity fed or whether there are 
pumps involved in this particular system. 

Mr P.D. Moore: It is gravity fed out of the houses into relatively smaller mains and smaller pump stations, and 
that adds to the economies of it all. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is good to hear. I take the minister to the line item on page 860 under “Works in 
Progress” which is effectively the global allocated amount; that is, the money spent operating the services in 
metropolitan Perth. Could the minister outline with respect to that global allocated amount the cost savings he 
expects to achieve by the alliance contracts with Programmed and Transfield? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: On page 860 these are all capital works programs; there is no operational expenditure 
there. Is this just a general question not related to the accounts? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, it is a general question related to the Water Corporation accounts. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will defer to the CEO for an answer to that.  

[9.50 pm] 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will refer the question to the CEO. 

Mrs S. Murphy: All our operating costs, whether they are in-house or externally contracted, are required to 
meet the two per cent cumulative year-on-year operating efficiency. That is built into the Programmed contract. 
The contract with Programmed, which is the Perth region alliance, is the merger of two previous contracts that 
have been operating for about 15 years. The merging of the two of them has caused some reductions in the 
management team. We used to have two management teams from two different contract groups; we now have 
one. There will be savings from that this year and into next year, which will be a way of contributing to some of 
the operating efficiency required across the business. In the long term, we are seeking from all our operating 
contracts the two per cent year-on-year reduction.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Does that relate also to the Transfield–Suez agreement?  
Mrs S. Murphy: Yes. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: Over and above that two per cent, which is required anyway—obviously Water Corp will 
pass that onto its contractors as well—are there minimal savings apart from those?  
The CHAIRMAN: Is that a question, member? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is a question. Are there any other significant — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: What savings are predicted? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes. They have to be found anyway.  

Mrs S. Murphy: They are two quite different alliances with two quite different work scopes. Both of them have 
a number of efficiencies; in fact, the tendering process was based on a number of ideas and from working 
together with a number of groups to find ways to reduce cost. The Perth region alliance, which is the one we 
have with Programmed, is about how efficiently we can schedule the work—more like a taxi company 
scheduling work—which is one of the reasons we have moved the Mandurah workforce into it as well, which is 
a Water Corporation workforce. It is a fully integrated alliance of Water Corporation and partner organisations. 
They have a list of some 100 efficiency ideas that we are working through. In the first instance, it is about 
maximising the savings from merging the two groups and then we will work through them and see how we go. I 
cannot give the member a specific number on that. Obviously, if something is going to be more efficient and it 
costs less money, we will do it; and if it is not, we will not.  

The production and treatment alliance is a very different type of work scope and is about bringing in a previously 
outsourced mechanical and electrical maintenance workforce to work in partnership with the Water 
Corporation’s own operators and civil maintenance workforce. It is also about optimising the output and 
production of each of our big water plants and the big waste water treatment plants. Again, we have a bottom-up 
set of ideas for how we can do that that has come from the workforce. We have a top-down set of ideas and we 
will work through all of them to deliver it.  

To deliver two per cent cumulative year on year on year requires a lot of effort and efficiency. To get more 
efficiency out of a business requires even more effort. It is a matter of continually looking at that and always 
looking at new ideas and trying to bring in learnings that other organisations have in their businesses elsewhere 
to see whether we can think of different ways of doing things.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I have one further question on this issue that relates to part of the answer Ms Murphy gave 
with respect to the relationship between the contractors and the existing Water Corp employees. It is an 
important question. Has there been and will there be—I seek an assurance from the minister—any Water Corp 
job losses as a result of these alliance contracts? By job losses, I do not mean job losses from just Water Corp; I 
mean non-replacement of existing Water Corp jobs that are currently held—that is, will Water Corp not fill 
Water Corp jobs but fill them with contractors rather than Water Corp personnel?  

Mrs S. Murphy: To make savings over time, the intent is to keep the same size workforce as the number of 
services and connections grow in Perth and to use growth as a way to absorb numbers. The whole principle of 
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the alliance is “best for project”. For many of the key roles in the project there were Water Corp people and 
alliance people or people from our partners both competing for the same roles. The team is selected by the 
alliance lead team and that team is in place. The rank and file workforce will transfer in as it is. It is very 
possible that we will see changes in that workforce in the next 20 years, but there are no job losses. No Water 
Corp people are being asked to leave Water Corp; no Water Corp people are being asked to change employers; 
and no Water Corp people are being made redundant.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is exactly what I expected the CEO to say, minister, but there is also the second part of 
that question. Will Water Corp jobs currently held not be filled or be filled by contractors? If someone leaves a 
job or someone takes a redundancy or whatever, will those jobs not be filled by Water Corp employees; instead, 
will they be filled by contractors?  

Mrs S. Murphy: If the job is vacant, it will be filled by the most appropriate candidate. That could be a Water 
Corp person or a non–Water Corp person.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes; that is exactly what I thought.  

Mrs S. Murphy: At the end of the day, we want our customers to get the best service from the best people at the 
lowest cost. That is what the act requires us to do and we will do it.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is exactly what I thought you would say.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Page 860 refers to the groundwater replenishment trial at Beenyup. I notice that 
$2.5 million has been allocated to get it to a point where it will be possible to start stage 1. How many gigalitres 
of water will be involved with stage 1, how quickly can we move into stage 1, and how quickly can we scale 
things up from that point?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Stage 1 will be seven gigalitres. In terms of actual gigalitres, stage 1 will be seven, then 
14, then 21 and 28. That is the plan in the out years. I will let the CEO explain how the dollars will be matched 
to that.  

Mrs S. Murphy: The key is to finish the trial successfully and have a regulatory framework to enable us to do a 
proper scale project and also to make sure that the community is with us and we make an agreed decision. 
Because we need water sources for the future, we have allocated funds in the out years to do that work. If for 
some reason that decision were not made, we would need those funds to do some other form of water process. 
We are very, very hopeful that that will be the way to go because the trial so far is progressing very well. The 
intent with timing is to complete the trial at the end of this calendar year; work with our regulators and partners 
to get to a position to make a formal decision mid–next year. Then it will be about two and a half years to get the 
first seven gigalitres completed. Some of the works to build the first seven gigalitres are pre-empting the next 
stages so we can modularise and add the next bits quicker and at less unit cost. The figure of seven gigalitres is 
chosen because we can carry out all those works on our existing Beenyup site, so that there are no issues about 
pipelines over other people’s land or clearing problems; it is already on a site we control. The aim is that all the 
plant and treatment will remain on that land. If we want to inject more than seven gigalitres, we will need to 
move further afield, so there will be needs for pipeline corridors. In the early works, the plan will be to start 
getting those pipeline corridors and getting the environmental approvals for them so that we can have a scheme 
that we do not have to augment until we need to, but that is ready to augment. As Perth grows and the waste 
water flows are growing, we have the capacity to grow it.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: To clarify, the budget allocation of $2.921 million on page 860 relates to completion of 
the trial in the next financial year. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Within the $2.5 million — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Is it $2.9 million or — 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am sticking with the same issue.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: On page 861.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: It is on page 860. How much of the $2.5 million that has been allocated for the 
groundwater replenishment trial to get things ready for stage 1 is allocated towards community engagement–type 
programs?  

Mrs S. Murphy: I cannot tell the member the exact amount, but if the member wants it, we can find it. The trial 
that is underway has a very significant proportion for community engagement at the visitor centre. This 
$2.5 million is to complete the trial and do the preliminary engineering to be ready to go with the full scale. I am 
fairly positive the $2.5 million does not include much for community engagement, but the existing project, over 
the whole life of the project, has a reasonable sum for building the visitor centre and bringing school groups 
through and engaging school groups in the open days and all those sorts of things.  
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: I refer to the fifth paragraph under the “Asset Investment Program” on page 860 of the 
Budget Statements. Can the minister provide by way of supplementary information a breakdown of what the 
money for the list of items will be spent on?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We will provide a breakdown by way of supplementary information of the money that 
will be spent on the projects in the areas mentioned on page 860 in the fifth paragraph.  

[Supplementary Information No A38.] 

Committee adjourned at 10.00 pm 
__________ 
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ESTIMATES COMMITTEE B 
The meeting commenced at 9.00 am. 

Division 27: Attorney General (Including Native Title policy), $373 040 000 — 
Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 
Mr C.C. Porter, Attorney General. 
Ms C.M. Gwilliam, Director General. 
Mr A. Andersson, Director, Business and Financial Services. 
Mr W. Hewitt, Executive Director, Corporate Services. 
Mr P.D. Evans, State Solicitor. 
Ms P.M. Bagdonavicius, Public Advocate. 
Mr B. Roche, Public Trustee. 
Mr R. Warnes, Executive Director, Court and Tribunal Services. 
Mr G. Turnbull, Director, Legal Aid Western Australia. 
Ms L. Baker, Manager Finance, Legal Aid Western Australia. 
Mr P. Phillips, Principal Adviser, Office of the Attorney General. 
Mr P.F. Conran, Director General, Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 
Mr J. Catlin, Executive Director, Native Title Unit. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow.  

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. It will 
greatly assist Hansard if members can 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 committee clerk by Friday, 
8 June 2012. 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 with the Clerk’s office. 

I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mindarie. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do not have a question but perhaps just an observation. The name tags in front of the 
Attorney General and the adviser are appropriately placed! I take it that the Attorney General really is the 
director general’s adviser and that she runs the show! 

The CHAIRMAN: Point taken; thank you, member. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: On occasion it feels like that, member! 

To commence proceedings Mr Catlin and Mr Conran are obviously with the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet. The Department of the Premier and Cabinet has line item budget responsibility for the Office of Native 
Title, but I have ministerial responsibility. It may be that some members opposite have some questions that can 
be loosely tied to budget items. If there is no objection, could we deal with the Office of Native Title first so we 
can relieve Mr Conran and Mr Catlin? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I refer to “Relationship to government goals” under “Outcomes, Services and Key Performance 
Information” on page 330 of budget paper No 2. It is quite difficult, because as the Attorney General said, there 
is the responsibility of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet for native title. How does the policy area of 
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native title and the expenditure on native title relate to overall government goals and the relationship with the 
agency delivery? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There will be a very similar set of government goals and desired outcomes inside DPC, but 
I have direct ministerial line responsibility for the Office of Native Title as Attorney General and although there 
is not a separate ministerial title for native title, I will attend all of the federal–state meetings about native title. 
How does it relate to government policy goals? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: If I could maybe draw in now. What expenditure in regards to legal advice or legal services is 
quarantined or focused into native title? Basically, how much of the Attorney General’s portfolio, as far as time 
and money is concerned, is spent on native title matters? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There are three layers to the answer of my question. Inside my office, physically between 
Treasury and the Department of the Attorney General, we might find a rough fifty–fifty split of time devoted by 
my ministerial staff. Native title takes up a considerable amount of time inside the Attorney General’s portfolio. I 
would not be able to give an estimate, but it would seem to me very broadly that about one-tenth of the thought, 
effort and dedication of that side of my office that deals with DOTAG is involved in native title matters from 
time to time. The State Solicitor’s Office has a strong role in native title. It has approximately 10 full-time 
equivalents devoted to native title matters. I might even get Mr Conran or Mr Catlin to just describe the general 
FTE status of the Office of Native Title and how many people it has. 

Mr J. Catlin: Within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet there are 30 FTEs. I should add that we work 
on a daily basis with the State Solicitor’s Office, so the FTEs within the State Solicitor’s land claims unit are 
dedicated full-time to working with us and vice versa. I am not totally clear on the member’s question, but in 
terms of broader government policy, we are taking a whole-of-government approach, so a new interagency 
reference group on native title and heritage was established last year. The native title unit in DPC works with 
about 17 other agencies on those issues. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: The Attorney General mentioned that his own perception is that a lot of his office’s time is spent 
on native title. Does the Attorney General think there is any reason why this is or are there any particular 
concerns he has or does he think there are ways we could try to streamline or improve the process? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: From our perspective the processes are relatively good. My own view is that it is a fairly 
cumbersome and complicated act, and perhaps to an extent necessarily so, but my office has been heavily 
involved in settling the negotiating parameters for the Single Noongar claim. We probably went through four or 
five drafts of those parameters over the course of 18 months prior to them being presented as a starting point for 
the negotiations that we announced earlier this year. That took up a lot of man-hours in my office. I could 
possibly put to the member that my chief of staff, Mr Creedon, is best equipped and most knowledgeable in the 
areas of native title, so he becomes the first port of call in my office. There is that side of it where, from time to 
time, issues need to be resolved. Larger matters such as the negotiating parameters need to be devised and 
settled. We also travel, unfortunately very irregularly now, to native title ministers’ meetings. It is interesting to 
note, and I wrote recently to the commonwealth Attorney-General, that native title ministers meetings of all state 
native title ministers and the commonwealth minister in charge were instigated by the commonwealth in about 
2005, and between 2005 and 2009 there were, I think, four meetings, so they were a very regular events. In 2009 
a meeting was held in Adelaide at which the then commonwealth Attorney-General, Robert McClelland, 
announced the cessation of the 75 per cent compensation agreement with the commonwealth. At that stage it was 
put on the basis that it was a temporary ceasing of that agreement whilst the global financial crisis effects were at 
their most acute. We have not had a meeting since 2009. I recently wrote to the commonwealth Attorney-
General suggesting that there probably has never been a greater need to have regular meetings because of a range 
of acute issues going on. We simply have not met since 2009, so that has not been taking up too much time for 
my office, unfortunately. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: The Attorney General mentioned the Single Noongar claim. I am not sure how it is going to 
develop, but prima facie think I am on the record as saying that I am very supportive of what the government has 
put on the table, and I hope my party is. Where are we with that at the moment?  

[9.10 am] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think it is a fair summary to say that we are physically about halfway through the 
expected time for the negotiations. I will hand to Mr Catlin in a moment, because I have not been personally 
involved in the negotiations, although I have been receiving briefings on them.  

As the member will recall, the figure of around $1 billion has been used as a possible compensatory figure, 
which would be divided between cash payments and, in effect, land transfers. One of the points that I have raised 
on a number of occasions, which I think is useful to air here in response to the member’s question, is that we 
expect commonwealth contributions to the final settlement amounts. If we talk nominally about a 
figure of $1 billion split between land transfers and cash payments over a period of 10 years, we would expect 
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around a 75 per cent contribution from the commonwealth. The commonwealth government is a legal respondent 
to the underlying claimants that are now represented as the Single Noongar claim in the negotiations. Again, we 
have written on a number of occasions to the commonwealth government asking it to take a seat at the 
negotiating table. That matter simply has not been resolved. I think Mr Catlin will confirm that the 
commonwealth has not responded to the effect that it will sit in on the negotiations—it is not sitting in on the 
negotiations. I must say, that is a matter of some concern. When the commonwealth is a legal respondent to the 
underlying claims, it is quite appropriate that it sits in on the negotiations that are seeking to resolve the 
underlying claims. Some question marks are hanging over the commonwealth government’s head about the 
strength of its potential end-point commitment.  

Another conversation I have had with members of the commonwealth government has been about the fact that 
although the nominal amount of $1 billion is a large amount of money, the cash payments are spread over a 10-
year period. If, for argument’s sake, we talked about half that amount in cash and bonus—that may be diverted 
from the result—being paid over 10 years at $50 000 a year with a 75 per cent commonwealth contribution that 
is a relative speck of dust in a commonwealth budget. I cannot understand the commonwealth’s reticence. It is a 
great loss that it is not sitting at the negotiating table. Mr Catlin may be able to offer the member some sense 
about how the negotiations are progressing.  

Mr J. Catlin: I am in the middle of a two-day meeting with the Nyoongah negotiating group; today is the second 
day. It has spent the last three months working within the Nyoongah community, following the Kings Park event 
in February. The state has spent that time doing a lot of drafting. The two-day event is working through the first 
draft text of an agreement that deals with things such as joint management on national parks, the development of 
a trust fund and so on. It deals with all the layers in that agreement. From the last discussion we had about when 
we might get to an end on this, I think we would probably want to go back to cabinet before October with a 
proposition for a final proposal. All going well, we would hope that the Nyoongah people would look at 
authorisation meetings in February next year. If everything lines up properly, we will end up with the agreement 
kicking in in the next financial year.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: There has been some disquiet in the overall Nyoongah community and of course we are never 
going to get complete agreement. Has some of that been smoothed over? Where are we sitting with the various 
groups in the Nyoongah community?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will again hand to Mr Catlin. I think the short answer to the member’s question is no. The 
view put by those publicly against the basis and the parameters upon which we are negotiating is still firmly held 
by them, but I think it might be fair to say that has not infected the level of goodwill that exists among the 
overwhelming majority of Nyoongah claimants at the negotiating table.  

Mr J. Catlin: That is correct. Yesterday some people were removed from the Swan Valley campsite. My view 
on it is that there will be a group that will not fall in with this; I think everybody expects that now. I cannot guess 
how disruptive that will be to finalising the agreement.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Swan Hills, do you have a question on native title?  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: It has just been answered.  

The CHAIRMAN: I think we are trying to home in on native title now. Are there any other questions on native 
title? Mr Conran is entitled to be here for only native title. If members are happy, we will excuse Mr Conran and 
Mr Catlin. We have finished with native title.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I refer to the third dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 331. 
My question is about the process for people smugglers. Is Western Australia consulted first on decisions or are 
we just told what to do? How do we fare in the equitable distribution of these people? How are we going with 
additional resources to address the financial impact on this state?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Perhaps if I work backwards and start with the financial impact. This was probably the 
central point of contention at what used to be called the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General. The overall 
budget for the District Court criminal costs in this state is about $32 million a year. We have recently been able 
to determine that of that $32 million budget, nearly $5 million is dedicated to people smuggling trials. That 
figure is now being replicated in many of the other states. That is quite an extraordinary figure. In fact, it is 
$4.822 million of the total budget of the District and Magistrates Courts. It is not necessarily that the number of 
people smuggling trials represents a large number of the overall trials, but they are complicated trials in excess of 
nine days in duration, they require interpreters and they cost more a day than any other trial. About half a million 
dollars is spent on interpreters a year. This is out of the budget of $32-odd million for the District Court criminal 
costs. It is now taking up a large chunk of the District Court’s budget. This point was raised at the recent 
Standing Committee of Attorneys-General. That situation is being played out in just about every state now. That 
leads to the second part of the member’s question about whether we are told or consulted.  
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We reached an arrangement with the commonwealth when we realised about two years ago that we were 
receiving about 95 per cent of all people smugglers and conducting about 95 per cent of all the trials. We had 
fruitful conversations with the then minister, Brendan O’Connor. We wanted the people smugglers spread 
around the country. That has now happened. The percentage of people smugglers serving sentences in Western 
Australia is 51 per cent. The number in remand is about 11 per cent. The total percentage of people-smuggling 
prisoners in WA is about 35.4 per cent. We now have about 11.9 per cent of all the trials. We had over 
90 per cent of all the trials. New South Wales now has 23 per cent of the trials; Victoria, 35 per cent; 
Queensland, 24 per cent; South Australia, 4.5 per cent; Tasmania, 1.7 per cent; the ACT, 1.1 per cent; and the 
Northern Territory, 2.3 per cent. Of course, each percentage is a slice of the overall pie and the pie is growing 
very considerably. All district courts across Australia are now finding that a huge amount of their work is being 
taken up by people smuggling trials.  
We also reached an arrangement with the commonwealth to take a certain number of prisoners in remand each 
month. Of course, remand prisoners lead to trials. That agreement has been adhered to by the commonwealth 
government. We get transparent figures in arrears and prospectively every month of the people-smuggling 
prisoners who will be delivered to WA and come into our system. The rest are being spread out across Australia. 
The overarching point for a Western Australian Attorney General, as for any other state’s, is that people 
smuggling trials are now the big growth industry for trials in district courts. They are costing an enormous 
amount of money. Although we are being informed about who will be coming into the system, there is no 
specific additional compensation to the state courts for running what are, for all intents and purposes and legally, 
commonwealth trials. 
[9.20 am] 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I refer to the accounts set out on page 329. I have a question about the efficiency dividend 
to be achieved in 2012–13. I will pass a copy of this question to the Attorney General, because it is in eight parts. 
In relation to the two per cent efficiency dividend, one, what existing programs and services will be cut; two, 
what programs and services will be delayed or wound back, and by how long; three, will there be any cuts to 
staff numbers, and, if so, in which areas; four, will there be delays in filling the number of full-time equivalents; 
five, will there be an FTE vacancy rate that is maintained on an ongoing basis; six, what new revenue measures 
have been introduced; seven, which existing fees and charges have been increased; and, eight, what capital 
works will be delayed?  
The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps when the Attorney General answers those questions he can read the question again 
and then give the answer to that question. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will commence by describing generally how the two per cent, and then the one per cent, 
one per cent and one per cent, efficiency dividend will impact on the budget for the Department of the Attorney 
General. The member will see at page 330 the efficiency dividend line item, and it reads $4.586 million, 
$6.950 million, $9.575 million and $12.267 million—those figures are obviously cumulative amounts—and I 
will describe the way in which that will impact on the decision making of the department, which will be 
undertaken by the director general and myself. The savings that will be harvested from that efficiency dividend 
for all agencies, including DOTAG, but except education, will operate such that in 2012–13, a target amount of 
savings will be set for the agency. That target amount is two per cent of the agency’s cash appropriation for 
services in 2012–13. That does not include cash appropriations delivered as part of the 2012–13 budget. So the 
$4.586 million figure on page 330 is a target figure of savings that DOTAG will be expected to achieve in 2012–
13. That represents two per cent of the 2012–13 budget, excluding additional moneys that came into DOTAG in 
the 2012–13 budget round—so it is taken off the 2011–12 base. 

The amount that will be set as a target in 2013–14 is a further one per cent of the agency’s cash appropriation for 
services; and in 2014–15 and 2015–16, it will again be one per cent of the agency’s cash appropriation. What 
that means ultimately is that, although those figures are cumulative, between now and 1 July 2012, the director 
general and I will be making determinations on ways to find savings in the 2012–13 budget of $4.586 million. 
We will repeat that process in the early part of next year for 2013–14, and in that year the one per cent savings 
that we will be required to find will be in the vicinity of $2.364 million; in 2014–15 we will repeat that process, 
and the savings that we will be required to find will be in the vicinity of $2.625 million; and in 2015–16, the 
savings that we will be required to find will be in the vicinity of $2.692 million. So it will be a yearly process of 
discussion, consultation and decision as between advice coming from the director general to myself. It should 
also be noted that the calculated targets for those efficiency dividends exclude any budget increments that may 
be awarded to DOTAG in the course of future budgets; they will remain constant. 

I will deal globally with the first three questions that the shadow Attorney General has asked; namely: what 
existing programs and services will be cut; what programs and services will be delayed or wound back, and by 
how long; and will there be any cuts to staff numbers, and, if so, in which areas? The answer to those questions 
is that final decisions as to the precise areas and nature of the savings have not yet been made. We have started 
discussing those matters, obviously, just as we did three years ago when I first took on the portfolio with respect 
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to the three per cent efficiency dividend. Those discussions relate to the director general bringing up a wide 
variety of options to me as the minister, considering those, talking about options that we would be disinclined to 
adopt, talking about options that we might be inclined to adopt, and talking about options that need further 
research and work. But, at the moment, that process is not complete, so I do not have an answer yet, but will do 
closer to the start of the financial year, with respect to questions one, two and three.  

The member asked also about what existing programs and services will be cut, what programs and services will 
be delayed, and what cuts will be made to staff numbers. There will not be any cuts to staff numbers. We have 
our FTE ceiling, which the director general will find for me in a moment. We have operated somewhat beneath 
that FTE ceiling for some time. Question four was: will there be delays in filling vacant FTEs? I would suggest 
that vacancy management would very likely be part of any efficiency dividend savings that we engage in. We 
engaged in vacancy management fairly effectively in the three per cent efficiency dividend to find savings there. 
Question five was: will there be an FTE vacancy rate that is maintained on an ongoing basis? If by that the 
member means will there still be a gulf between our actual FTEs and our FTE cap, I would suggest so—there 
always is. That is simply because DOTAG has an FTE cap of 1 962. We are operating with about 1 850 people 
now. Just the churn of people coming and going from the public service means that we have consistently been 
operating beneath that FTE cap.  

Question seven was: which existing fees and charges have been increased? Some fees and charges have been 
increased as part of this budget, all of those based on the consumer price index. If the question the member is 
asking is, “Will we be increasing existing fees and charges to meet the efficiency dividend?”, the answer is that 
in 2012–13, there will not be any increases in fees and charges that are already set in the 2012–13 budget papers 
to achieve the efficiency dividend. 

Question eight was: what capital works will be delayed? Shadow Attorney General, these are recurrent 
expenditure savings, so we cannot save the money from delaying capital works.  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I refer to page 331, “Significant Issues Affecting the Agency”, and the sixth dot point, 
which makes reference to the Family Court of Western Australia. Some of my constituents have been waiting for 
over a year to have their Family Court matters heard. What funding is there in the budget to try to address the 
wait times for Family Court cases? 

[9.30 am] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: This is an important question, and it may also be a question that opposition members want 
to touch on at some point. The Family Court of Western Australia is a peculiar court in the sense that Western 
Australia is the only state that maintains its constitutional role in de facto matters; that is, people who are not 
formally married under the commonwealth Marriage Act.  

However, that fact notwithstanding, the Family Court of Western Australia is overwhelmingly funded by the 
commonwealth. Depending on what is measured as the funding that comes into the court, the lowest measure of 
that in terms of the state’s contribution is about 1.6 per cent of the total funding. There might be slightly larger 
measures than that if part of the funding considered is the revenue generated from fees because half of that 
revenue is state revenue because it is generated from persons who are seeking the court’s assistance in a de facto 
resolution. Overwhelmingly, the Family Court of WA is funded by the commonwealth. Three budgets ago, in 
2007–08, $15 million was set aside in the commonwealth budget for de facto court matters across Australia but 
Western Australia got none of that money. We would argue that the base level of funding for WA has 
traditionally been less than our 10.4 per cent population share of the overall pie of commonwealth money that 
goes to the court. That is not shockingly less, but it is notably less. That fact notwithstanding, the Family Court 
of WA, which has this blended jurisdiction and funding sources, has worked very well, traditionally. If members 
spoke with the Family Law Practitioners’ Association of WA, I think it might echo the view that the Family 
Court of WA was one of the most effective and efficient courts in Australia until about two or so years ago. The 
problem that has arisen is that three of the five family court judges have become seriously ill and several months 
have been lost due to their illness. I will give members a rough description of what that is. Judge Martin has lost 
30 weeks and then six weeks and has been unable to fulfil her duties in the court due to quite serious and genuine 
illness for a period of nine months; Judge Crooks was ill for 10.25 months and Judge Moncrieff for half a month. 
In a court of five judges, dating back to 2011, we have lost about 20 months’ worth of judicial work, and that has 
had a big impact on the court. What we did as a state government is respond by appointing and paying for 
replacement judges for the Family Court: acting Judge Jordan, acting Judge Warnick and acting Judge Boland. 
We funded 100 per cent of those. Of the lost 20 months, about 12 months were made up at a cost of about 
$600 000. Of course, the constitutional status of a judge’s employment is that if a judge becomes ill, conceivably 
they could be ill and physically unable to turn up to work for an indefinite time until their retirement at age 70 
and they would still be paid a wage, as is constitutionally appropriate and proper. That means that the impost on 
the taxpayer is that the judge receives the ongoing appointment and wage and either the state or commonwealth 
government has to appoint and pay for an additional judge. Our position as a state government has been that 
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these five judges are commonwealth judges, for all intents and purposes. If a state Supreme Court judge became 
ill, within reason and with regard to the backlog or otherwise of the court’s matters, we would pay for and fund a 
replacement acting judge for an appropriate period. If the commonwealth found that a High Court judge became 
ill, no doubt they would also engage in that quite proper mechanism of appointing and paying for an acting judge 
or a Federal Court judge. Until the recent commonwealth 2012–13 budget, notwithstanding a variety of requests 
by letter and in person from me and the government of Western Australia, the commonwealth simply refused to 
backfill its ill judges. That meant that the backlog in terms of a measure of time to trial has increased. 

As I noted to the member, we made up 12 months of lost time by appointing and paying for acting judges. In this 
state budget we allocated just over $1.2 million to the de facto jurisdiction, which is constitutionally our 
jurisdiction. We are trying to reduce the time to trial for those matters down from 95 to 87 weeks in 2013–14. 
That money goes to an additional magistrate and support staff to help de facto couples. Thankfully, the 
commonwealth government—we are pleased it has done this—has allocated $1.042 million, which was money 
brought forward into the 2011–12 spend, as a number of moneys were brought forward, which is of some 
relevance to commonwealth commentators but none to us. That will pay for an acting judge in the Family Court 
for six months and the continuation of the existing temporary magistrate. That $1.042 million will buy six 
months of an acting judge and the continuation for one year of a temporary magistrate, which the federal 
government previously funded. That is helpful and the combination of the ongoing funding of a magistrate in the 
de facto jurisdiction, the six-month backfilling of a judge by the commonwealth and the ongoing temporary 
magistrate will eat into the backlog. However, the underlying problem remains that if three out of five judges are 
sick, we would want the commonwealth to act immediately to replace and pay for the replacement judges, and 
the federal government simply did not do that. I think that was quite simply wrong. That has meant that the time 
to trial was 87 weeks in 2009–10, 99 weeks in 2010–11 and 102.5 in the year to date to March 2012. We are 
estimating that number should come down with these additional resources back to about the 2009–10 level of 87 
weeks. It is a far from desirous situation and it is something of a standoff. The consumers of the Family Court’s 
services in Western Australia are left the worse off. However, there comes a limit to the state’s willingness and 
ability to for pay for what are, in effect, commonwealth judges. The commonwealth has not offered a rational 
explanation for why it did not swiftly replace and pay for replacement judges. I have my own suspicions why 
that might be, but no rational explanation has been given. 

The CHAIRMAN: Why do we not hand back the Family Court to the commonwealth if we are the only state 
that has a hand in it? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Whilst questions from the Chair are an unusual procedural course, it is a valid question and 
is one that I raised with members of the Law Society recently. The time to have a debate about that question has 
come. I will offer one view about that. Prior to these judges becoming ill, on most KPIs the Family Court of WA 
was a very efficient and highly regarded court. I think that was the prevailing view. That was notwithstanding 
that the commonwealth’s application of funding was less than our population share of the pie. If the final 
jurisdiction of de facto couples were referred to the commonwealth, the state would step back completely from 
the Family Court. None of the revenue would nominally be ours and we would never put money into the Family 
Court of Western Australia to try to help a backlog if one arose. I asked this question, which is the question that I 
would pose to family law practitioners and the legal profession as a whole once we have the debate about the 
referral of the de facto jurisdiction: if the state withdrew completely from the jurisdiction, which means that we 
would never fund anything for the jurisdiction, is the jurisdiction likely to get a better or rawer deal in its overall 
funding? That question needs to be asked in the context of this debate. What I think the commonwealth is doing 
is trying to smoke us out on this question by not precipitously replacing and funding its judges. What the 
commonwealth is saying is, “Trust us; if you hand over the de facto jurisdiction entirely, your court will be better 
funded than ever before.” The mechanism the commonwealth government is using to bring us to the negotiating 
table is to not replace the commonwealth’s own judges and allow a backlog develop. I think it is unwise to go to 
the negotiation table about that in a time of duress. That is a question I have raised with the Law Society and I 
am very happy to have that debate over the next 12 months. I would say that the illness of three judges is an 
unusual circumstance. Had the commonwealth government replaced those three judges, we would not have this 
problem. If we had no jurisdictional input into the court, no money would flow and we would not have a say in 
the court’s operations in any meaningful sense. If that situation existed two years ago, would the commonwealth 
have been any swifter to replace its judges? I have my doubts.  

[9.40 am] 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The Attorney General mentioned that we received some additional funding, which is 
actual funding for the 2012–13 financial year, so it has been brought forward. Is that going to leave us short-
funded in 2012–13 by the amount that has been brought forward? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: My understanding is that the commonwealth money of just over $1 million will appear to 
be expended for commonwealth budgetary purposes in 2011–12, but will be physically applied in 2012–13. It is 
one of a number of bring-forwards, if you like, that enlarged the 2011–12 commonwealth deficit but the token 
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amount of $1 million made a surplus in 2012–13 easier to achieve. The money is therefore flowing, and I think 
the judge is already operating.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have a supplementary to the Chair’s question, which is an unusual procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN: I am entitled to ask the question. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will respond to ask the supplementary question for you, Mr Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was practising in Western Australia under the matrimonial causes act at the time of the 
proclamation of the Family Court Act of Australia. As I recall, it was on ideological grounds that Western 
Australia did not go into the national scheme and decided to keep the court within the jurisdiction of Western 
Australia. It is a bit much now, is it not, to blame the commonwealth for not funding replacement judges? That is 
a risk we took on when we decided to keep the jurisdiction here, is it not? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I put to the member that it is a risk that exists whether the jurisdiction is kept or referred. 
The question I ask is: had the referral been given over three or four years ago, would the commonwealth have 
been any more likely to replace those three ill judges?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We just do not know, do we? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We do not. But I do have at least a little experience in watching the commonwealth’s 
attitude to the outlying federal dominion of Western Australia, and we are not a priority. In the way Legal Aid, 
the Aboriginal Legal Service and the Family Court of Western Australia are funded, we receive less than our 
population share of the overall commonwealth funding for all three of those agencies. That is notwithstanding 
that in Western Australia the imposts on the Family Court, Legal Aid and the ALS are higher on a per capita 
ratio than they are in other jurisdictions. I do not hold that previously held view that it is a matter of high 
principle in not referring the jurisdiction. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is what it was initially. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think so, yes. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There was a whole argument about no-fault divorce and Lionel Murphy ending marriage. 

The CHAIRMAN: Attorney General, can you wrap this up now? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed. I think it is a debate we should have, but it has become an intensely more practical 
debate. The question is: if the state withdraws completely from the jurisdiction and state money never goes into 
it, will consumers of family law court products be better off or worse off? I think the answer could easily be put 
that they would not be better off. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: At the moment with the blowout in time that responsibility rests with the Attorney 
General. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It does not because 98.4 per cent of the funding for the court is commonwealth funding. 
These five judges are no more and no less commonwealth judges than are Federal Court of Australia judges. 

The CHAIRMAN: We will go to the member for Armadale. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: They are very good questions, though, Mr Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes; very interesting. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Before I ask my question, Mr Chair, I cannot pass up this opportunity to note that as the 
Attorney General is a declared very strong state rights advocate, Sir Ronald Wilson will be turning over in his 
grave now to think that the Attorney General might be contemplating returning the Family Court of Western 
Australia to the federal jurisdiction. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am against it, but I think it is appropriate that the profession has the debate. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I refer to the first dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 331, which 
outlines a number of pieces of legislation that the department has been involved in developing. Obviously that 
legislation will have a cost implication for the budget. I would therefore be concerned if the department was 
drafting legislation that may not come before Parliament, as we have a history in that respect with the 
prostitution laws, although we may get to fully debate them. Also will the Attorney General give a guarantee that 
the foetal homicide legislation will come before Parliament before the next state election? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think the point the member raises is a fair one, and I take the point to be that the policy 
and legal resources of the Department of the Attorney General, the State Solicitor’s Office and Parliamentary 
Counsel’s Office are necessarily limited, as are the policy resources in my own office, and that they should be 
properly devoted to legislative projects that can be accomplished from start to finish in this term of government. 
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I think that is a fair point. I do not think it is an absolute point of principle. There will be matters that start the 
process of long-term reform. An example I would raise with the member is both legislative and administrative 
reform in the area of victims. That is something that we have been working on for three years now, but it is 
unlikely that we will be able to have that manifest in legislation prior to the end of this term of government. But 
of course that work exists and will exist for any future government of any political stripe. I therefore take the 
point. 
The member raised the question of foetal homicide. We have made some public statements about that. I have just 
signed off on the legislation—I am informed!—so that will come before cabinet shortly. The structure of the 
legislation is not without its complications, because it relies on circumstances of aggravation for existing 
offences. I am therefore not presuming that it will not be a matter of some debate in the house. However, the 
legislation will go before cabinet shortly, it will be introduced into Parliament and I do not think it will be 
controversial in the nature that prostitution legislation was in the amount of parliamentary time it will take up. I 
therefore have some confidence that we can have it in Parliament and passed in this term of government. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: I refer to the sixth line item, “Legal Aid Assistance”, on page 331 of budget paper No 2. I 
note that in 2010–11 the actual spend in Legal Aid was $29.63 million, and for 2011–12 the estimated actual is 
$35.218 million. The budget for 2012–13 is $35.334 million, which represents a mere $100 000 more than the 
2011–12 estimation. Given the size of the leap between the 2010–11 and 2011–12 budgets of $6 million, how 
are we to anticipate that the existing level of service will be maintained in Legal Aid with such a small increase? 
Is that explained in the “Outcomes and Key Effectiveness Indicators” on page 332, which shows a drop in the 
anticipated number of eligible people who receive grants of legal aid? I am referring to the line item at the 
bottom of page 332, which shows a drop in the 2011–12 budget from 75 per cent to an estimated actual budget 
of 74 per cent. Are we presuming, therefore, that the availability of legal aid will drop as a result of this budget? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am not sure I perfectly understand the question, and I will hand over to Mr Turnbull in a 
moment. The member has noted that the 2011–12 estimated actual is $35.218 million compared with the budget 
in 2011–12, which is $32.812 million. The member is therefore pointing out the differential between the 
estimated and the actual for 2011–12. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Primarily I am pointing out an increase of $6 million between the actual for 2010–11 and 
the actual for 2011–12; yet the actual for 2011–12 is virtually the same as the budget for 2012–13. I am therefore 
presuming that there will be virtually no budget growth, yet there was clearly a massive increase in previous 
years. How are we going to manage that, given that my work on the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated 
Legislation shows me that considerable cost increases will come through the legal departments operated by the 
government? Can we presume that there will be a reduction in the overall availability of legal aid?  
[9.50 am] 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I will hand over to Mr Turnbull in a moment, but I think the answer is that the difference 
between all those figures is not a shortfall. The government has decided to spend more money in these areas. The 
difference between the 2011–12 budget and the 2011–12 estimated actual is mainly made up of the legal aid 
expensive cases funding of $1 million, provision for salary and non-salary cost increases of $1 million and not-
for-profit sustainability funding of $0.4 million. It does not represent a shortfall in the budget, although to the 
extent it may have, it is a shortfall that has been filled by government expenditure. I do not think that detracts 
from the member’s overall question which is that the demands on legal aid funding are increasing. Of course, we 
are reading there the state component of the overall budget for Legal Aid Western Australia. I am very pleased to 
go now to Mr Turnbull who might offer some description about the overall demand for services, and where 
Legal Aid fits in terms of its share of the commonwealth funding pie. If Mr Turnbull wants to correct me on 
what I noted about the budget, he may.  

Mr G. Turnbull: I have no desire to correct the Attorney. We believe that whilst, obviously, it is always a tight 
situation with legal aid, we will be able to maintain at least our current level of servicing. As the Attorney said, 
the explanation for the apparent lack of difference is the expensive cases fund. That is something like $2 million, 
I think, in total. The position, of course, last year was that we received a substantial boost from the state in the 
order of eight per cent. That was a very welcome increase. It meant we could engage something like 10 
additional duty lawyers. That also partly explains, I think, that whilst we would obviously appreciate some 
additional assistance from government, we feel we are travelling reasonably well at the moment in all the 
circumstances. I think that is probably all I wanted to say.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Does the director want to make a comment on Legal Aid Western Australia’s share of 
commonwealth funding?  

Mr G. Turnbull: Yes, indeed. As the Attorney pointed out, we are below the national average. In fact, we are 
the second lowest funded on a per capita basis of commonwealth funding of any state or territory. The total 
contribution from the commonwealth of government funding is in the order of 35 per cent. The state’s 
contribution is 65 per cent. It is almost double. That position has not been improving over the years; in fact, it 
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has been getting worse. In addition to that, there has been a noticeable lessening of commonwealth-funded 
services, which has indirectly impacted on the demands on Legal Aid. I am talking specifically about the 
withdrawal of services from the commonwealth-funded Aboriginal Legal Service whereby it no longer services a 
number of courts in the metropolitan area and in the regions. That has also added to the burden on state-funded 
services. Although we operate under a national partnership agreement and the funds are fixed, the reality is that 
our position is deteriorating and has been for a number of years now insofar as the commonwealth funding side 
of things is concerned.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I might just add to what Mr Turnbull talked about there in terms of the split between 
commonwealth and state funding of 65 per cent state and 35 per cent commonwealth. It was not that long ago 
that the figures were reversed and Legal Aid was funded to the tune of 65 per cent by the commonwealth and 35 
per cent by the state. As Mr Turnbull noted—it is a point of contention every time we travel to any of the 
relevant ministerial meetings—we receive significantly less than our per capita population share of the pie. I 
suggest the need for legal aid in a place like Western Australia is not dissimilar to the elevated need for legal aid 
in places such as the Northern Territory. Again, I think the brute reality of this is, with 15 federal seats out of a 
very large federal Parliament, there is not a huge political incentive to apply appropriate levels of funding from 
the commonwealth. This has occurred over many years from both sides of politics, federally, to service delivery 
in Western Australia. A similar question arises as it does with respect to the Family Court, although not 
necessarily with the same acuteness of jurisdiction issues. If the state were not involved in this area, the question 
arises: would recipients of legal aid services be better or worse off? I think the answer is that they would be 
worse off. We have met those demands over the past several years. This is yet another area of a demarcation 
dispute where the commonwealth stealthily retracts from its funding obligations.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Given the guarantee the service will continue, can I get some clarification that the number 
of FTEs within the agency will remain the same and it will not be adversely impacted by the Treasurer’s 
responsible financial management program?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: By the responsible financial program, does the member mean the efficiency dividend?  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Yes, the efficiency dividend.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think Legal Aid’s share of the two per cent, being part of the wider DOTAG pie, is about 
$700 000. That is not to necessarily suggest that it will be applied on that basis. It may be that extra savings can 
be found inside the general DOTAG budget, which will mitigate an exact two per cent cut being applied to Legal 
Aid. In the context of the increased funding Legal Aid has, it is a relatively small amount. The other thing I 
direct the member toward is on page 332 where he will see the KPIs. The most important are noted there. He will 
see we are holding very steady on KPIs where it shows “Percentage of eligible applicants who receive a grant of 
legal aid”; “Percentage of persons who are provided with a duty lawyer service”; and “Percentage of callers 
successfully accessing Infoline services”. I think one of the realities, and one of the outcomes Mr Turnbull and 
his organisation should be commended on is that in a tight budget scenario, they have been particularly 
innovative. They have engaged in a lot of duty services, for want of a better description, by telephone, 
particularly in family law matters. They are continually finding ways to deliver higher-quality services to more 
people on a necessarily restricted budget. They have managed also to expand their reach into the Western 
Australian regions. I think they are doing very well. Even if the full two per cent cut is applied on a pro rata basis 
to Legal Aid, I am confident that Legal Aid can meet that. It may be that that mitigates the effect of the director 
general finding more than the two per cent of the pie inside DOTAG.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: The FTEs? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will let Mr Turnbull speak, but I do not think there is any plan afoot to decrease the 
number of FTEs in real terms. 
[10.00 am] 
Mr G. Turnbull: We think that most of the savings will be derived from services and contracts and overheads. 
We are determined that no front-line service delivery will be impacted. We will be looking at our overheads, as I 
say, and at some of the processes that we engage in to determine whether people are eligible for aid. There is 
scope, inevitably, to improve our systems and we are confident that there will be no lessening of, as I say, front-
line service delivery. It will obviously create pressures, but the message I get from government is that there is an 
expectation that we will refocus on those front-line service deliveries and look at other areas of spending. One 
cannot give a 100 per cent guarantee, but we have had a good look at it and we are working on a plan that we 
think will preserve the current numbers of staff, which have gone up, I have to say, in no small part thanks to 
previous budget injections from this government, and move forward. 

[Mr P.B. Watson took the chair.] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Member, I just add that the overwhelming majority of agencies operate under their FTE 
cap, so they have appropriations applied to them for number X of capped FTEs but operate with number Y 
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where Y is less than X. The departments have freedom for how they may spend the money that is not being spent 
on that differential between cap and actual FTEs. Therefore, some of the savings in this process, both in terms of 
the two per cent and the FTE cap, will come from those moneys that are often spent on other things—
consultancies, external contracting, a range of other issues. They become the first port of call for examination 
when we try to find savings.  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I refer to the second dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 
331, which notes that the Mental Health Commission is helping Perth Magistrates Court introduce a mental 
health diversion and support program to provide alternative sentencing options for mentally ill accused persons. 
Can the Attorney General tell me how that will work and what outcome he expects from that? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I thank the member for the question. The history of that matter goes back to a Law Reform 
Commission report on specialist programs inside courts and there were a range of recommendations from that. 
Like all Law Reform Commission reports, it is never the case that every single recommendation is adopted and 
undertaken. Often the recommendations involve some costing attached to them. We have applied funding of 
$412 000 and $636 000 respectively over 2012–13 and 2013–14 for this, so it is a two-year trial which is in 
excess of $1 million. Over those two years, 2012–13 and 2013–14, that funding will pay for a magistrate, an 
administrator and coordinator at level 4 and a judicial officer at level 3. Additionally, another $0.3 million is for 
a legal aid defence lawyer over those two years. What it will look like physically is that the magistrate, the 
support staff and the defence lawyer will all be applied specifically to a category of persons in the Magistrates 
Court who are charged with an offence and who, on a definition that will be agreed upon, suffer from a mental 
illness or mental infirmity of some type. It is meant to replicate the success that we have had with the Drug Court 
in which people are identified with drug problems, obviously, and are dealt with by that court in a specialised 
way. We think that about 300 people per year will be accepted into this program. Part of it is that their special 
circumstances will be recognised by the court in the type of sentences that it applies in the time it takes with 
them to determine what might be the best type of care for them, and then they will get intensive care at the end 
of the program. That is how the system will work. The idea is that the system will have the best possible 
mechanism to identify who are the people who need specialist treatment in the court and that they receive the 
specialist treatment in the court. The point of that specialist treatment is to identify their needs so that during the 
process of being sentenced and afterwards they can get the appropriate care in the community.  

An additional $1.7 million is allocated in the budget for the Minister for Mental Health, again over two years, for 
mental health experts to be placed at Perth Children’s Court for an early intervention pilot program to support 
the needs of the court. If you like, the Children’s Court will operate as it does, but then there will be a distinctive 
Magistrates Court, and the mental health minister has been allocated the funds to push experts in that field of 
mental health into the early identification into the Children’s Court. I am not suggesting that this is completely 
novel; it is something that has been tried in other jurisdictions. However, it is certainly new for Western 
Australia, and has been talked about for some time. Over the course of 12 months, the mental health minister and 
I have had this as a goal. I think that it will produce results, but it is a two-year pilot and we will be watching it 
very carefully. The results we would like to see are lower rates of recidivism for the target population that goes 
through and receives these services in the Children’s Court and the 300-odd people that we expect will go 
through the Magistrates Court processes. 

I might just add here, maybe gratuitously, that we have also allocated $18 million to create declared places. As 
the member is aware, this debate has gone on for some time. Previously, people who were mentally infirm to the 
extent that they were found by a court to be unfit to stand trial but had a strong enough brief presented against 
them that there was a consideration by the judicial officer that they represented a risk to the community if not 
detained, were either going to be detained in a prison or alternatively in a mental health institution—a hospital—
and then the latter only if there was a view that their mental difficulties were capable of betterment. Most people 
ended up in prison. The declared place will sit somewhere between those two styles of facility. Again, that is a 
pretty significant step forward for Western Australia. 

I think that the three initiatives together demonstrate that there are some real changes in the way in which 
persons with mental health difficulties are treated in the courts. 

The CHAIRMAN: Minister, I just remind you that this an estimates hearing. We have been advised by the 
Speaker that answers have to be short and precise. The hearing is to investigate the budget itself, so it is not a 
showcase for anybody’s projects. This is not my opinion, it is the opinion of the Speaker, and I have said this to 
all ministers. If we can just cut it down a bit and get more questions through, I think everyone will be happy. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I refer to the asset investment program on page 337, and to the Supreme Court of Western 
Australia’s “Annual Review 2011” and the Chief Justice’s comments therein that — 

New Building 
In the course of the year under review, government announced plans to accommodate the Supreme 
Court in the redevelopment of the Old Treasury building on St George’s Terrace. 
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Since then, the Chief Justice has participated in the very early planning for this proposal. 

Although the precise nature of the proposal is not known at this stage, it is hoped that the initiative will 
address the Court’s … accommodation issues. The Court will devote significant attention to this 
proposal during 2012. 

I draw the Attorney General’s attention to the fact that despite the budget provision to spend $142 million in 
royalties for regions funding on regional courts, it appears that not one dollar is in the budget to even plan for the 
Supreme Court, or am I missing a line item? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The line item budget for the Old Treasury Buildings redevelopment, which will encompass 
the new Supreme Court, is in strategic projects; it is one of 18 projects over $100 million that are dealt with in 
my portfolio as Treasurer. Therefore, I can assure the member that it is there. In fact, I am happy to hand over to 
the director general to give the member a brief description of the nature of the project, which will be very 
impressive. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Where we are up to with the planning of it? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Construction will start soon.  

[10.10 am] 

Ms C.M. Gwilliam: There is certainly extensive consultation occurring with the judiciary in terms of the fit-out 
of the new Supreme Court–Civil in the old Treasury building tower. It is a 31-floor tower. The Supreme Court–
Civil will have — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I did not hear that last bit. 

Ms C.M. Gwilliam: The planning for the Supreme Court–Civil in the old Treasury building office tower—a 31-
level office tower—is well advanced. The fit-out cost for the tower, as well as the 11-storey State Administrative 
Tribunal home in the old Public Trustee building, is $128 million. We have a court-user group that is actively 
working with the judicial officers of the Supreme Court, and we are also actively working with SAT members in 
terms of the fit-out for that court. Currently, the land swap arrangements are in negotiation and finalisation; the 
expectation is that the work on the new tower will commence in July. We are planning a completion date for the 
fit-out to be 2015-16. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I think at the moment there are 16 Supreme Court judges in General Division; is that right? 

Ms C.M. Gwilliam: I do not have the exact number, but approximately 15. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: And I think there are about six in the — 

The CHAIRMAN: Member, do not go straight to the director general; you have to go through the minister. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was; I was looking at the Attorney General.  

The CHAIRMAN: Were you? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was! You were off to the side, you just missed that.  

I think there are about 16 judges in the General Division. I think the proposal is for the appellant division to 
remain in the existing building. 

Ms C.M. Gwilliam: Yes. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But in terms of chambers, what is being budgeted to allow for the growth of the court, 
given the population explosion that is happening in Perth? For how many years will this building be of good 
utility? Will there 20 or 30 chambers? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There are a couple of points there. The $128 million the director general has spoken of is 
for the fit-out for the judicial building, which is the 31-storey tower, and for our other building that will house 
SAT. Of course, the buildings themselves are worth more than that, but the value of buildings is paid for by the 
state in the ongoing lease. The first lease is for 25 years, so there is a 25-year plus 25 years of lease options, so 
we would envisage that these buildings will be a 50-year home for the Supreme Court, and indeed for SAT. That 
$128 million, again, appears in the Treasury budget, and, as the director has noted, physical construction will 
start at the end of the financial year. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The construction of the building? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. That $128 million is a calculated amount per square metre of each tower. I think the 
per square metre cost for the court building is over $5 000; generally speaking, a government office building 
would be under $2 000 per square metre. Courts, as the member would know, are expensive to build and fit out, 
and there were certain complications. There have to be high ceilings for court buildings, which is part of the cost 
that will come back to us with respect to leasing, but the fit-out will be a very high quality, fit-for-purpose fit-
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out—much more expensive than any other fit-out. The question about where will judges reside: ultimately, that 
is something to be determined in consultation with the Chief Justice, but as I understand it the present intention 
is that General Division judges will all come up to the new 31-storey building and the appellant judges will stay 
down in the old building. 

The next part of the member’s question was: how is this future-proofed? It is future-proofed by this useful 
addition to the building. Being 31 storeys, the Supreme Court is initially going to take up, with all of its judges, 
the lower runs—I think 15 or 16. They will take up the low rise. We will then have the lease for the high-rise 
part of the building and we will determine who will go in, but it will be some complementary government 
agency and full-time equivalents. Eventually, we will be able to move up the building over that 50-year period to 
accommodate expansion in the number of judges. That is the way in which this project works very, very well.  

I have two other very brief comments. The first is that that $128 million fit-out and the amortised lease over 
25 years represents a far better option for the taxpayer than building a single, stand-alone building on a non–
public-private partnership basis for the court. There are varying estimates of that, but we could expect that that 
might cost up to $400 million of immediate expenditure.  

The second point is that, yes, there will need to be growth in the judicial numbers on the Supreme Court, but I 
make the point that right here and now the number of judges per capita on the Supreme Court is the highest 
anywhere in Australia. It is a well man and woman-powered court at the moment. There will need to be room for 
growth, obviously, but on all its key performance indicators it is doing very well. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have a supplementary question. The Attorney General mentioned that it is anticipated 
that judges will relocate to the building. Given the independence of the judiciary, how much control does the 
government have over that? Because I can recall that at the inauguration of what was the Central Law Courts on 
the corner of St Georges Terrace and the Irwin Street, courtroom 41 was allocated as a criminal Supreme Court 
and also as an appellant court. But it was only after a very short period of time that the judges decided that they 
preferred their accommodation in the old building and just refused to attend there, so court 41 then lapsed as a 
Supreme Court. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is a very interesting question, and the actual constitutional question is: what power might 
the executive arm of government have with respect to a single judge who determined not to move from office A 
in the existing Supreme Court building to their anticipated home in office B in the OTB tower, somewhere on 
the tenth floor? I do not have a perfect answer for the member on that question, and no doubt if that were ever 
something that needed to be the subject of advice there might be different pieces of advice on it. However, there 
are no indications that we are going to have those types of problems here. Ultimately, my procedural view would 
be that where the judges wish to reside, amongst the resources provided by the executive arm of government, is a 
matter for decision ultimately by the Chief Justice after consultation with the executive arm of government. At 
the moment it appears that the chambers will close down in the AXA building obviously, and there will be 
chambers available in the better remaining chambers for the Court of Appeal judges in the old Supreme Court 
building. I would be astonished if, rather than there being less judges wishing to go to the new building, there 
were not more insofar as the fact that the facilities in the new building, with a $5 000 per square metre fit-out and 
$128 million being applied to the new building, will be nothing short of spectacular. It will be a state-of-the-art 
building with complete up-to-date modern facilities, including those for judicial chambers. It is an interesting 
constitutional question, but one that I am positive will not arise. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was astonished at some of Their Honours’ reaction back in 1984. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Maybe nothing surprises with respect to the judiciary at times. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But will this building also have the facade of a significant civic building? I am thinking 
more in terms of the Queensland court rather than that in Macquarie Street or Philip Street in Sydney. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is not a block-and-stack. One of the very early issues raised by the Chief Justice with me, 
personally, and with the director was that if the state is determining to go down the path of a PPP and a lease-
back of the building, we wanted to have significant control on the design of the building and on the fit-out. The 
way we have managed that is, in effect, by paying a premium into the future on the lease, which money we save 
in not building the new building. But in all other situations for a 31-storey building, a developer—in this case the 
developer is Mirvac—would probably prefer to have a block-and-stack with all ceilings the same. They are not 
complicated buildings to build—a court is. This court will have higher ceilings and therefore less floors, it will 
have much enhanced security measures, the lobby of the building will have, as the member suggests, a much 
higher ceiling and a mezzanine level; it will look like a court, not a normal building. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Not like AXA? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Not at all like AXA. It will also not have any of the Albert Speer connotations of the High 
Court in Canberra. This will be a beautiful building.  
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It will also create a legal district, because we will have the Public Trustee, we will have the Director of Public 
Prosecutions nearby, and we will have the three courts centred together. I would be amazed if it were not the 
case that when new leases became available down that end of the town they were not snapped up by major law 
firms because this will become the legal hub for Perth, which we have not had; we have not had that Collins 
Street–style legal hub.  

[10.20 am] 

Dr A.D. BUTI: My matter does not relate to constitutional matters, and it is out of the CBD. I refer to the first 
dot point on page 332 where it states that the department is undertaking an extensive asset investment program 
and a number of courthouses are mentioned. On page 337 a bit more detail is gone into. Unfortunately, I do not 
find anywhere any provision in the current budget or forward estimates for the courthouse in Armadale. As the 
Attorney General knows, we have had extensive correspondence on this matter and I am led to believe he visited 
the Armadale Courthouse soon after assuming his portfolio responsibility. Based on the correspondence I have 
received from the Attorney General and also from meetings I have had with his department, I am sure he is 
aware that there is an urgent need for a new courthouse in Armadale. I am told that it is the highest priority in the 
metropolitan region, which is very nice to hear, but they are really hollow words when we have nothing, even in 
the forward estimates, for the new courthouse. The current courthouse is really bursting at the seams. The 
Attorney General congratulated the work being done by Legal Aid and I can assure the Attorney General that the 
Legal Aid lawyers who attend the Armadale Courthouse are working under extreme conditions in which they 
have to advise clients in hallways. I really cannot urge the Attorney General enough that this matter has to go 
beyond just being a high priority to actually receiving some hard dollars. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not disagree with the member, he is obviously right. I have corresponded with the 
member on this, as I have with the federal member for Armadale, Mr Randall. I might just make a few general 
comments. The Armadale Courthouse is the number one metropolitan priority and, unashamedly, the 
government’s very large capital spend on courts has been largely attributed or applied to regional areas. I accept 
what the member says about the Armadale Courthouse in that it is a tired building that is ripe for replacement; 
there is no doubt about it. The member makes the point that Legal Aid duty lawyers are briefing clients in 
unsatisfactory circumstances. I do not disagree, but I would make the point that, prior to this government’s 
undertaking of the significant upgrades of regional courthouses, Legal Aid lawyers finding themselves at those 
courthouses were in a significantly worse situation. The reason there has been an application of funds to regional 
courthouses is that at the end of the day they were worse than Armadale. Almost invariably, the courthouses we 
have chosen to prioritise in the regions were dreadful places where there were significant risks associated with 
the fit-out of court. That having been said, I accept what the member says. I would also note that about $900 000 
has been spent on Armadale since 2007–08. There was $480 000 spent in 2007–08, $226 000 in 2008–09, 
$81 000 in 2009–10, $122 000 in 2010–11 and about $57 000 since then. I would prefer to stop spending that 
money in the future and have a new courthouse; it is the number one priority. I will be taking it through the 
process in next year’s budget as the number one priority. Of course, the member would be aware that it will be a 
joint facility and I think the preliminary budgets are around the $48 million mark, so it is a pretty significant 
piece of infrastructure. If it were successful in the 2013–14 budget, there would be completion by around 2017, 
and that is a very rough rule of thumb. It is definitely the next cab off the rank. I accept what the member says. 
No minister can give an undertaking that their budget submissions will be successful, but I would be surprised if 
that were not the next major build we committed to. I would just say that it comes in the context of a very large 
build in court capital infrastructure. There is $128 million to be expended in the metropolitan region for the 
Supreme Court. The regional courthouses we have upgraded are Kalgoorlie, Kununurra, Carnarvon and Fitzroy 
Crossing. I have to say that, as bad as Armadale is, Kalgoorlie, Kununurra, Carnarvon and Fitzroy Crossing were 
worse. I accept what the member says; he is advocating well on behalf of his community. I will give it a red hot 
go in next year’s budget round, and that is when the iron will be hottest. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I would hope that the Attorney General makes a forceful submission to the Treasurer on this 
aspect! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: If only it were that easy! I can say that Treasury pays particular attention to the Attorney 
General’s submissions! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I refer to the fifth dot point on page 331, which is specifically about the State Solicitor’s 
Office and the expansion that is occurring in the commercial section to undertake more legal work associated 
with the major social and economic infrastructure development projects throughout the state. I notice that the 
reason for the expansion is to reduce risk and costs to the state. Can the Attorney General advise me of any 
social or economic infrastructure projects that have exposed the state and by how much? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr Paul Evans, the recently appointed State Solicitor, is here and I will hand over to him in 
a moment. He might wish to comment on two things. The first is the volume of commercial work coming in, and 
that is requiring some extra resourcing. Mr Evans has a very strong commercial background, which is one of the 
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reasons he stood out amongst other applicants. It is also the case, and this does not specifically relate to the 
member’s question, but I invite Mr Evans to speak about it if he chooses, that as part of last year’s savings 
targets, there was a $300 million savings initiative. One of the projects that has been recommended and that will 
be adopted from the Department of the Attorney General as part of those savings is a project to draw back into 
the State Solicitor’s Office some portion of the legal officers that are now in departments. We think that in the 
long run this will buttress the SSO’s ability to deliver high quality services in a demand growth area. Through 
the non-renewal, in the very long term, of contracts for legal officers inside departments, it will also result in line 
item savings. Just on that point, we think that the efficiencies across the public sector in savings for government 
might be in the order of $2 million or more per annum, and that is from the draw-in of some portion of lawyers 
who are presently in departments into the SSO. It is also the case that, sitting alongside that process, the SSO is 
being provided with an additional six lawyers of commercial experience. My experience as Attorney General has 
been that one of the growth full-time equivalent sectors in major departments has been legal officers. What 
invariably happens is that departments, whether it is the Department of Health or Education, go in-house to their 
legal officers for advice. Either the SSO and the very central executive organs of government do not know that 
the advice has been given or indeed acted upon; alternatively, they come to know that the advice has been given 
and acted upon when the advice is not of sufficiently high quality and it turns into a bit of a mess that the SSO 
ends up dealing with. There will always be a place for in-house legal officers in the departments, but the 
observation has been that that has grown somewhat out of proportion to the growth in staffing for the SSO, and 
that the SSO has a very important role as the legal resource for overall government. I make one other point 
before I get Mr Evans to comment. Last year the SSO oversaw private sector legal briefing in the vicinity of 
$12 million, and, by expanding the SSO central resources, we hope to mitigate that type of growth. Mr Evans is 
here and I will get him to make some comment. 

Mr P.D. Evans: The Attorney stole my thunder to an extent in terms of the business case, but the short point is 
that the office, which has around 11.5 FTEs committed to commercial operations, of whom six are specialist 
project lawyers, cannot sustain the level of, in particular, social and economic infrastructure work that the state is 
undertaking at the moment, nor has it been able to over the last three years. Over the last three years we have 
briefed externally more than $20 million worth of work.  

In doing so, we do not gain the benefit of sufficiently upskilling the lawyers we have and, obviously, we expend 
at a significantly higher rate than the cost of government legal services. The objectives in increasing the 
commercial legal resources are to defray some of that cost on the basis that we can provide the services more 
cost-effectively than the private sector and to increase the skill base available to government generally in the 
very broad range of commercial activities that the state undertakes. Not only in relation to the major projects, 
such as Fiona Stanley Hospital, but also the great number of other mid-ranking commercial transactions that are 
required to be outsourced. We hope we can reduce that expenditure overall.   

[10.30 am] 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I think the short answer is that we are — 
The CHAIRMAN: Is this the short answer? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, this is the short answer. We are in the process of beefing up the resources of the State 
Solicitor’s Office to try to mitigate long-term growth in costs of briefing out on commercial matters and to have 
greater central control over the quality of legal advice that is offered on a department-by-department basis. 

The CHAIRMAN: Minister, looking at your schedule today, I can see that it is pretty solid. Do you want to 
have a break now or at eleven o’clock?  
Mr C.C. PORTER: You are as wise as you are merciful.  
The CHAIRMAN: I agree. What would you like? Would you like to have a 10-minute break now?  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, 10 minutes is fine. 

Meeting suspended from 10.31 to 10.47 am 
The CHAIRMAN: I give the call to the member for Forrestfield. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: I refer to page 333 and the heading “Court and Tribunal Services”. There are a number of 
variations, some rather extreme, in the cost per case in the various courts listed on that page. At page 334, under 
“Explanation of Significant Movements”, there are five notes to explain the five more extreme variations. I note 
that the Children’s Court civil cost per case has had at least an equally, and probably greater, extreme change, 
because the cost has moved from $466 in 2010–11 to a budget target of $779 in 2012–13. However, there is not 
a note to explain that variation. Can the Attorney General outline why that jurisdiction seems to have had such a 
massive increase in cost per case?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I hope I can, if the member can give me one moment. These figures are impacted not 
merely by increases in global net cost, but because they are measured on a per-case basis. Therefore, if for one 
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reason or other from year to year the court has fewer cases, the cost per case measure will increase. I am 
informed that the budget target cost per case is higher in 2012–13 for the Children’s Court, because there have 
been lower finalisation numbers—there was the normal increase in cost that we would expect, but lower 
finalisation numbers. The increased costs, where they have occurred, are for salaries, court security and custodial 
services, and recording and transcription costs. The lower finalisation numbers are a result of the reduction in the 
volume of both protection and care orders, and restraining orders, case lodgements. The figure for finalisations in 
2011–12 was 1 800. That was the estimate. The actual is likely to be closer to 1 588. That means that we will 
redefine our target for finalisations in 2012–13 based on the 2011–12 actual. So, in short, there have been 
increases in costs, which is to be expected, but the units that are flowing through the court have also decreased. I 
can only guess here as to why the volume of protection and care orders, and restraining orders, case lodgements 
has decreased—I do not know whether that it is the sort of question that lends itself to a supplementary—but I 
will undertake to find that out for the member. There might be any number of reasons. But we will have to go 
back to the court and the department to try to find out why that is the case.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I refer to the second dot point on page 331 and to the line item that refers to the mental 
health diversion service. Although I applaud this initiative, I have a number of questions about this initiative. I 
note that in a speech made by the Hon Chief Justice of Western Australia on 1 August last year, he said that there 
is under-identification, or little recognition, of people with a mental illness at the point of entry to the criminal 
justice system. The Attorney General was talking about there being a provision for about 300 people initially to 
come into this diversion program. I note also that in the central court in Melbourne, the Magistrates’ Court, every 
person who applies for bail is assessed. How will the court triage, if I can use that word, accused persons who 
come before the court, and deal with the problem, as the Chief Justice has said, of limited identification at the 
point of entry to the system? How will those persons be identified? Will they just put up their hands? Will they 
be identified by the police? Will there be, as is the case in Melbourne, a window or an office to which everyone 
who applies for bail will have to go to be assessed?  
[10.50 am] 
Mr C.C. PORTER: There are two parts to that question. The specifics are that part of the role of the level 4 
coordinator that I mentioned who is going to be a full-time funded staff member is to: ensure that daily lists are 
provided to mental health workers to all metropolitan courts to enable offenders with previous mental health 
issues to be identified and listed before the magistrate; ensure breach matters identified and listed before the 
magistrate; liaise with the mental health workers to ensure reports are available for case management meetings; 
arrange documentation for all participants in case management meetings; and provide support to the program 
steering committee. There is one FTE whose specific and substantial task is to go over the lists. An assessment 
will be made by employees of the Mental Health Commission who are professionally skilled in this area as to 
whether or not someone is suffering from a mental illness or a mental illness of a type that will make them 
appropriate for this court. The FTEs will be based at the courts. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: If I could interrupt, will they be based at the court on a full-time basis? Would there be a 
permanent officer at Midland and Joondalup? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: My understanding is that Mental Health Commission staff will be based at the courts, 
keeping in mind that one magistrate is being provided for in this court. It may be that — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I appreciate that, but it is a question of identifying people that are labouring under the 
burden of some mental infirmity. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The co-location will occur around where the magistrate is located. There is no point in 
locating professional Mental Health Commission staff who are skilled in the diagnostic area at courts 
everywhere. A lot of this will be done on paper, I suggest. One of the full-time employees will be devoted to 
scouring the court lists and sending the documentation to people who can make a preliminary assessment. If a 
face-to-face assessment is needed, that will occur. I also imagine that lawyers will play a significant role in 
putting their clients forward as having the type of mental health difficulties that warrant them being considered 
for the court. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Is it the aim of the mental health diversion program to take people away from the 
imprisonment regime and put them into a treatment regime? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Ultimately that will be a matter for the magistrate. What we are hoping to achieve is that 
the magistrate will be dealing on a consistent basis with people who are suffering from mental health problems, 
which is somehow connected to the person’s offending, and that the magistrate will become expert in the 
services that are made available by and on behalf of government for persons experiencing those difficulties. It 
may be that in some instances a magistrate determines that there is no possibility other than imprisonment. The 
member would be aware that the way the Drug Court works is that the people who are identified are those for 
whom it is less likely rather than more likely that imprisonment will be the ultimate option. I think that the same 
types of principles will apply to the identification of those persons who are suitable for this court. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, but in the Drug Court there is no regime of mandatory sentencing, whereas we know 
that under the government’s regime of mandatory sentencing for bodily harm on a public officer, for example, 
the very first person who went before the court was a mental health patient who was under transport. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not know the person the member is talking about. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was a woman. It was widely publicised. She was the very first person affected after the 
law had been passed. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Simply because it is widely publicised does not mean that the detail about the person’s 
status is correct. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The commissioner said that the charge had to be altered so that the woman would not face 
the mandatory penalty. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Again, I have not had anything in a factual sense put to me about that. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: When a person comes within this mental health diversion program as a mental health 
patient, will the court be given the capacity to avoid mandatory imprisonment? In other words, will the Attorney 
General amend the law to allow people who are on the mental health diversion program and who commit an 
offence as a result of their mental impairment to avoid the rigours or harshness of mandatory imprisonment? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The mandatory imprisonment laws, as they pertain to assault occasioning bodily harm on 
police, are applied across the board and there is no inclination to change those laws. I note that the laws have 
been very successful in decreasing the number of assaults on police. I note also that notwithstanding speculation 
about persons who might have been charged having had a degree or otherwise of mental health problems, I have 
never had presented to me any hard factual evidence of that, although that is not to say that it could not happen. 
However, in short answer to the member’s question, those laws will remain unchanged. We estimate that roughly 
300 persons a year will be identified as being most suitable for this court and who will benefit most from 
specialist attention that the court has to offer. There are a variety of views about the way in which mental health 
issues are being raised in the court context. I will read one from Mental Health Council of Australia chief 
executive Frank Quinlan — 

Mental Health Council of Australia chief executive Frank Quinlan said there were doubts about the 
diagnosis of some mental illnesses. Distinctions between normal sadness and clinical depression were 
still widely debated in the mental health profession, he said. 

“It seems to me, that on the back of the very poor evidence we have, there is no prima facie case of a 
link between crime and mental illness.” 

“Some people who suffer severe psychotic conditions may have an argument about not being able to 
form intent, but those suffering high-prevalence mood disorders such as acute anxiety and depression 
have an inability to find motivation and plan, which would obviously impact their ability to commit a 
crime,” he said. 

That is a view that has been put by someone who has some knowledge of these matters. The point is that the idea 
that a person charged with a criminal offence raises in mitigation that they are suffering from some form of 
mood disorder, such as depression at the lower order of the spectrum, right up to some mental infirmity that 
makes them unfit to stand trial, and that it allows them to avail themselves of a section 27 defence on criminal 
responsibility, is a very broad spectrum. The 300 people who we would be looking to target are neither at the top 
of that spectrum nor are they at the bottom of that spectrum. The targeting process, therefore, is about trying to 
find those people when there is a reasonable and rational link between whatever disorder it is that they can 
provide evidence they are suffering from and the offence that is committed. 

[11.00 am] 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I refer to the eighth dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 
331. My question is about the disproportionate involvement of Aboriginal people in the justice system and the 
continuing problem we have there. I know that the Department of the Attorney General is working to reduce that 
over-representation in both the offending rate and in the rate of incarceration. Can the Attorney General please 
explain what is actually happening there to achieve that objective? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I can say that it is very slow and difficult work. There has been a slight decrease in the total 
percentage of Indigenous people in the prison population under this government, but the level is still far too high. 
There has been an across-government approach to this matter. A deal of work has been done with the 
Department of Corrective Services and the Minister for Corrective Services, and some very good applications of 
royalties for regions money have been made. One of the areas that we have been trying to focus on through 
DOTAG is the very simple nuts-and-bolts processes in what was previously called the Aboriginals Justice 
Agreement; it has been renamed the Aboriginal Justice Program—AJP. It is a significant expenditure of funds 
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but what we have tried to target ourselves on is licensing matters. There is a tendency for Indigenous people, 
particularly in regional and remote areas, to drive without a licence. That affects their ability to work and get 
employment, and puts them at risk of large fines and ultimately imprisonment for paying off those fines. What 
we have done is try to reorient the Aboriginal Justice Program. It is a very hard-nosed, on-the-ground program 
with practical outcomes. I will give the member one example. We have been conducting open days. In Halls 
Creek we have issued 72 learner’s permits, conducted three practical driving assessments, reissued a driver’s 
licence and uplifted 13 suspensions. So we have been trying to engage in that process, which helps first of all 
with employment and, secondly, with lowering in the long run the imprisonment rate. Another thing that we 
have done at those open days is try to engage with Indigenous people who have outstanding fines to get them 
into time-to-pay arrangements. In fact, in the Derby–West Kimberley open days there were 230 applications for 
time-to-pay arrangements or work and development orders, which represented the conversion of about $375 000 
worth of fines. Therefore where we have been spending our money, we have been spending it as practically as 
possible. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I refer to the fifth dot point on page 331 to do with the State Solicitor’s Office and its plan 
to expand the commercial section to undertake work associated with major social and economic infrastructure 
development projects. What exactly is planned here? Is it intended that the practice of the SSO will expand to 
take on direct representation of government agencies on the build of infrastructure work? Alternatively, does 
allowing the SSO to work in partnership with the private sector refer to briefing out to the private sector; in other 
words, will the SSO be doing more in-house work on infrastructure projects? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There are two things happening and they are happening in parallel with each other, but both 
will impact on the size and nature of the SSO. The first thing is that in this budget the SSO has been allocated an 
extra $1.2 million per annum for six additional lawyers in the SSO to focus purely on commercial matters. From 
2013–14, as Mr Evans noted, there are 11.5 full-time equivalents working on commercial matters. The growth in 
demand for commercial work of the SSO is not quite explosive but it is very significant. Therefore, as we work 
in and around major projects such as James Price Point and so forth, the demand for the commercial services of 
the SSO is very large. So, in this budget there has been that allocation, which in the context of the SSO’s budget 
is quite a significant allocation, so that it grows its commercial sphere. The idea is that it will militate against the 
amount of work that has to be briefed out at significant cost to the commercial legal sector. I would suggest that 
in raw terms that amount will not decrease. But as Mr Evans noted, there was $6 million worth of brief-out in 
2008–09 and $12 million in 2010–11. The brief-out bill for commercial work for government is growing very 
substantially. We therefore made a decision when Mr Evans came on that we would resource the SSO with that 
extra $1.2 million per annum. I think that amount will likely still grow but we will militate against the growth 
that we might otherwise have had — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is having a 30 per cent growth in brief-outs. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed. The second thing we are doing, which I put to the member is slightly more 
controversial—if I can put it this way—is as I described to the member. We sat down early with Mr Evans and 
we simply tracked over time the number of FTEs who are legal officers in departments, particularly major 
departments such as the Departments of Health, Education, Corrective Services and a range of others. The 
growth in that area inside departments has been large. Our concern with respect to that is that a range of advice is 
flowing from departmental lawyers to departmental executives and ministers that neither the Attorney General, 
the SSO or the director know about. However, sometimes we get to know about it when the advice is not of the 
quality it should be, as invariably those lawyers go to the SSO and say that a problem has developed. What we 
have determined to do—I volunteered this up as part of last year’s budget’s $300 million savings target—is if we 
set targets for the number of lawyers that should exist in, say, the Department of Health, we will move some 
portion of those lawyers back into the SSO and restrict growth in future of the number in the department. That 
will result in savings of about $2 million a year, we think. That is because, to use the example of the SSO and the 
Department of Health, the overall number of lawyers will decrease slightly over time but the number of lawyers 
dealing with health matters in the SSO will grow. This process has been undertaken in a range of other 
jurisdictions. In fact some have gone further than this and have basically slimmed down to a bare skeleton the 
number of legal officers inside large departments such as Health and Education, and made the SSO the sole 
repository of legal advice for government. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The wheel has turned full circle. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. I think there is some merit down the track to that idea but this is a slightly more 
watered-down version of that policy. However, it is a major change for government. What we are trying to do in 
an area of growth commercial work and growth work across the departments is build the SSO as a larger, more 
robust agency in its capacity. If the member wishes, I might ask Mr Evans to make a comment. I do not know 
whether Mr Evans wants to use the Department of Education or the Department of Health as an example to give 
the member for Mindarie an example of how many the departments have, how many the SSO will get back and 
how many the departments will end up with.  
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Mr P.D. Evans: The Department of Education is not a fantastic example, unfortunately, minister because that is 
actually a very lightly resourced department for legal services but a heavy user of our services as a consequence. 
The Department of Health, by way of contrast, has more than 15 FTE lawyers internally and is still a heavy user 
of our resources. Interestingly, we tend to find some correlation between the number of internal lawyers and the 
number of hours of our services used. The commercial services proposal is a very specific one in effectively 
replacing the amount of outsourced work with insourced work. The complexity of the infrastructure projects the 
state has been undertaking in the past few years is exponentially greater than in prior years. Something like Fiona 
Stanley Hospital is an immensely complex exercise, legally. We supervise that type of activity but, necessarily, 
have to outsource it due to the very great range of legal issues it poses. Conversely, Acacia Prison, which we 
have done recently and is a quite significant project, was entirely insourced. As far as possible we want to build 
our capacity to run that type of project on an insourced basis.  

[11.10 am] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In-house?  

Mr P.D. Evans: In-house, yes.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Is that the supervising of the build and problems that arise from the contract with the 
build?  

Mr P.D. Evans: Yes.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: When we use a PPP model, whether that is build, own, operate or maintain, or other PPP 
models, they are quite complex contracts that the state does not have huge expertise in. Probably the first foray 
was the District Court building. Logically, once we have gone through the full process of having one of those 
contracts drafted, settled, signed and maintained, we gather expertise in it. We do not want the single repository 
of that expertise being the private sector. We will invariably have to still go to the private sector, but we want to 
try to mitigate that into the future. It is a fairly significant reform. If, for instance, using Mr Evans’ example of 
the Department of Health that, in the long run, the Department of Health has perhaps significantly fewer than 15 
full-time employed lawyers in that department, there are specialist — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is a mid-range firm.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is. It was of some concern to me, I must say, that there were that many lawyers inside the 
Department of Health; yet as Mr Evans pointed out, the department’s reliance on the legal expertise of the SSO 
was larger than for other agencies, even on a pro rata basis. My concern as Attorney General is that we are better 
off having fewer lawyers centrally maintained in a central organ of government where the right arm always 
knows what the left is doing in terms of the provision of advice. 

The appropriation was recommended. 

Division 28: Corruption and Crime Commission, $34 122 000 — 

Ms A.R. Mitchell, Chairman. 

Mr C.C. Porter, Attorney General. 

Mr R.A. Macknay, Commissioner. 

Mr R. Watson, Acting Executive Director. 

Ms P.M. Mabbs, Director, Corporate Services. 

Mr M.W. Hanrahan, Chief Finance Officer. 

[Witnesses introduced.]  

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Armadale. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I refer the Attorney General to the first dot point on page 346 under “Significant Issues 
Impacting the Agency”, which refers to the following — 

The number of allegations received by the Commission in the 2011-12 financial year is likely to 
increase by 20.0% compared to 2010–11. This increase reflects greater awareness …  

Does the Attorney General expect that 20 per cent to stabilise or will awareness keep increasing? I know that is a 
bit difficult to answer because he has flagged in the third dot point that the focus of the commission will change. 
I presume that goes to organised crime. I turn back to page 345 and the 2012–13 budget estimates up to 2016 and 
note that the projected increases are quite small for the delivery of services and “Amount Authorised by Other 
Statutes—Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003”. I have concern, given the increased awareness and the 
government’s intended change of focus, about whether he has given the CCC sufficient resources to deal with 
the matters it will presumably need to deal with.  



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE B — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E341 

 

Mr C.C. PORTER: In a moment, I will hand over to the commissioner and ask him to make statements, 
particularly about the complexion of the CCC’s work. The first point of the member’s question drew attention to 
the issue on page 346, which refers to a likely increase of 20 per cent in 2011–12 compared with the 2010–11 
figure. This is what I will ask the commissioner to make some specific comment on. The complexion of the 
CCC’s work is diverse and changes substantially from year to year. Some years the allegations of a more serious 
nature are fewer; in other years, because something has been highlighted more publicly or perhaps because of the 
nature of some of the educative processes the commission is engaged in, there might be growth in an area of 
smaller allegations of misconduct. The complexion changes from year to year. I will ask the commissioner to 
comment on that in a moment.  
The central point in the member’s question was that, inside, at least in the context of some evidence of an 
increase in allegations from one year to the next, the budget, as he will see, increases as a line item. Pursuant to 
legislation that will be introduced very shortly the CCC will have a new and substantive role. Will it be 
potentially financially equipped to undertake that role? I will make three comments: yes the CCC will gain a 
role, but under the legislative model we are proposing to introduce shortly, it will lose some functions, although 
it will have oversight. I am talking here about misconduct simplicita, which will be largely dealt with by the 
Public Sector Commissioner, although with strong oversight from the CCC. Where there will be a role, a role 
will be lost. The CCC has underspent its budget over the past several years, so it is not as though its expenditure 
requirements are acute at the moment. We hope to have the legislation passed by the end of the year. I imagine 
that means the type of new role investigations we envisage for the CCC will start to flow in earnest towards the 
end of the 2012–13 financial year. If it is the case that there has been a misjudgement about the fact that there is 
a fair correlation between the work lost and the work gained, no doubt the commissioner will come back to me 
as Attorney General next year and say that the CCC needs further budgetary consideration with respect to this 
new role. I ask the commissioner to comment on that complexion of work and where that 20 per cent growth is 
coming from. 
[11.20 am] 
Mr R.A. Macknay: Member, bearing in mind that I have been with the commission for a little over six months, 
my advice is that public awareness has a great deal to do with the number of matters that are notified to us. The 
belief of the commission is that the increase in figures that the member alluded to is largely the result of public 
awareness. In the event that the planned legislative changes come about, there will be a change in numbers. I 
should say that the work done by the commission on that side of things at the moment is broken into three large 
groups: what might be described as serious misconduct—that is, misconduct that would generally be sufficient to 
ground a criminal charge of some kind; what might be called minor misconduct, which would be misconduct 
sufficient to justify terminating the public officer’s employment; and police oversight. There is an obligation on 
police to notify us both of serious and minor misconduct matters and also what the act under which we operate 
describes as notifiable matters—that is, matters that are breaches of rules and the like. In the event that the 
proposed changes come about, as I understand, the government’s intention is that the minor oversight would be 
removed from our bailiwick, which would have an effect on the number of matters that we deal with. But for 
many of those matters, of course, we adopt a general oversight approach and then carry out what are described as 
systems-based evaluations of the operation of a particular agency in relation to allegations of various kinds. It is 
the serious misconduct work that in fact takes up most of our time. Therefore, in the event that the changes do 
come through, we anticipate that although the numbers would diminish somewhat in relation to public sector 
misconduct, the work that we would actually have to carry out would not vary greatly.  

I should say that since I have been commissioner, we have devoted some additional resources to police 
oversight, particularly in relation to allegations of excessive force by police officers. That is as a result of a 
report from the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and also discussions that I 
had with various people before I commenced my duties, including the Attorney General. Without denigrating 
previous work done by the commission, it seemed to me that there was perhaps a need to adopt a slightly higher 
profile within that area. Clearly, work of that kind is also resource intensive, so if we maintain that profile at that 
level, I think we would certainly continue to require resources at the same level for that. Although we are 
commencing some very preliminary work on planning for the proposed organised crime capacity, we are not 
really in a position, I think, at the moment to make any estimate as to what changes would be required in relation 
to FTEs and the like with that work. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: The commissioner, as he says, has been in that role for only six months, but he is obviously 
a fast learner because that sounds like the laying of groundwork for a potential future budget application with 
respect to the work, and that is to be expected. It may be that when the potential briefs start to flow pursuant to 
the organised crime investigation function that we envisage being passed by legislation that there will be either 
an amount of work commensurate to the amount of work lost or a gulf. If there is a gulf, the commissioner will 
come back through the normal budgetary cycle and seek further funding to allow for those investigations. If 
there is a gulf, as Attorney General, I would argue very strongly for extra funding because the point of this is to 
have the CCC become a robust investigative engine against very serious criminal conduct. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I ask that you keep your questions and answers a little shorter so that we can get through a 
few more questions. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Just following up on the investigation into the use of excessive force by police officers, I am 
encouraged by the fact that there may have been acknowledgement that in previous eras there was some concern 
in that area. It may already be available—if not, maybe the Attorney General will be prepared to provide it as 
supplementary information—but is there data on how many complaints of excessive use of force by police 
officers came before the commission and how many of those resulted in charges being laid? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: My recollection is that the data previously available was by virtue of the parliamentary 
inspector’s report. That data was of the nature that X number, which I think was in the 200s, of excessive force 
allegations had been moved by police to the CCC and only a very small number—two or three—had resulted in 
CCC investigation — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was 381 and two investigations.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That data is obviously publicly available. To the extent that the member’s question was 
how many charges were successfully laid, I can say that it would not have been more than two because there 
were only two investigations. We may be able to get some updated data on the number of allegations that have 
flowed since the time of that parliamentary inspector’s report and whether any have resulted in investigations. I 
think that is something we could take on notice here. I do not have that information to hand.  

Obviously, this was a conversation that the commissioner and I had when the commissioner commenced in his 
role. Two investigations from 381 allegations is unquestionably insufficient. Again, that is not to malign the 
previous management or commissionership of the CCC; nevertheless, I think that any rational person would 
consider that an appropriately heavy focus was not being placed on the flow of those allegations up to the CCC. I 
have not heard a person dispute that proposition. Inside organisations such as the CCC, it is often the case that 
the focus gets turned onto a practice and in this case the practice was that very, very few allegations were being 
investigated. The focus in this instance was with respect to a number of instances of allegations of excessive 
force in which there seemed to be some significant merit to the allegations. Therefore, I imagine that over the 
longer run, that two from 381 batting average will change significantly. We can get the member any updated 
data that exists, but I will let the commissioner give the member an indication of that. 

Mr R.A. Macknay: The act under which the commission operates requires that the commission in the first place 
build capacity whether it be within WA Police or the public sector generally. Our primary task is not one of 
investigation. The act contemplates that we will pass that task to the authority in respect of which complaints 
were made concerning one of its employees. That has always been, and always will be of course, the course that 
the commission adopts for the vast majority of complaints of excessive force, and the police have quite 
sophisticated arrangements now for the receipt of complaints of that kind and for their investigation through 
either regional investigations or their internal investigations unit. The commission in the past has always adopted 
quite a high profile in the review of investigations by police internal investigators, but did not in practice 
investigate a great number itself. Since I have become commissioner, we have undertaken independent 
investigations of eight matters over the past six months. 

These matters are resource intensive. Of course, the difficulty with allegations of this kind is that very often, as I 
am sure the member for Mindarie would be aware, there is no evidence other than the evidence of the person, 
usually arrested, and the arresting officers. There are difficult choices to be made as to which matters to 
investigate. Very often, an investigation will prove fruitless. Nonetheless, the decision I have taken is based 
partly on the basis that I think it is probably salutary that the commission is seen to be adopting a more active 
role in these matters. I am most interested in seeing the methods used by similar agencies, in particular in New 
South Wales and Queensland. One of my more pressing tasks is to find time to visit those agencies to have 
discussions with the relevant people there to find out the approaches taken.  
[11.30 am] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In relation to the policing agencies? 
Mr R.A. Macknay: In relation to investigation. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Of police? 
Mr R.A. Macknay: In relation to allegations of excessive force. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, that is right. 

Mr R.A. Macknay: I have seen that in New South Wales, and it is my understanding, alternative dispute 
resolution methods have been adopted by the New South Wales Police Force to broker allegations of this kind, 
and it would appear they have brought about excellent results in terms of a diminution of the number of people 
who are ultimately dissatisfied with their treatment by police. It seems to me that although in this state that 
would ultimately be a matter of responsibility for Western Australia Police, it would be something that I would 
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be able to make recommendations on, and so I am most keen to make inquiries in relation to that in particular 
when I am able to get there.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: As the commissioner points out, whether or not there was some form of alternative dispute 
resolution with respect to complaints against police conducted by the police or any other agency would be a 
policy decision of government. I, personally, would have to be strongly convinced; I am not aware of what goes 
on in New South Wales, but I would have a very good look at it, but it is a matter of policy. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Armadale, are you seeking supplementary information? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I am. 

The CHAIRMAN: Could I clarify the information? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Yes; through the Attorney General to the commissioner, is there capacity within the 
commission — 

The CHAIRMAN: Sorry, member for Armadale, I think you are asking an additional question.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: Additional, yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: Were you seeking supplementary information from the Attorney General? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Sorry, yes, that is right—okay.  

The CHAIRMAN: No, you are not; okay.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: I was—was the Attorney General going to agree to that? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The answer has been that, as opposed to two from 381, in the past six months eight have 
been commenced. But we do not have the number of referrals, if you like, from police. I am sure we could get 
that information for the member; I would be happy to do that out of session.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: I thank the Attorney General. I now have a further question—a follow-on question.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mindarie, did you have a further question on this topic as well? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: My question will be on this topic, yes.  

The CHAIRMAN: We will stay with the member for Armadale then.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: Mine is very brief. Is there capacity and inclination within the Corruption and Crime 
Commission to review previous investigations or reviews by the CCC in regards to excessive use of force? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not think I can answer that question, so I will hand that to the commissioner. 

Mr R.A. Macknay: That is already done, member, in the sense that if somebody is dissatisfied with the police 
investigation, then they would ordinarily come to us. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: But what about if they are dissatisfied with the CCC investigation—the CCC report? 

Mr R.A. Macknay: Our legislation provides for a parliamentary inspector, and he would routinely take 
complaints of that kind from people who consider that our pursuit of a matter was not as thorough as it should 
be. Since I have been commissioner, I have made a practice of personally reviewing most matters when there has 
been a complaint to the parliamentary inspector of this kind, to see whether or not in fact we ought to proactively 
have another look at it ourselves. That has occurred in at least one case I can think of. In other cases the 
parliamentary inspector will pass something back to us and we will then conduct further inquiries in relation to 
it. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Member, the process is that the police arrest someone, there is a complaint about the 
circumstances of the arrest, that complaint goes to the police, they investigate it, and it may be referred up—are 
they all referred up? 

Mr R.A. Macknay: With complaints, they would ordinarily be referred back to the police for investigation 
themselves, with a review by us in some cases. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: So, the process is from police, CCC oversight, a response back to police, which may 
involve further investigation from police, or, in a small number of circumstances, an independent and fresh 
investigation by the CCC. If the complainant is dissatisfied with the CCC’s independent investigation or the 
CCC’s decision not to independently investigate, then of course that person goes to the parliamentary inspector, 
as the commissioner has noted. With respect to the University of Western Australia academic who brought all 
this into sharp focus, as I understand the position that matter had gone up to the CCC and the CCC had, in effect, 
referred it back down to the police and there was a level of dissatisfaction with that. When the individual came to 
see me, I said, “You need to send this to the parliamentary inspector”, and the individual did. The process is long 
and perhaps a bit cumbersome, but ultimately the result there was that the parliamentary inspector thought the 



E344 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE B — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] 

 

matter could have been more fulsomely dealt with, and it is and will be. I do not think the mechanism is perfect, 
but I am yet to have a slightly better mechanism suggested. With the reforms that the government is engaging in, 
although misconduct simpliciter will go, largely, to the Public Sector Commissioner, that will not be the case for 
police. The rules and procedures that apply as between the CCC and police will be the same.  

The CHAIRMAN: Does the member for Mindarie have a further question on this topic? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Certainly.  

There seems to have been a slip between cup and lip somewhere along the line. I have gone back to the genesis 
of the CCC, which was really Mr Justice Kennedy’s royal commission into police and his interim report of 
February 2002.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mindarie, I think you are asking another question. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am, on this topic.  

The CHAIRMAN: Can you just refer me to a page and a line item? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Certainly; the second dot point on page 346 of budget paper No 2, which is the statement 
that the commission has increased the number of misconduct investigations into police. The interim report of the 
Kennedy royal commission, which came from a round table conference involving the police union, the police, 
the Director of Public Prosecutions and all stakeholders, agreed on the necessity for an external body to 
investigate police. The debate was whether that body should also have a crime commission power as well. I 
think the commissioner has already mentioned Queensland and New South Wales, where I think they have 
separate bodies looking at the police separate from their crime commission; in this state it was fused. But the 
inception of the CCC was driven by the commission’s report that there needed to be an external body to look at 
complaints. When we look at the report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission of September 2011, in which it noted that there had been two investigations out of 381 referred 
complaints, clearly what was intended by the royal commission was not being delivered. I am mindful that the 
commission is about to change its end focus onto organised crime, which we will come to in a moment, but the 
ramping-up to an adequate level of investigations into police is going to be a significant burden on the CCC’s 
resources in any event, is it not? It is just not happening—it has not been happening prior to the present 
commissioner. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think that is a question loosely related to the budget but substantially about policy.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The policy drives the budget. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: My observations of that would be as follows: the first is that the CCC is a well-provided-for 
organisation in terms of budget and has had significant underspends in its budget over the past several years. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Correct. 

[11.40 am] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not think there is any dispute that the parliamentary inspector’s observation of 
two independent investigations out of 381 referrals represented an insufficiency—if not, a significant 
insufficiency. I have had that conversation with the commissioner and there is no disagreement about that. It is 
now the case that we are seeing a growing number of independent investigations. That the previous failure—let 
us call it that because it was a serious insufficiency—was because of budget does not ring true to me, because 
there is a large budget with an underspend. It was a question of culture and focus, and a non-malign 
misjudgement about the importance of directing resources from different potential investigations to this type of 
investigation. That is a misjudgement that might occur culturally in an organisation over a time, but it was not 
linked to resourcing. Two, with respect to the Kennedy royal commission — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: My question at this time is: is there capacity now within its resources to both investigate 
organised crime and do a proper job in relation to the police agency? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think that is a fair question and it is one we will reassess on a year-by-year, budget-by-
budget basis; however, the Kennedy royal commission that the member spoke of, as well as identifying the role 
for a CCC-type body in precisely the area we are now discussing for investigations and independent 
investigations of police, also recommended that the body have a fused role of precisely the type that this 
government is now moving towards empowering the CCC to undertake, which is independent investigation of 
organised crime. In fact, the Archer review noted and reaffirmed that that was also an approach and finding of 
the Kennedy royal commission. Getting back to the member’s point, as I answered to the member for Armadale, 
some functionality will be handed from the CCC to the Public Sector Commissioner and that will involve a 
freeing up of some resourcing. It will then be required to take on a significant role in investigating organised 
crime. I would imagine that, in terms of the expenditure of resources, that role will ultimately require some form 
of increase to the CCC’s budget, but I do not think it will be a very sudden thing; we will look at that. Let me say 
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that I cannot accept that the failure in this area was a failure of budgeting or an insufficiency in budget. I am 
quite happy for the commissioner to make any comment he wishes to. 

Mr R.A. Macknay: My understanding, Mr Quigley, is that the Kennedy royal commission report referred to 
oversight of the police rather than investigation of the police. With respect, it is important to make that point. It 
would be easy to misunderstand the discussion to the effect that it means that no-one is investigating these 
allegations of excessive force, which are a form of misconduct. They are almost always investigated; in some 
cases they have been investigated at a local level and very often, if they were significant, they would be 
investigated by the police internal affairs unit. As the member is of course aware, an investigation involves such 
mundane tasks as the taking of statements from witnesses, and an investigation by the commission involves 
precisely that. It is open to the commission. The commission has always allowed the police to undertake those 
mundane tasks of ascertaining who the relevant witnesses are and obtaining statements, and then, in the event 
that the commission is not happy with the apparent outcome of an inquiry by the police, it can review that 
investigation by the police.  

The review of an investigation might, in terms of its effectiveness, be as effective as an investigation carried out 
from the outset by the commission would be. It is important to appreciate that, although historically not a lot of 
matters have been investigated ab initio by the commission, the commission had routinely in appropriate cases 
carried out reviews of investigations done by the police. The act under which we operate, as I have already said, 
requires this and creates a function of helping to prevent misconduct by building up the capacity of agencies to 
investigate misconduct themselves. The learned materials in this area are plain that it would be quite 
unproductive to take away from an agency its ability to investigate on its own; that would be deleterious to the 
ultimate functioning of the agency. The most effective method of rooting out misconduct in an agency is to build 
up within the agency itself the capacity to deal with misconduct and to create a culture mitigating against 
misconduct. That is the primary task of the Corruption and Crime Commission across the public sector, 
including the police. To take away from the police investigation of matters simply because they involve some 
allegation of excessive force would be contrary to the task that the commission was given and would be contrary 
to the recommendations of the Kennedy royal commission, with respect. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This is my last question on this. This does not come from me as a former barrister or 
lawyer or something like that, but comes from me as the member for an outer metropolitan seat. The feedback I 
get from constituents is that, since the instigation of the CCC, there has also been a devolution of the 
investigations to local areas. Therefore, in an area such as Mindarie, which after hours is policed from 
Joondalup, if there is a complaint, it is investigated by the station or the district that the complaint is about. 
Members of the public then complain that even if they write to the CCC or the commissioner with a complaint 
about the way they were dealt with by the police, although previously there was an internal investigation bureau 
or branch, that no longer exists, and it has all been devolved out to the districts. I wonder, in view of the 
commissioner’s answer, whether the devolution of that specialised investigation into these things out to a district 
level from where the complaints came is actually building capacity within the agency to deal with these matters. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think that is a very interesting question and I think that the commissioner has previously 
made a very good point, which is this: two from 381 means that they were previously two independent—de 
novo—investigations by the CCC of the 381 matters it reviewed. It does not mean, and I think there is an 
unfortunate tendency for the public to think this, that 379 matters that the CCC had in its possession at one time 
or another were just ignored. As the commissioner notes, they were reviewed. Sometimes that review indicated 
that there was not a need for further police investigations and sometimes that review meant that it had to be sent 
back to police for reinvestigation because there were problems with the original investigation. There seems to be 
agreement that two independent investigations by the CCC out of 381 is insufficient and I have no disagreement 
there. It is more difficult to say, in any cluster of matters for review, what the appropriate number is for 
independent investigation. Is it two from 381, is it eight or is it 28? That would of course depend on the matters 
that are coming up and what the CCC discerns as the quality or otherwise of the investigation. When they are 
reviewed by the CCC and either no action results from that or the requirement is that the CCC sends them back 
for reinvestigation, that reinvestigation, as I understood it, largely happens through the internal affairs unit of 
police. I do not have an answer about how much of the original police investigation or reinvestigation occurs 
outside of internal affairs. It is of course a matter in the province of the Minister for Police. However, I think it is 
a good question because my view would be that it would always be preferable to have the police investigations 
about things such as excessive force undertaken at first instance by internal affairs, who maintain a degree of 
separation from local police stations. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not have an answer for the member for Mindarie. He asks a good question and it is 
something that, in conjunction with the Minister for Police, I am very happy to get information about for the 
member. Nevertheless, there is not a matter of practice for the CCC. The CCC may take a view about who 
should be conducting the initial investigation inside the police or a reinvestigation inside the police. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: With respect, it is a matter for the CCC insofar as the commissioner has identified part of 
its charter as building the property capacity within the agency. It was always the internal investigations branch 
and internal affairs unit, but with the dissipation of the internal investigation branch, which looked at all these 
minor matters across the state and metropolitan area—everywhere—there seems to be a dissipation of that 
expertise and capacity. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will invite the commissioner to offer any observations he can, freely. He may simply 
know more as a matter of mechanics and statistics about where the investigations originate from inside the 
police. 

Mr R.A. Macknay: My understanding is that there is a central police body, the Police Complaints 
Administration Centre, that receives all complaints against police officers and then distributes them.  

Some of them go to the internal affairs unit—there is an internal affairs unit—and some of them, as the member 
says, are sent out to regional centres. That devolution apparently occurred during the 1990s, so it is not a recent 
matter. PCAC then carries out quality assurance in relation to the investigations that occur, with a view to trying 
to ensure that they are done properly. Obviously on occasion there will be discontent with the investigation that 
is carried out, hence our involvement at times. That is, in fact, the administrative position in relation to the 
police. 
[11.50 am] 
Mr C.C. PORTER: It may be the case—I do not know whether the commissioner knows—that where matters 
are reviewed by the CCC and then referred back to the police because of some insufficiency in the investigation 
identified by the CCC, the usual practice is that those matters go to internal affairs rather than be devolved. 
Mr R.A. Macknay: I am told that it would depend on the seriousness of the allegation. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But generally they would go to the IAU? 

Mr R.A. Macknay: Well, no; it would depend on the seriousness of the allegation.   

Mr C.C. PORTER: These are statistics that the police would also be able to provide. My experience, on the few 
occasions that I prosecuted against the police, is that the instructing officers were always from internal affairs. I 
presume they were serious matters. But I take the point that the member raised—that there is a public confidence 
issue in devolution.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The commissioner referred to mundane statement taking. I know the mundane task 
involved in statement taking in minor matters, and that task should probably be done by the police. But is the 
commission itself comfortable with the fact that these matters may go back to the very district from which the 
complaint has been generated? I ask that question because that causes the public some disquiet.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Sure. I will hand over to the commissioner. In terms of the commissioner now having 
enlivened eight independent investigations—I would imagine that those eight arose out of similarly hundreds of 
referrals up from the police—the commissioner might be able to comment on whether, generally speaking, the 
quality of the police investigation at first instance was found to be appropriate by the CCC; and, secondly, 
whether there are any misgivings about a secondary investigation that has been referred back by the CCC being 
devolved.  

Mr R.A. Macknay: I think that in any organisation there is always room for improvement. There would be a 
concern, I think, if the allegation was a serious one and it was dealt with by officers who knew the person of 
interest well, for example. There might be occasions on which the commission would have some concerns about 
regional investigations. Western Australia is, of course, a place in which there are many remote police stations, 
and there is always a question of resources, necessarily, for the police as with anyone else. So if there was a 
complaint against an officer in the Kimberley, for example, no doubt it would be a very expensive business for 
an IAU officer or officers to be sent there for an investigation. But I think that if the matter was a serious one 
involving substantial injury or something of that kind, the commission would have a concern if the case was 
dealt with by officers who were well known to the officer of interest. 

Mr A.J. WADDELL: I refer to page 346 and the fourth dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the 
Agency”, which states — 

The rapid evolution of information technology and the related changes to the legislative and regulatory 
environment requires the Commission to allocate substantial resources to keep pace with these changes. 

However, in the actual financial figures in the budget, there does not appear to be any great allocation of the kind 
that might be implied to enable the acquisition of such information technology assets. Can the Attorney General 
explain what is meant by that dot point and where that investment is occurring? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: For 2012–13, the net amount appropriated to deliver services—the member will see this 
line item in the budget each year—is close to $32 million. The Corruption and Crime Commission was set up 
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many years ago. That is a recurrent expense. There is also a capital expense of $1.7 million in 2012–13. Some 
portion of that recurrent budget will be applied to information technology. To use an example, I would imagine 
that the purchase of software in some instances would look like recurrent expenditure rather than capital 
appropriation. I do not know how that would work with respect to each and every example. But having toured 
the CCC, I know that it was set up and established with an original capital budget that provided for some pretty 
whizz-bang equipment, if I can put it that way. That equipment will require continual updating. There are limits 
to what we would say publicly about the nature of that equipment and what its capacities are and what that 
money is being spent on. But there is $1.7 million for fresh capital expenditure. Some portion of the recurrent 
budget would go to the type of technology that I think the member is describing. I am very happy for the 
commissioner to talk about that to the extent that he wishes.  

Mr R.A. Macknay: I would prefer that it remain in general terms, if I may, because obviously there are 
operational issues, but, as can be seen, there are allocations in each of the forward estimates for capital 
expenditure of that kind. The commission has held off making some purchases and making decisions, because 
obviously in the event that the commission is tasked with the matters the subject of the government’s proposals, 
the commission’s role will change considerably, and the need for particular assets will change commensurately.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Madam Chair, may I ask a supplementary? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member, is this a further question on this dot point?   

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I refer to page 348—we raised this, I think, in last year’s estimates—fit-out and 
refurbishment, with an estimated total cost of $8.2 million and a forward estimate for 2013–14 of $7.9 million. I 
do not have the Hansard in front of me, but my recollection is that that is to make provision for the end of the 
lease period at 186 St Georges Terrace and the need for relocation, if necessary. Is that correct? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: What is the member referring to?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am referring to page 348, works in progress. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mindarie, that is not quite a further question on this dot point, but I will let it 
continue. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I want to know whether that is related to the organised crime function or whether that is an 
end-of-lease provision. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is not to do with the organised crime function. The reality is that if, as inferred, the 
provision to the CCC of the organised crime function, which we hope to achieve by legislation, requires further 
expenditure, the likelihood is that a significant amount of any further expenditure would turn up in the capital 
appropriation at page 345, as the commissioner notes, because the investigative role of the CCC would be 
enhanced. I think it is the case that those costs that the member is talking about are previously anticipated costs 
with respect to refit and lease. 

Mr R.A. Macknay: Yes. The figure that Mr Quigley mentioned is an allowance that relates to the end of the 
first term of the commission’s lease at 186 St Georges Terrace. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Thank you, commissioner. That is all I wanted to ask at this stage.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Member, the police requests for capital appropriations for the investigation of organised 
crime are never ending, and interesting and exciting, and I am sure they will flow from the CCC in due course as 
well. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I thank the Attorney General. I think I am on the list to ask that question in a moment, 
whenever I am called. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mindarie, your new question. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Thank you, Madam Chair; it has come around quickly! I refer to page 346. The second 
item under the heading “Desired Outcomes” is “reduced incidence of organised crime”. I assume that would be 
the new function that both the commissioner and the Attorney have spoken to. In the hearings and investigations 
before the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission on this matter, the previous 
commissioner put the cost of developing a mature organised crime portfolio or investigative capacity within the 
CCC at $42.13 million. Is that the current view? I know that the commissioner has been in the chair for only six 
months, but the CCC must have been looking at this. Is it still the view that it would cost in excess of 
$40 million to develop this mature capacity to look at organised crime? 

[12 noon] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: What does the member say was said in the parliamentary committee? I follow these things 
somewhat closely and I do not recall the context of that figure. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have the reference here. The previous commissioner said—that was a finding in the 
report—that to develop a mature organised crime investigation unit would cost in excess of $40 million. This is 
the report by Hon Nick Goiran relating to organised crime. Can the current commissioner give an estimate of 
what the cost will be to develop a mature organised crime investigative capacity? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The commissioner will give his response in a moment after I make a couple of observations 
about that. There are often two divergent views when any organisation receives a new function: there is the view 
that emanates from the organisation about the cost of the function and the view that emanates from Treasury 
about the cost of the function, and often there is a fair bit of daylight between those two views. It is often the 
case, particularly in my experience with police, that the amounts nominated to undertake a function at first 
instance, particularly for capital, are very large amounts to the extent that if they were always granted in their 
entirety, the recurrent and capital budget for the police would eat up greater and greater amounts of the total 
budget. It would obviously be the case that there would be a cooperative sharing of physical and recurrent 
resources between the CCC and police. However, I have to say to the member that I think the estimate of an 
additional $42 million for the CCC to undertake a role as envisaged by the legislation that will be introduced 
shortly is more than a gold-plated assessment. I do not know whether the commissioner has any preliminary 
views on that but certainly we have not got down to the point of discussing the brass tacks of any potential future 
increases in the budget, whether recurrent or capital. Once the legislation is bedded down, much would flow 
from how many briefs for investigations are put to the CCC and how many the two commissioners determine to 
investigate. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: When the Attorney General says “briefs for investigation to the CCC”, that will not be 
briefs put up by the police; the CCC will be able to initiate its own briefs, will it not? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It can be both. The committee that will make the determination about whether or not a 
matter is investigated by the CCC will be a committee of three—the Commissioner of Police and the CCC 
commissioner, and we added a mediator between the two. That committee will make the decision. Where the 
genesis investigation emanates from—that is, who alerts the CCC or this committee to a potential 
investigation—could be the CCC, the police, the Australian Federal Police, the Australian Security Intelligence 
Organisation or another organisation. The genesis of the investigation will not necessarily be within the ambit of 
the CCC in the first instance. Nevertheless, the member is right; this is not an extra power that the CCC will 
have. The commissioner may have some views about the budgetary implications in the long run. 

Mr R.A. Macknay: I presently have no views on that. However, I seem to recall being asked to see if we could 
provide some preliminary indication that, in circumstances for reasons of parliamentary privilege, I am not at 
liberty to divulge. We might have something in the not too distant future, but it would necessarily be guesswork. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I go back to page 137 of the joint standing committee’s report where it sets out a table 
provided by the CCC — 

Mr R.A. Macknay: I had that drawn to my attention recently. I am not familiar with the document that the 
commissioner was utilising when he provided that information. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was $42.1 million over a five-year period. 

Mr R.A. Macknay: Yes. I had that drawn to my attention very recently. 

The CHAIRMAN: I ask the commissioner to respond only when the minister asks you to; you need to go 
through the minister. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I make the point that that $42 million is over five years; it is not $42 million a year. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, it is not. I was looking at the out years in this budget. There does not appear to be any 
extra provision. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: No, and that may well need to be considered. That $42 million is over five years. That 
response was given on the basis that the CCC kept everything it had and on top of that received a serious and 
organised crime function. That is an estimate. Looking at the estimates that came from the CCC, that was 
$5.6 million, $8.2 million and so forth over the out years. I do not think we are comparing apples with apples. As 
I said to the member for Armadale, it may be the case that when that committee that we have spoken of starts to 
allocate investigations to the CCC, it considers that additional resourcing is required to allow for the 
investigation of the type and quantum that flows, but we do not know what type and quantum will flow yet and 
we will consider that in the context of the 2013–14 budget. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That would perhaps require extra capital for technology et cetera. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It may require either or both extra resourcing for capital and recurrent expenditure. All that 
would depend on the number of briefs that were approved by the committee of which we have spoken and the 
nature and investigative tasks that had to be undertaken pursuant to those referrals. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I turn to page 346 of the budget. When we talk about a new organised crime function, the 
commission of course already has an organised crime function. It is a fairly powerful organised crime function, 
is it not? The CCC has exceptional powers that can compel witnesses to give answers in circumstances when 
they ordinarily could not, if it were adjudged to be that sort of investigation, plus it can issue fortification 
warning and removal notices. However, I see on page 347 that there has not been one referral by the police to the 
CCC of those matters. In paragraphs (b), (c) and (d) on that page, the CCC appears to be stressing that it has the 
capacity but there has not been a referral. In the 2011–12 and 2012–13 budgets, the CCC is saying that if it gets a 
referral, it could do it within seven days. These are significant powers. There was an expectation, I think, by the 
public that fortifications would be torn down and that bikies would be brought up and made to answer questions 
about their cohorts et cetera, but there have been no referrals. Has there been any liaison between the 
commission and the police as to why the police are not referring these matters? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Four years ago I sat in the very chair the member for Mindarie is sitting in and asked 
Hon Jim McGinty, the then Attorney General, almost precisely the same question. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Will the Attorney General give me Mr McGinty’s answer, too? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: He handed over to the then commissioner. My question was whether there was some form 
of cultural or demarcation reason that this was not happening. The commissioner’s answer then, as I recall, was 
that there was no cultural or demarcation reason for it. I will ask the commissioner in a moment to give an 
explanation for why those applications have not flowed; and they have not flowed.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The public still see these big fortifications and ask what is going on. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: A primary reason for doing what we intend to do in terms of granting a more self-reliant 
power to investigate serious and organised crime is to fix this problem by another method. The commissioner 
may have something he wants to volunteer about his views as to why these applications have not flowed.  

[12.10 pm] 

Mr R.A. Macknay: I can say, with respect, that the commission does not have wide powers in relation to 
organised crime presently; it really has no powers in relation to organised crime. What the commission does 
have is a quasi-judicial jurisdiction to entertain applications from the Commissioner of Police to grant the 
Commissioner of Police what are described as exceptional powers within the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Act. The Commissioner of Police for a little while, if one looks back historically over the years, did make use of 
those powers. In recent times he has made little use of them. I can say, without going into details, that there has 
been liaison between my office and WA Police, but no application has been made during the current financial 
year. It seems to me, with respect, in the circumstances of the commission as it is presently organised, it is not 
asked to investigate organised crime, it is not equipped to investigate organised crime, and it would not be 
appropriate for the commission to approach the WA Police commissioner with a “please explain” couched in 
polite words as to why the commissioner chooses not to exercise the jurisdiction that is available to him. Those 
matters are necessarily matters for the WA Police, with respect. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I understand that. We regard this as a very important area for the Attorney. Although there 
is no allocation in the budget, under the proposed system there will be references to the CCC, which will have 
some capacity to instigate these investigations. How will that change? If the police are reluctant to utilise the 
CCC, how will it change? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think that revolves around the mechanism by which an investigation will be enlivened. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is probably a policy matter for a later date. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Probably, but as the commissioner points out, it is probably an overstatement to describe 
the existing powers as powers to investigate organised crime. It allows the police by application to receive that 
capacity from the CCC, particularly in hearings and fortification matters. That has not happened. However, it is 
appropriate that the commissioner pointed out the mechanism of the mediator. There will therefore be the 
Commissioner of Police, the CCC commissioner and a mediator. It may be in the matters that come before that 
committee that the CCC has come up with an idea for an investigation pursuant to some other investigation or 
knowledge, which will be brought to the committee, and there must be agreement on that by the committee. It is 
not relying on one arm of government, being the police, to make an application to another arm of government. It 
means that matters can be brought before this committee and a determination needs to be made one way or 
another on whether the CCC will investigate. My instinct tells me that that type of referral mechanism will mean 
that there will be a greater number of referrals than there have been previously. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: My final question in this area relates to something the Attorney General said in a previous 
answer on the costs for the CCC in the organised crime ambit of this portfolio. The Attorney General’s 
throwaway line was that there would obviously be a sharing of resources between the CCC and the police. There 
has not been much of that happening so far by way of applications brought by the police and so forth. Has any 
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agreement been struck between the commissioner and the WA Police on a sharing of resources in the organised 
crime portfolio? What confidence do we have that the police will cooperate in this matter? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: No, there has been no agreement, and the question is premature. The reason there has been 
no cooperation to date is that no application has flowed so that there has been nothing to cooperate over, to be 
blunt about it. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is what I am concerned about with the police’s attitude to the CCC. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The fundamental mechanism is different. At present the mechanism is an application from 
party A to party B. If party A determines that the application is not to be made, that is the end of the matter. We will 
now have a committee comprising A, B and C to which matters will go for hearing. All members of the committee 
will have to agree, but no one party will be the gatekeeper to those matters being considered by the committee. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, but when the police are handing over intelligence to the CCC, there will have to be a 
culture on the police side that all their intelligence will go across to the CCC. I remember a large, very 
disparaging anonymous article in the newspaper in “Inside Cover” by the anonymous police officer called “Deep 
Throat” saying, “We don’t trust the CCC.” That is cultural. How do we break that? The resources are not in the 
budget for the CCC to do that by itself. As the Attorney General said, the CCC will have to do it by cooperating 
with the police on resources. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not intend to comment on anonymous articles with less than inventive names presented 
for the source. I honestly say to the member that in my observation that level of distrust is highly overstated. 
There is a very good relationship between the two commissioners and the two organisations, and that is 
notwithstanding that they are often investigating matters one to the other in terms of the CCC investigating 
police. But the relationship, it seems to me, is a very healthy and cooperative one. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 29: Commissioner for Equal Opportunity, $3 632 000 — 
The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 30: Law Reform Commission of Western Australia, $1 036 000 — 
The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 31: Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions, $34 076 000 — 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman. 
Mr C.C. Porter, Attorney General. 
Mr J. McGrath, SC, Director of Public Prosecutions. 
Mr J. Plunkett, Director, Corporate Services. 
Mr D. Li, Manager, Finance and Administration. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The Attorney General. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr McGrath has had the suffix SC added since last year, and the government congratulates 
him on appointment to silk. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I refer to page 364 of the budget papers where an allocation for the Rayney trial is 
included as a line item at $1.8 million. That is for the Director of Public Prosecutions in New South Wales to 
brief counsel, et cetera. This trial has been put off, from what I read in the press, because of disclosure issues. Is 
the cost of the trial rising or is the allocation of $1.8 million fairly solid? I think the trial was meant to be 
underway by now and it was put off for months while interlocutory or pre-trial matters are considered. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There are two cost centres in the Rayney trial. One is through the DPP and, as the member 
knows, those moneys are being paid out to the New South Wales DPP and will then flow to counsel engaged by 
the New South Wales DPP to prosecute the matter. The second cost centre is with the Supreme Court. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: With Mr Justice Martin? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed. I have to say to the member that it is an expensive business. I have looked at this 
matter, re-looked at it and looked at it again to see whether there is any way I can defray the costs to guarantee a 
free and fair trial in this matter. What was presented to me was the only real option. But it is unfortunate — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I agree that there is no other option. I was just looking at the costing of it.  

[12.20 pm] 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I am not perfectly confident that those costs will not increase beyond what we see as a line 
item there. Mr McGrath came to me originally with the estimate of costs. I did not quite fall off my chair, but I 
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came close. That money engages the counsel to travel to appear for the time the trial is estimated; that is, at this 
stage, to the end of the trial. If the trial is significantly delayed, the period in which we will be engaging the very 
senior prosecutor engaged by the New South Wales DPP will extend, as will his fees, his travel expenses and so 
forth. I am very pleased for Mr McGrath to give his assessment of whether he will come back to seek further 
funding on that matter.  

Mr J. McGrath: The figure remains conservative and we should at this stage be able to say that given the 
election was made for a judge alone and that the budget which I put to the Attorney was based on the real 
possibility there would be a judge and jury, the trial should be completed in a shorter amount of time than I 
initially budgeted for. As the member knows, the judge alone should take a shorter amount of time because of 
the necessity to dispense with the jury. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am happy to hear the director’s confidence, but the estimate was mid-to-late July or 
early August for the completion of the trial. The member for Mindarie is an experienced counsel, and whether he 
has confidence the trial will be finished at that point, I do not know. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do not express a view either way. I just know that you have very a good counsel. Did you 
say it would be finished in August or July?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The 40-day estimate was an estimate that the trial would be finished in or about August.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It does not start for a while now does it?  

Mr J. McGrath: That is correct  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It has been delayed. Simply a delay to the end point of the trial does not automatically mean 
the number of days allocated for the counsel will increase.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do not have a particular interest in this trial other than the Attorney General has seen fit 
to put it in the budget as a line item. He said the other cost centre is with the Supreme Court. Do we know what 
those costs are for bringing Mr Justice Martin over?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is $900 000 for the provision of Justice Martin and, of course, the support staff he 
requires, travel, accommodation and, again, should he be required for longer than we are anticipating, that 
amount will increase. It is an expensive trial.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Can we put the cost per criminal matter in here?  
Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not know definitively, but I suggest that it will probably be the most expensive 
criminal trial in Australia’s history simply because the circumstances are so unusual—having to engage an 
interstate DPP, interstate counsel and interstate judge—the great trifecta. It happens very rarely.  
Dr A.D. BUTI: I refer to the first note on page 367, under “Explanation of Significant Movements”, that reads 
as follows — 

At the time of writing the Budget, a decision had not yet been made on the amounts to be paid to the 
Office from the Confiscation Proceeds Account … 

It has been some time since the budget was written. Does the Attorney General have a firmer figure or are we 
closer to moving that from provisional to a determination?  
Mr C.C. PORTER: There has been a memorandum of understanding between the DPP and successive Attorney 
Generals on an amount that will be delivered out of the confiscation proceeds account to underwrite the cost of 
the confiscations team at the DPP. It is correct that at the time of writing this, we had not finalised that 
memorandum of understanding for this relevant period. That is very close to being finalised. It will be an 
increase. I cannot tell the member what that will be until it is finalised, but it is very close.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: I refer to the confiscation of assets on page 367. I assume I am misreading this, but it 
appears that it is costing the state money to confiscate assets. Is that a misunderstanding on my behalf or are we 
spending money to confiscate assets?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Costs are associated with the operation of the confiscations unit that is applied to 
confiscating assets. Additional costs are applied to police. Depending on how we measure those, we can get a 
broad or narrow measurement of the costs. Every time the police investigate the home of a person who has a 
methylamphetamine lab or is growing a number of marijuana plants, that is the genesis for a confiscations action. 
If the question is: are we making a net gain from the funds of confiscation compared to the costs of operating the 
confiscations unit, the answer is that we are making a net gain.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: For the net cost of service on page 367, the amount of $1.022 million is bracketed, which 
indicates a net loss.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: In 2010–11 there was a profit of $1 million. We are now budgeting for a loss of 
$1 million.  
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Mr C.C. PORTER: The director may correct me, but that is how much the confiscations unit costs to run and 
how much of that cost is underwritten by funds coming out of the confiscation proceeds account. That measures 
the differential between the two. Inside the confiscations account, the total cost of the confiscations unit is far 
exceeded by the moneys coming into the confiscations account. The member is running the argument the 
director ran earlier with me, which is, given that moneys are coming into the confiscations account, should it not 
be that we have a greater proportion of the confiscations unit’s costs underwritten? There is general agreement to 
that. We are settling that MOU now, but I can assure the member that the amount of money that goes in to the 
confiscations account in a year well exceeds the amount of money it costs to run the confiscations unit inside 
DPP.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: Is that independent of the value of the assets that are confiscated?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: If I take value of assets that are confiscated, X, minus the cost of running the confiscations 
unit, Y; we are in the black. We make money out of confiscations.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Except perhaps for contingent liability, which I have asked about before. I forget the name 
of Mr Kizon’s co-accused, the accountant.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mansfield.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I think there was a concession that the state owed him money or things should be returned.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will get the director to give the member an update on that. Last time we had this 
conversation —  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is $12 million or something.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed. His claim was large. Last time we had this conversation, the advice was that we 
were very close to reaching a settlement with Mr Mansfield.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was 12 months ago  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed, but that has not come to fruition, notwithstanding that it was very close. The 
director will give the member an update on the status of that matter. 

Mr J. McGrath: The position is that the State Solicitor’s Office is acting on behalf of the DPP. They are 
actively negotiating with the lawyers for Mr Mansfield. He is ably represented by Mr Martin Bennett of Bennett 
and Co solicitors. We are doing everything with our solicitors to negotiate a settlement. It is unknown exactly 
what the amount the member referred to will be, but I can assure Mr Quigley that the reason there has not been a 
settlement is through no cause on our part. There have been difficulties reaching the final agreement but the 
matter is progressing.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Has it not been listed?  

Mr J. McGrath: There has been mediation in the Supreme Court. Obviously, I cannot repeat what is said in 
mediation, as reported to me by my solicitors.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That contingent liability has the capacity to throw out these figures seriously has it not, 
without giving anything away?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I can give the member my assessment based on the information from the material I have 
provided. What a settlement might look like is now uncertain. Anything I say about that is no more than a guess. 
Any settlement reached is not going to be beyond what is in the confiscations account or be a huge change to the 
balance sheet.  

The appropriation was recommended. 
[12.30 pm] 

Division 32: Commissioner for Children and Young People, $3 045 000 — 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman. 
Mr C.C. Porter, Attorney General. 
Ms M.S. Scott, Commissioner for Children and Young People. 

[Witness introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Armadale. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I refer to the dot point at the top of page 374, which states — 

The Commissioner undertook an independent inquiry into the mental health needs of children and young 
people, and their families in 2010–11. The report from the inquiry has been tabled in Parliament and made 
54 recommendations on how to improve the mental health and wellbeing of children and young people. 
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Would it be contrary to the report and its recommendations to propose that legislation come before Parliament to 
allow teenagers and I think children as young as 12 years old to consent to psychosurgery? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think the member is making a reference to — 

Dr A.D. BUTI: The proposed mental health bill. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Reports of agencies of government, including the Commissioner for Children and Young 
People, do not supplant executive government, nor do they supplant Parliament. Therefore, if the member is 
asking whether all legislative agendas would be managed or drafted to be perfectly in accord with every single 
recommendation that came from a coroner or the Commissioner for Children and Young People or the 
Commissioner for Equal Opportunity, the answer is no, and to do so would be plainly undemocratic. I am not 
perfectly familiar, I have to say, with the actual legislative provision that the member is talking about. I have 
heard some of the debate about it and there are various views of what that provision may or may not empower or 
allow. I am not certain of the final form of that provision; I think that there may well be amendments to it, but I 
do not know. However, that is probably a legislative question for the Minister for Mental Health. 

The appropriation was recommended. 

Division 33: Office of the Information Commissioner, $2 000 000 — 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman. 
Mr C.C. Porter, Attorney General. 
Mr S. Bluemmel, Information Commissioner. 
[Witness introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Mindarie. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do not know, but I think that we have recurring problems with the resources of the 
agency because there has been quite a backlog over past years in dealing with matters. What is the turnaround 
time for matters that require external review or matters for which people seek external review? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will hand over to the Information Commissioner on that, but I will preface the answer. 
The Information Commissioner works in a difficult environment with a limited budget. His efforts, I must say, 
have been absolutely extraordinary in managing the workload and turnaround times. It has been one of the more 
impressive efforts that I have seen as a minister. The Information Commissioner will give the member some key 
performance indicators on that. 

Mr S. Bluemmel: At the moment, we have had some significant success in bringing down the age of complaints 
before us, but I concede that it still remains at what the community would expect to be unreasonable levels. I can 
give the member some very specific figures on the age of matters. Currently, the average age of matters awaiting 
my resolution is 187 days — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Is that the external review? 

Mr S. Bluemmel: That is correct, member. We are talking purely about my external review function whereby I 
undertake an independent merits review of an agency or minister’s freedom of information decision. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is 187 days. 
Mr S. Bluemmel: The average age of the backlog is 187 days. That is down significantly from the all-time high 
of 261 days in January 2011. We have had great success over the past couple of years focusing on the older and 
more difficult matters that are before us. As the member can imagine and indeed as was in the press quite a bit 
recently, there are many large complex matters. The Apache matters, which have had a lot of press recently, are 
an example of that. In fact, my decision on one of those matters was appealed to the Supreme Court and for the 
first time in Western Australian legal history is now being appealed to the Court of Appeal. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Which matter was that? 

Mr S. Bluemmel: That is a matter of Apache Energy Ltd in which I ordered disclosure of a large number of 
documents. The Supreme Court upheld my decision, and that will now be heard by the Court of Appeal on, I 
think, 7 June.  
Mr A.J. WADDELL: Could we presume, though, that given there is a six-month backlog and certain 
information that people are trying to access may be time-critical that they might be falling out there? In the 
Information Commissioner’s view, through the minister, is the appropriation adequate for the ongoing demand, 
given that recently the Premier made a statement that there seems to be an increase in the number of freedom of 
information requests et cetera that are coming through? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will have Mr Bluemmel give the member an answer. Calling it a backlog is true at 
one level but false at another. The decisions of the agency are made and this is the timing that it takes for 
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Mr Bluemmel to determine an appeal. I do not know, but it may be that the Information Commissioner knows, to 
hand, on how many instances the appeals are successful—that is, the original decision of the line agency is 
overturned. That might be interesting because I think that would at least provide some context to the damage 
being done by the time it takes to have the review. I suggest that it may be the case that if a great majority are 
being overturned, there is more difficulty associated with the time taken to undertake the review than otherwise. 
It may be that Mr Bluemmel has a comment about that.  

The Information Commissioner and I often talk about his budget. No doubt, if the member asks any department 
head the blunt question of whether their budget should be increased, they will say what they always say to me, 
which is “Yes”. Nevertheless, Mr Bluemmel has been able to show, maybe to his own detriment in the short 
term, that inside his budget he has been able to achieve very significant efficiencies and improvements in KPIs 
without extra resources, which is not to say that he might not like extra resources! Perhaps I will get some 
comment about the percentage of original decisions overturned and then comments about the budget. There have 
been some increases to the budget in Mr Bluemmel’s time.  

Mr S. Bluemmel: I cannot give an actual figure for the percentage of decisions that have been overturned on 
appeal. The reason for that is that often by the time I make a final binding decision, what was in dispute has 
narrowed significantly. There might be a situation in which a person applied to a minister or a government 
agency for, say, 20 documents and the agency refused access to all 20, so the matter comes before me. One of 
my investigators or legal officers will then try to narrow the scope. During that negotiation it may be that he or 
she can convince the agency to disclose, say, 19 of the documents immediately and then the agency refuses to 
disclose the last document because it claims that a very important exemption claim is at stake. In a case like that, 
my final decision may well then be that that one document is exempt. Therefore, the decision may say that 
100 per cent of the documents remaining in dispute are exempt from disclosure. However, the real picture, of 
course, is that they received 95 per cent of the documents that were in dispute before they came to me. 
Therefore, it is not a simple statistic. We keep a lot of detailed statistics about performance, but unfortunately 
that is not a statistic that I can add in that regard. However, in terms of urgency, we do not simply operate on a 
next-cab-off-the-rank system for matters before me; we give great importance at the very start when a matter 
comes in. I personally look at every single matter that comes in, and I will look at issues to do with urgency—is 
this an individual, for example, whose life will be significantly disadvantaged if this matter is delayed? They, of 
course, get given priority. In other cases they might not be as time critical. Of course, everyone wants them 
resolved quickly, and quite rightly so, but we operate a form of triage system, if the member will. In terms of the 
overall resources, I do acknowledge that in last year’s budget my office, for the first time in a very, very long 
time—if not, ever—received a significant budget boost by our standards in the order of $300 000 a year; given 
our small budget, that is a significant increase. What that has allowed us to do is to retain two additional full-
time staff to resolve the backlog. 

[12.40 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I genuinely think freedom of information is critical, and that the job of Mr Bluemmel and 
his office is very, very important to government. In late 2008 to about July 2009 the number of received FOI 
complaints increased, along with the number of FOI applications. Of course, there was a change of government, 
a busyness and a high level of elevated activity, but they all had to be dealt with and those are now being worked 
out of the system. Looking at the data, which is represented graphically for my purposes, the number of 
complaints on hand and the average age of complaints are both tracking in the right direction. It would be a little 
bit tempting—although I do not know whether it would be in the best interests of the wider budget or the 
commissioner’s office—that whenever there was a spike, as there is from time to time, in the number of 
applications and thereby complaints, to say that the commission needs to hurry up and government needs to 
increase the budget. That builds in an expectation that the budget will always be that way. I think it is better to 
look at these things over a longer term and at a linear progression of how many applications and complaints are 
being received and deal with it that way. I am satisfied that the budget is sufficient at the moment, but it may be 
that as we grow our population and the government interface with human beings in the state grows, we will find 
a long-term, more embedded increase, and Mr Bluemmel will be coming back again in maybe not-too-distant 
budgets.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Attorney General, when I was asking about the age of matters, the commissioner said 
187 days, which would be longer than the community would expect or desire. Does the commission have an 
optimum time? Everyone would like it tomorrow, but does the commission itself have an optimum time? In 
other words, how many days does the commission think would be acceptable? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will hand over to the commissioner in a moment, but it is interesting to look at the average 
age of complaints on hand. It has varied wildly over the last decade or so. If we go back to October 2006, the 
average age of complaints on hand was nearly 250 days. The 250 mark was exceeded—although just—
in December 2010-January 2011. It dipped down to a very low point in January 2009, and then it increased very 
rapidly. I am happy to provide this graph either out of session or here, but it varies wildly. I do not know whether 
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there is a specific key performance indicator for the average age of complaints. The legislation says that the 
commissioner has to make a decision about a complaint in 30 days, unless it is impractical to do so. The member 
might think that that indicates that the legislative intent was that most of them would happen within 30 days, but 
I have to say that that has never really been achieved. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Not even from day one; the commissioner could not do an investigation and write a 
decision. But, leaving aside — 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is an important point, and one that has not been raised with me before. But if it is not one 
of the KPIs, even though the average age of complaints varies wildly over time it seems to me sensible that it is 
something that could enter into the budget papers next year as a standard KPI. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Leaving aside that unrealistic legislative expectation—how could a matter be investigated, 
people liaised with, and a decision be written all within 30 days?—which we accept is unrealistic, the 
commissioner travels Australia, and probably internationally as well, so what would he regard as a reasonable 
time? Clearly, the commission itself recognises that the public thinks that over six months is a bit long; what 
does the commissioner think?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am very happy to hand over to the commissioner to give the member his views on that. I 
would just comment that what is a reasonable period of time is obviously going to be a very difficult question to 
determine, and it will vary between individuals. For instance, in the District Court our time to trial, which is very 
good by interstate comparison, is 28 weeks, and that is the time for an individual to have a criminal charge dealt 
with at trial. The member might think that that is one of the most important things to have timeliness on in terms 
of our civil democratic system. By equal measure, quickly getting information that a member of the public wants 
also has a very high value on it, but I can say that I would be very surprised if any jurisdiction reached that 
30 days in the legislation. Mr Bluemmel might have views as to what is ideal. 

Mr S. Bluemmel: Firstly on that last issue in terms of comparison, I do speak with my counterparts in other, 
primarily, Australian, and of course New Zealand, jurisdictions very frequently; we have a very good network. I 
cannot give the member hard figures on this, but certainly anecdotally—this is something that comes up for 
discussion at all our meetings—Western Australia, even with this backlog, does very well. We are certainly one 
of the quicker resolution areas. I think the 30 days, as was said before, has never been achieved, even on day one 
of the act. I think perhaps part of the reason 30 days was put in there was that Western Australia in 1992, when 
the act was passed, actually passed one of the strongest FOI regimes in Australia at the time, not necessarily in 
terms of what is and is not exempt, but in terms of the enforcement and review mechanism. We were one of the 
first, if not the first, jurisdictions to have an independent Information Commissioner with legally determinative 
powers, whereas a lot of the other jurisdictions had to rely on an Ombudsman to make recommendations about 
reasonableness and so on, which is quite a different animal from being the last merits review body. That is what I 
am. The merits of my decision cannot be reviewed again; only the Supreme Court can overturn my decision on a 
point of law. That puts quite a burden on us to make sure that we get it right, because if we get it wrong on the 
facts, an injustice has been made that cannot be undone.  

In terms of that graph to which the Attorney was referring, one of the steps I took after I took on the role was that 
I published all the performance data on my website; I started that when things were looking pretty grim. Any 
member of the public can actually see that, and that gets updated monthly. Also, in terms of performance 
indicators, one of the performance indicators on which I report annually, which is on page 380 of budget paper 
No 2, is participant satisfaction with the external review process. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is fairly high. 

Mr S. Bluemmel: It is very high. We take great pride in that, and it has remained very high, even in the face of 
these delays.  

Another point I think puts it into perspective is that at the end of every external review matter we finalise, 
whether we finalise it by negotiation or by decision—the balance is about fifty–fifty—we send a questionnaire to 
all parties involved: the agency; the applicant who wanted the information; and, when there is one, the third 
party whose information appeared in the documents and who made submissions. They all receive those and we 
have a fairly high return rate. In spite of all that, our estimated actual for this year is that 75 per cent of those 
applicants were satisfied with the process, and of course that includes timeliness. Given that, often, after our final 
decision one party does not get what they want, which is half the parties effectively, we take great pride in what 
we have been able to achieve there. We get comments back on those forms such as: “It was so good that we 
knew we got a fair hearing even though we didn’t get everything we wanted. We got a thorough listening to and 
we got a fair decision.” We take enormous pride in that. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am sorry, I thought, Attorney, the adviser said, “Before I go to the KPI”. He never 
actually got to a KPI; the Attorney General said he would think about putting a KPI in the next budget. Has the 
Attorney General got a thought as to what, in a KPI, might be the target time?  
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[12.50 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I would probably discuss that with the commissioner. I think there is some merit to 
explicitly having in the budget as a line item the desirable benchmark, because the benchmark in the act is there 
legislatively but practically it is meaningless. Therefore, I think benchmark is appropriate. Let me put it this way: 
I hope it would be better than 187 days. I tend to look at the long-run mean average over the ten-year period for 
which we have been keeping statistics and work out what that is. We might find that is around the 60 or 70 or 
80-day mark. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Just on that point. When looking to the gallery for a bit of indication on how many weeks 
for a district court trial, a lot of people applying for freedom of information documents are of course doing so in 
anticipation of a trial; a lot of people do that. I suggest that it would need to be something shorter than it 
ordinarily takes to go to trial. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not want to be unduly punished for our excellent record on time to trial, but point 
taken. There is any number of reasons people apply for freedom of information documents and one of them 
might be to assist them in a trial. But of course there are also mechanisms — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do a few of those in my electoral office for people going to trial. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There are also mechanisms in the Civil Procedure Act that allow a person to do that inside 
the confines of the trial process itself, but, point taken. There are any number of reasons people ask the 
government and its agencies for information, and usually they do not want information slowly. But of course, 
here, generally speaking, we are dealing with those instances in which the person has not got all or critical parts 
of the information and has complained. What is important for timeliness in the first instance is how the agencies 
and organs of government are dealing with the applications themselves. If a person seeks information from the 
Department of the Attorney General or any other organisation, how quickly is that turnaround occurring? That 
may be something the commissioner wants to make some comment on, as well as the performance of the 
agencies that are tasked at first instance with giving up the information or at least making a decision to do that. 

Mr S. Bluemmel: On that issue, it is also important to bear in mind that less than one per cent of all FOI 
decisions made across the sector actually come to me. Therefore, the issue of speedy resolution at the agency 
level will pay much higher dividends, because that will apply to 99 per cent of the matters. I am pleased to say 
that all of these statistics, of course, are in my annual report from last year and will be in again this year, but in 
the vast majority of cases, very close to 60 per cent from memory, applicants get everything that they want at 
first instance. It is only in about three per cent of cases that applicants do not get anything. Everything in 
between is where they get something with certain material claimed to be exempt.  

As part of my advice and awareness function I have been trying to work with agencies, particularly outside the 
metropolitan area, which have their own challenges, to give them the tools to enable them to do their job better 
and faster, because that will pay dividends, as I said, in more than 99 per cent of cases. To give an idea about the 
size of what we are talking about, last year across the sector 15 716 FOI matters were dealt with and of those, 
just over 100 came to me. That is up from 1994, when the figure was just over 2 000, and the trend shows 
absolutely no signs of slowing. The other issue about a KPI is that we have actually started keeping statistics 
internally for some years now about things like total time taken until the matter is resolved and we use those 
internally to try to continuously improve our performance. As the Attorney said, if there were a legislative KPI 
or a KPI put into the annual reporting and budgeting framework, that is something into which I would hope to 
have some input.  

If I may, I will make two points on that. One is that, rather than looking at, say, an average time for resolution, I 
think perhaps a more meaningful measure would be the proportion of matters before me that are resolved within 
a certain time, say the proportion of matters before me resolved within 90 days of receipt, because that allows for 
those outliers, those Apache matters where we are talking QCs at 12 paces and those sorts of things and where 
there are mountains of submissions and we operate in a very difficult, complex, quasi-judicial environment. If 
we said that we should aim for 75 per cent of matters being resolved within 90 days, I think something along 
those lines would be worth exploring.  

The other issue is that it is very difficult to have control over what comes in. Just in 2008–09, the matters coming 
in increased by 80 per cent from the historical average. I think it would be hard to say that with a small number 
of matters, roughly 100 on average a year going to 180 in one year, that that will not blow out, and that was the 
difficulty we are facing and we are still experiencing the tail or the ramifications of that. Therefore, that makes it 
quite difficult to control. If there is a massive case load, in which we have thousands of matters a year and they 
increased by 80 per cent, we can absorb and tweak all those sorts of things, but in an agency with 6.5 or seven 
people devoted to resolving these matters, if we suddenly get 180 matters instead of the 100 we are geared up 
for, there will be pain. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
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Division 34: Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission, $519 000 — 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman, Chairman. 

Mr C.C. Porter, Attorney General. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Mindarie. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have one question, no, two. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not know whether the parliamentary inspector has ever attended estimates, but I am 
happy to answer any questions. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: He has, because I had lunch with him. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There we go. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I had lunch with the recently retired parliamentary inspector out in the courtyard; I 
remember. I have a couple of questions that I can wrap up in five minutes, easy. My first question is: has the 
Attorney General got a nominee for the parliamentary inspector? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not know precisely where that is procedurally. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is a very important position; we just do not know, with the retirement of the 
parliamentary inspector, how far the Attorney General is down the track to replacing him. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not have in my head where that process is at, but I will find out for the member. 

The CHAIRMAN: Will the Attorney General provide that information by way of supplementary information or 
is he suggesting that — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Secondly, the budget for the office is very modest. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes; it was effectively the inspector’s wage. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: And one staff member, was it? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was the inspector plus one staff member. But with an original organised crime function, 
it is appropriate, is it not, that there would have to be some increase in the budget to provide for increased 
capacity, because if we have the CCC doing original investigations, there has to be some recourse to somewhere 
for someone who is mistreated, ill-treated or unfairly treated by investigators. Normally a person goes to the 
CCC because the organised crime squad is doing the wrong thing. Where does someone go if it is the CCC doing 
the wrong thing? Will the government not have to resource the office of the inspector better? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Quite possibly. This answer applies equally to the issue of the parliamentary inspector and 
the issue of potential increases in resources down the track for the organised crime investigative function itself 
for the CCC or, indeed, if the CCC at any point in time previously had come to me as responsible minister and 
said the reason it has only been able to investigate two out of 381 cases is because of resources. It would only 
take a phone call, a meeting and a rational explanation about why extra funds were needed. Those reasons would 
be considered; they would go into the Expenditure Review Committee process, they would be considered by 
Treasury and they would be successful or unsuccessful in that process. Largely speaking, agency heads, if I can 
call it an agency, even down to an office as small as a parliamentary inspector’s, would come to me as 
responsible minister and indicate their need for extra resources. It happens from time to time, to be certain. There 
is a possibility of that, but again, I do not think that possibility would manifest until either the 2013–14 budget or 
the budget thereafter.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But in attracting someone to the role, that person, as with the Corruption and Crime 
Commissioner, must have discussions with the Attorney General about the nature of the role before he comes on 
board. I think he actually said so; he is not on board yet, he is still having discussions about the nature of the 
role, given the government’s intentions in the future.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is very important to attract the absolute highest quality candidates for those positions and 
I feel certain that in the case of Corruption and Crime Commissioner we have achieved that. That is not always 
an easy task. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Attorney General has done so with the CCC, but I just wonder with this parliamentary 
inspector role whether the Attorney General will have to indicate to someone that, in view of the organised crime 
function that will happen at the CCC, whoever is coming into the position can expect additional resources.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: My door is open, as it was with potential candidates for the Corruption and Crime 
Commissioner’s position, to discuss the organisation, the role of the organisation going forward and its funding, 
and obviously the people who come into the position would want some form of assurance that they could be 
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given about those issues. Prior to the Corruption and Crime Commissioner taking up his position, we discussed 
the government’s legislative direction, how that might impact on funding and how we would treat those issues 
procedurally, and I see no reason why I would not do that with a potential parliamentary inspector if a candidate 
so wished. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Meeting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Division 24: Treasury (Except Items 44 and 125 — Royalties For Regions), $4 817 729 000 — 
Mr J.M. Francis, Chairman. 

Mr C.C. Porter, Treasurer. 

Mr T. M. Marney, Under Treasurer. 

Mr M.A. Barnes, Deputy Under Treasurer. 

Mr M. Court, Executive Director, Economic. 

Mr A.M. Kannis, Executive Director, Infrastructure and Finance. 

Mr R.D. Mann, Executive Director, Strategic Projects. 

Mr T. Wellington, Policy Adviser, Office of the Treasurer. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow.  

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. It will 
greatly assist Hansard if members can 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 committee clerk by Friday, 
8 June 2012. 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 with the Clerk’s office. 

I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I would like to confirm that we can refer to the Economic and Fiscal Outlook as well as part 
of these discussions. 

The CHAIRMAN: My understanding is that members are required to refer to the line items, unless the 
Treasurer is willing to take those references in questioning. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The division we will deal with is Treasury. There are line items obviously in budget paper 
No 2, volume 1, but if the member wants to refer to budget paper No 3, she could just let me know the line item 
there; I am happy to take questions on that. 

The CHAIRMAN: We will give some latitude on that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I refer to appendix 9, “Western Australian Future Fund”, on page 333 of the Economic and 
Fiscal Outlook. I have a couple of questions to bowl up to the Treasurer. The Treasurer has said that he is 
expecting an annual rate of return of 5.2 per cent on the future fund. Can the Treasurer give some details of how 
he arrived at that figure of 5.2 per cent and, also, what he sees would be the range of investments? The Treasurer 
has referred to government bonds. Will they be Australian bonds, international government bonds, AAA only or 
less than AAA? I am interested in a bit more information about the range of investments.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: We will administer the investments from the accounts in exactly the same way that we 
administer investments from the public bank account; the same instruments will be chosen. Just by way of 
background, the public bank account will become in effect comparable to a special purpose account sitting inside 
the overarching public bank account. As the member would be aware, the public bank account works on an 
overdraw basis of roughly $4.5 billion, which represents the credit amounts in the accounts for all of the line 
item agency departments. That amount of money is invested on a time-to-time yearly basis and we record the 
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returns that are achieved on that amount of money. The rules that are already in place for the investment of that 
money will be exactly the same as the rules that will be in place for the investment of the moneys in the future 
fund, which will be part of that public bank account. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: So there will be no extra rules in respect of the investment of the fund. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There are no extra rules. There are certain layers of them and they are not without their 
complications. Section 11 of the Financial Management Act provides the power for agencies to operate 
individual subdivision bank accounts. Section 12 of the Financial Management Act allows the moneys in the 
PBA to be applied to any payments that may be legally charged to the public ledger. Then we go down to the 
Financial Management Regulations to the Financial Management Act. Regulation 5 is a pertinent regulation. 
That specifies the range of investment instruments that can be bought—purchased, invested in—and sets a 
minimum credit rating that ensures that investments are well within the investment grade range. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is that credit rating specified as AA?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will come to that in the next layer down. The regulations limit investments to cash, 
negotiable certificates of deposit, bank bills, floating rate notes, commercial paper, government and corporate 
bonds and debt securities issued by supranational institutions. No investments in derivatives or equities are 
allowed. The subcomponent of investments in debt securities is limited to government or semi-government 
guaranteed securities and debt securities of corporations and other institutions rated A or above by 
Standard and Poor’s and Fitch, or A2 or above by Moody’s Investors Service, deposits with authorised deposit 
taking institutions with investment grade rating of BBB, as rated by S&P and Fitch, or Baa3 by Moody’s. At a 
level below the relatively broad provisions of the FMA and regulation 5, two policies are relevant. I presume 
these policies are on the website or publicly known.  

The two policies are the PBA investment policy, which specifies a governance framework for the investment 
operations and contains the detailed specifications of the types of investment instruments that can be purchased. 
The primary objective of the policy is to ensure that government is able to meet its financial obligations as and 
when they fall due. The second instrument of policy is the PBA investment book credit policy. That sets the 
state’s credit risk by setting minimum standards for the credit quality of counterparties in ensuring diversification 
of credit exposures within the overall PBA book. To further limit the risk of unfavourable disinvestment in case 
of credit rating downgrade, the ratings for debt securities of corporations and other institutions are set one rating 
step higher than the minimum ratings that I mentioned earlier. We actually work in a slightly more conservative 
range than we could possibly do under the regulations and the FMA. They are the rules that will apply to the 
future fund account.  

In answer to the member’s question about our stated expected return of 5.2 per cent, I think what I have said is 
that what our experience of the PBA—those $4.5 billion-odd worth of investments from time—in terms of return 
in the long run on that investment is about 5.2 per cent. I am just looking at a graphical representation of it now. 
We have almost always exceeded the Reserve Bank of Australia cash rate on the return for the investment.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: On the PBA? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes; using that investment strategy or rules, if you like, that I have defined, and through the 
WA Treasury Corporation. In July 2003 we were above the RBA cash rate and we were earning close to five per 
cent. Interestingly, just before the point of the GFC, we were earning well above the RBA cash rate, which was 
about 7.8 per cent. That crashed down immediately with the GFC to around the three per cent mark. As of last 
year, it was 4.6 to 4.7 per cent, but the long-run average has been 5.2 per cent dating back to July 2003.  
[2.10 pm] 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer said that he was referring to a chart or table. Is that available publicly?  
Mr C.C. PORTER: I am sure we can get that. It is publicly available.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: The appendix goes through to 2015–16. Treasury has obviously taken that out 20 years to get 
to $4.7 billion, being the Treasurer’s conservative estimate. Is the Treasurer able to provide the opposition with 
that out-turn at the end of 20 years, exactly as was provided in appendix 9? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I am happy to provide that.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Not now; I am happy to have it as a supplementary. Does the Treasurer know what I am 
asking? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I know exactly what the member is asking. It is a relatively simple document. It shows the 
$1.1 billion in seed capital. Then it assumes that 5.2 per cent return over the more than 16-year interest life of the 
account. It also assumes an input every year from royalties, being one per cent of royalties. I left this totally to 
Treasury to make these estimates. It estimated royalties increasing over the time period to 2032 on a CPI track.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That was one of my next questions.  
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Mr C.C. PORTER: That is a very conservative estimate of what royalties might grow at, if for no other reason 
than expected volume. Nevertheless, that was Treasury’s advice of the appropriate way to estimate it.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is that $65 million to $70 million, being that one per cent of royalties, what the Treasurer 
was talking about?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. In the first year that the royalties flow into the account, which is 2015–16, I think it is 
estimated at $60 million in that year. Then it tracks upward but it tracks upward according to CPI. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: By the end of that 16-year period, it is $70 million. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, it is something along those lines.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is simply taken as at the assumption of the royalty flow in 2015–16 at $6 billion. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is tracked to CPI. I would say that is a very conservative estimate of what that one per 
cent might be in 20 years’ time.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am curious about that. Depending on which commodity house or investment boutique 
adviser we read, we get different medium to long-term views on iron ore, whether it is going to decline. Indeed, 
Costello gave a speech last week saying he expected it to decline. I am curious about that figure. I assume that 
perhaps there were some assumptions. The dollar would be coming back to the long-term trend, which would be 
beneficial. It is $15 million, $16 million, and then CPI out.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will get Mr Barnes to offer his observation in a moment. The debate the member is talking 
about is about price. We follow, for the out years at least, estimates of price changes and we have estimates that 
come in through Department of Mines and Petroleum production volumes. If the price decreases, the volumes go 
up and they mitigate each other. What iron ore pricing might be in 2032 is obviously a very difficult process to 
engage in and come up with quality estimates, although actuaries do it for the purposes of merchant banking and 
BHP and Rio would have a range of boffins who have pretty firm views about what that might be in 2032. It may 
be that the answer Mr Barnes gives the member is that because we are not engaged in price estimation inside 
Treasury for that length of time, is it the reason why it took this conservative way of forecasting royalty revenue? 
Whether or not the price increases or decreases over that 20-year period, we can safely say that the volume of 
exports will increase pretty substantially. I will get Mr Barnes to answer but, frankly, when we were devising the 
calculations around that figure of $4.7 million, I put my view as Treasurer to Treasury that that was a very 
conservative estimate. I might have suggested that it go back and rethink that and maybe come up with a way of 
estimating it which was less conservative, which would have meant that that estimate of $4.7 billion was a larger 
estimate. It declined to provide advice along those lines. I accepted that, but Mr Barnes might explain why 
Treasury took that conservative view on royalty revenue. 

Mr M.A. Barnes: The member’s summation is correct. We took our royalty estimate for 2015–16, which is 
about $6.5 billion. One per cent of that is $65 million. That royalty estimate for 2015–16 reflects an assumption 
that the iron ore price will return to its long-run average by the end of the forward estimates period. It also 
reflects an assumption that the Australian dollar–US dollar exchange rate will return to its long-run average by 
the end of the forward estimates. Effectively, for this future fund exercise, we have basically locked in the long-
run average iron ore price and the long-run average exchange rate and effectively flatlined those for the rest of 
the 20-year period, apart from the CPI indexation of prices. The only remaining variable is volumes. We have no 
estimates of volumes beyond the end of the forward estimates period. As the Treasurer said, our volume forecast 
is informed by a survey of producers that the Department of Mines and Petroleum conducts every year. That 
survey only goes out to 2015–16. Effectively, we have also locked in volumes at 2015–16 levels and just 
flatlined those for the rest of the 20-year period.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can I just confirm that after 2015–16, for the purposes of the fund, the volume of iron ore 
flatlines as at 2015–16 and the Aussie dollar as at the long-run average of 74 and the long-run average of the iron 
ore price — 

Mr M.A. Barnes: Its long-run average is about $US85 to $US90 a tonne, which is effectively locked in for the 
rest of the 20-year period as well.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Was the Treasurer going to provide those 16 years by way of supplementary question?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am undertaking to provide an Excel spreadsheet showing the ingoings to the proposed 
future fund account every year out to 2032 in interest and royalties and inclusive of the seed capital, and a 
written explanation of how each of those is calculated.  

[Supplementary Information No B19.]  
Mr B.S. WYATT: Just by way of follow-up, this may also be another supplementary question. The Western 
Australian Treasury Corporation provides in its annual report the weighted average effective interest rate on its 
borrowings and on its investments. I previously asked a question about government bonds, which obviously are 
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one component of the investments. The figure that I am getting on borrowings is 5.31 per cent for the 2010–11 
year, the weighted average. Treasury Corporation has a partial breakdown in the annual report, but not a 
complete breakdown, of the investments and borrowings that the Treasurer has already listed today, the most 
recent we can get in value of interest rates.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Largely speaking, that information is in the annual report. I do not know whether it is 
broken down to that degree of specificity.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: It does not seem to have the interest rates either.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: We can provide something along those lines. I do not know exactly how I can specify to the 
member what we can provide until I have spoken to WATC and work out how it can collate the information. We 
would be providing as detailed a breakdown as we can but over that period that represents the long-run average 
period that we are measuring for that 5.3 figure.  

The CHAIRMAN: I am happy with that explanation, and the Treasurer has agreed to provide that 
supplementary information.  

[Supplementary Information No B20.] 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Just a point of clarification: does the government invest, and therefore how much, into other 
government bonds?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Those instruments that we have spoken about would fall into the category that I have 
described. We have to work within this set of regulations: negotiable certificates of deposit, bank bills, floating 
rate notes, commercial paper, government and corporate bonds. Yes, we invest in other government bonds, 
including other state government bonds. I will just provide a global answer, and anticipate the issue that the 
member has raised previously. We had an estimate of returns on the proposed future fund of 5.2 per cent.  

That is an estimate based on the recent history of public bank account investments. Obviously, as the member 
points out, the Western Australian Treasury Corporation raises money and we, as a government and a state, pay 
interest on the debt. Over recent history, there is a broad comparison between the amount of interest we earn on 
the PBA and the amount of interest we pay on debt. I am not suggesting that that will always be the same. It 
seems likely that at various points in time over a 20-year period for an instrument such as the future fund, there 
will be a gulf between the interest received from the investments in the future fund and the interest that is paid on 
whatever debt might be borne by the state at the time. I certainly accept that that is the case. 

[2.20 pm] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, to keep with those global comments, only the last five annual reports of the Treasury 
Corporation are on the website. From memory, the notes in the annual report—this is the weighted interest 
rates—indicate that in every year what the state paid on the borrowings was greater than what it earned on the 
investments, except for one year, which was probably during the global financial crisis. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I would be happy to acknowledge, as I properly should, that, generally speaking, over a 
long period more will be paid on debt than will be paid on invested moneys in the type of conservative 
investment portfolio that we are talking about here. The comparison that I have made publicly about the 
commonwealth Future Fund—which has a large $400 million administrative structure that is basically designed 
to choose slightly higher risk that returns a better investment—is that since its inception in 2006, the Future Fund 
also received returns on its investments at about the same rate of 5.2 per cent as the public bank account. Having 
said that, it might be expected that, over the next 20-year history of the commonwealth Future Fund, if it 
survives that long, it might do somewhat better than that because it has been through extraordinary times in the 
GFC with its investments. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: But that fund has a broader range of investments than the Treasurer anticipates for this fund. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Absolutely, and to manage a broader range of investments such as that, there would need to 
be some relatively serious expenditure on the investment and administrative regime around the fund. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: And there has been. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There has been for that, but given the size of our fund compared with the size of the 
commonwealth’s fund, we worked out that on a pro rata basis, we might spend at least $6 million a year to set up 
a similar type of administrative regime around our fund. We just thought that for the potential benefit in interest 
over the long run compared with $6 million times 20 years, the economics favoured a more conservative 
approach. But I accept the fundamental point that the member is making; that is, between paying off debt to the 
tune of $1.1 billion and investing $1.1 billion, will there be a differential over 20 years and thereby a loss of 
some quantum between the interest being earned on the investment and the interest being paid on debt? I think 
the answer is that, yes, there likely will be. I will get the Under Treasurer to add to that. 
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Mr T.M. Marney: I think there are probably two other things to point out. The public bank account is the 
operating account of the public sector within a financial year; therefore, any investments in the public bank 
account are, by their nature, short term because it is an operating account and it has to be highly liquid. The 
shorter the term of the investment, the lower the return. We would hope that while remaining with the same class 
of instruments as the public bank account, given that it is a future fund, we would be able to go longer term and 
earn a slightly better return. The other thing is that, as per the Treasurer’s response earlier, we invest in the 
instruments in terms of credit rating. We borrow at AAA credit rating all the time. It is almost an arbitrage 
between credit ratings. Albeit we take a very, very risk averse position, there is still a benefit in that arbitrage 
between credit ratings, which, again, is another factor that brings those two rates together in terms of return on 
investment and our borrowing costs. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Does Treasury undertake hedging for any foreign exchange risk in its investments outside 
Australia? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: What does the member mean? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: In international bonds. I do not have a breakdown of Treasury’s international investments. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr Marney is more learned in these areas than I am, but from my briefings with the WA 
Treasury Corporation, I know that when we raise money, there is a broad spread. As indicated in an article 
printed recently, not that long ago we sought to move out of investments that involved European banks. To the 
extent that we hedge with the spread of investments, we do that, but whether we hedge in the true sense of 
looking at one investment and anticipating losses in another, I am not sure that that is a fair description. 

Mr T.M. Marney: Both the borrowing and investment strategies of the Treasury Corporation are such that we 
take zero exchange rate risk. Either we hedge or we invest in Australian dollars. Even when we invest 
overseas—the public bank account is around the $4 billion mark and there is overseas investment amongst 
that—it is all in Australian dollar currency terms. Yes, we have a zero exposure to exchange rate risk. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to the three dot points under the heading “Commonwealth/State Relations” on 
page 302. When Rudd was in power, he committed to major reforms of the specific purpose payments. The first 
dot point indicates that that is not working out as planned. The second dot point refers to the GST, and there is a 
study. Can the Treasurer give us some view about where he thinks that report is going to go, what it will 
recommend, and whether it will recommend the government’s argued 75 per cent floor; and, if not, what next? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: With regard to the specific purpose payments—I might invite Mr Marney to talk about this 
as well—and harking back to Rudd’s view about how they might work, I think the basic problem with the SPPs 
is that we do not have any certainty about which SPPs will or will not be renewed. This dominates to a large 
extent the discussions at meetings of the state and commonwealth Treasurers. There are quite considerable SPPs 
in, for instance, the training area, but often we do not hear whether the commonwealth will or will not renew the 
SPP until the date of the expiration of the SPP, which allows for little budget planning time. I do not know 
whether the Under Treasurer can add any other examples of those from recent times. 

Mr T.M. Marney: There are two examples that spring to mind. In the SPP related to training places, the 
commonwealth had in place, I think, $50 million per annum in an SPP to this state. As part of its budget, rather 
than renewing at that rate, it halved its contribution. The member will see as part of the state’s budget that the 
state has stepped in to close that gap, given the importance of maintaining a skilled workforce in the state. The 
second example relates to homelessness. The commonwealth agreement expires in, I believe, 2012–13. No 
indication was given to us prior to our budget about whether we should roll over our matching contribution to the 
homelessness SPP. From memory, we did roll over our contribution. Again, in this case, the commonwealth 
unilaterally wound its contribution back to zero. It basically reneged completely on the SPP. 

The other element of reform that the member referred to relates to national partnership payments. NP payments 
were intended to be a finite grant to the states for a specific purpose but for a very limited period. They were 
intended to be minimal. We were looking at five or six major SPPs, plus three or four NP payments. We are now 
up to over 80 NP payments. They vary in their complexity, reporting requirements and input controls on how the 
money must be spent. My favourite example is one NP payment that has a life of just under two years. It has two 
major reporting horizons in that two-year period and it is for a total sum of around $3 000 over the life of the NP 
payment. The administrative cost is way in excess of the actual financial benefit, which is what we were trying to 
address through the reform process, but that seems to have gone completely off the rails.  

[2.30 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The bottom-line answer I give to the member is that specific purpose payments and national 
partnership payments are effectively sources of revenue for the state, but they are incredibly uncertain sources of 
revenue. In the last commonwealth budget, the overall decrease in the amount of money going from the 
commonwealth to the states globally in GST, SPPs, NPPs and infrastructure was down $5.8 billion. Although the 
commonwealth talks about how the savings were made in the budget to achieve a surplus, a larger part of those 
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savings was squeezing down the flow of moneys to the states. What happens is that SPPs and NPPs, during a 
time of federal budgetary stress, are the first heads on the chopping block. That is understandable to an extent, 
but it does not leave the states with much certainty in terms of revenue. 

Very quickly, on the member’s question about the GST review panel and where it is going, there are a lot of 
positive things in that review and a lot of acknowledgements of the problems with the present situation. There is 
some enthusiasm for broader reform—not as much as I or most other Treasurers would like to have seen. 
However, I thought it was largely positive. Generally speaking, the panel said that it would do two things. It said 
that it would consider pretty thorough reform or change to the existing formula, whereas the only things that it 
was willing to canvass as real possibilities outside changes to the existing formula were a move to a per capita 
system—it did not favour that and acknowledged that some other source of revenue would be needed—or a 
move to a system that had finite limits on any drop from year to year, so we could not have a gross share of GST 
lower than the year before. Although the panel rejected the 75 per cent argument from Western Australia, 
depending on where you sit, there is a nominal year-to-year floor. If we had set it last year, it would have been a 
72 per cent floor. It was a very helpful interim report, but I think it is the debate around the report that will be 
critical. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have questions about the price hikes for electricity in appendix 7, which shows that the 
budget is predicated on the following price increases for the A1 residential tariff: five per cent in — 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am sorry; is this budget paper No 2 or budget paper No 3? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry; it is the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: And which page? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Page 311. The table shows that the residential A1 tariff will increase by five per cent in 
2013–14 and 10 per cent in 2014–15 and 2015–16, so it is 25 per cent in nominal figures post this budget. Can I 
just confirm that the budget estimates, including the net debt and surpluses in the forward estimates, are 
predicated on that price path? Also, how does that price path compare with what is in the draft Economic 
Regulation Authority report, which was released in early April, I think? In relation to full cost recovery, I think 
that showed that there was an eight per cent carbon tax effect, a consumer price index effect and a five per cent 
cost catch-up effect. How does that price path compare with what is in the draft ERA report? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Treasury’s estimates of the gulf between cost and price, and thereby the price path we 
would need to close that gulf, show the gulf being wider than that suggested by the ERA. That is the first part of 
the member’s question. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to that, that 25 per cent, as I said, is a nominal figure; I have not done the 
cumulative impact—we have 160 per cent since 2008. That 25 per cent is the Treasury estimate to get to full cost 
recovery in 2015–16. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: No. The Treasury estimate of the gulf in price is not necessarily what we see in that table, 
but the Treasury estimate of the gulf in price is wider than the ERA estimate between cost and price. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sure; so that is confirmed. However, what do those figures in the budget papers reflect? Do 
they reflect full cost recovery? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: No, they do not. They just reflect planning parameters—estimates. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I suspect the Treasurer would not be putting in figures that would be over full cost recovery, 
so the 25 per cent there would be less than full cost recovery. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think the answer is that we will not know until the ERA makes its final recommendations 
as to what the path of increases would need to be to close that gap. Treasury works on some very broad 
estimates, but they are not the definitive word in what the gap is. I would describe it to the member this way: the 
reason for the varying estimates—the difference between Treasury and the ERA—is the return on the cost of 
accumulated capital. Is that the phrase used? 

Mr T. Wellington: Weighted average cost of capital. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is the weighted average cost of capital to Synergy. If we say that the proper return on the 
cost of capital to Synergy should be seven per cent, the gulf between the cost of generating power and 
transmitting power and the price will be wider. If we say that Synergy should accept a lower return on its capital 
than that, the gulf between the price and the cost will be narrower. Either way, there are expenses to the budget, 
because if we accept a lower cost of capital for Synergy, the amount of dividends and tax equivalent payments 
that will come in from Synergy will be decreased, even though the subsidies going back will be decreased 
because the subsidies due to the gulf are lower. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I understand that. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: Okay. To be fair, that path there is not about trying to effect cost–price reflectivity, because 
until the ERA report is finalised, we cannot say with certainty what that is. Based on Treasury planning 
estimates, in 2015–16 the overall subsidy to Synergy is still $331 million. Based on that set of forward estimates, 
3.5 per cent, five per cent, 10 per cent and 10 per cent, it still represents a subsidy variance between cost and 
price of $370 million. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Can I just clarify that? When the Treasurer says “subsidy”, does that include all the 
social subsidies provided to individuals, such as for pensioners and the cost-of-living allowance? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: No, that is just the direct subsidy. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So is that the operating subsidy? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In respect of the government’s policy on pricing electricity, will the Treasurer take the 
Treasury definition of full cost recovery or the ERA definition of full cost recovery? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: It is the ERA definition. Ultimately, we will take Treasury’s advice, but Treasury’s advice 
will be based on the ERA viewpoint or recommendations—whatever we want to call it. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To follow up, the budget forward estimates are based on five per cent, 10 per cent and 10 per 
cent. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can the Treasurer confirm that the net debt — 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Obviously, they are, but I think the point of the member’s question is: will estimates, as 
they flow through to debt levels and surpluses, change? Unquestionably, they will, because those numbers will 
change. The modelling that we see in the budget papers is based on a return of capital cost to Synergy well above 
what the ERA in its preliminary report said is appropriate. If something closer to the ERA’s preliminary report is 
the final result, that will probably mean that the gulf between cost and price is lower than the estimates that we 
have previously been working on, which means that prices will not have to go up as much. Secondly, it will 
mean that prices not having to go up as much, subsidies will likely have to decrease, but then the return, in terms 
of profit and dividends to the budget, will change as well. So I guess the summary for the member is that the 
only thing that is certain about those planning parameters out there at 2014–15 and 2015–16 is that they are 
uncertain. They will change, and the impacts to the budget on debt and on surplus levels will change also. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have one follow-up question. There seems to be a significant difference. The ERA draft 
report basically had a cost catch-up of five per cent, when we exclude the carbon tax, plus the CPI impact. Given 
the CPI in the 2012–13 budget, it seems to be more than a rate-of-return issue, from just a preliminary look at it.  
[2.40 pm] 
Mr C.C. PORTER: The information I have is that the substantial issue is the weighted cost of capital and the 
return thereto. Depending on where that is set is the internal costings for Western Power’s distribution of 
electricity. That is the information I have been provided. Everything turns on that. It is the weighted cost of 
capital for Western Power. It is Western Power’s capital. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does its massive asset base impact the number so significantly?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Huge—that is it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is that because 60 per cent of the cost of electricity supplied to homes has nothing to do 
with fuel or generation?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think network costs are around 40 per cent, so it is a large chunk of it.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I recently asked, in respect of the price path in 2011–12, what the impact was on 
earnings before interest and tax for the electricity entities. The answer, in summary —  

Mr C.C. PORTER: In 2011–12? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In respect of the 2011–12 price path for the out years. The answer from the minister, in 
respect of Verve and Western Power, was there was no impact because they had charged their own costs. In 
respect of Synergy and Horizon Power, there was no impact on their earnings before interest and tax because 
they received a subsidy from Treasury. Does that remain the same?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am not trying to obfuscate. I am not quite sure I understand the question. Someone gave 
the member an answer?  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Minister for Energy gave me an answer. I asked four questions. Taking the price 
path provided in the 2011–12 budget, I asked: in the out years, what was the effect on earnings before interest 
and tax for each of the electricity corporations?  
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Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not have that to hand. The member talks about a price path. The budget estimates have 
numbers. Obviously, the higher those numbers, the greater the profit and return to Synergy, the higher the 
dividend and tax-equivalent payments to government, and the lower the direct operating subsidy, because that is 
meant to represent the gulf between cost and price. If the confirmation the member seeks is whether it is the case 
that the higher those numbers, the greater the profit for government and the lower the cost to the budget, the 
answer to that question is yes.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is contrary to the answer the minister gave, but I am not worried about that. That is 
only in respect of Synergy and Horizon Power?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The information on the incomings and outgoings, and profits and subsidies, is available. I 
have it for this budget 2012–13 onwards but I do not have it for 2011–12. It can be easily worked out from the 
budget papers.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The return from Western Power and Verve to government has nothing to do with the 
price “path”, if you want to use that word—that is in the budget papers.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not think that is entirely correct. It has a flow-on implication in terms of what Synergy 
returns to government in dividends.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, Synergy—and Horizon. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I see the member’s point. Yes, in that sense I think there is truth to what the minister said. It 
is Synergy that affects the budget papers.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: And Horizon? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But not Western Power or Verve? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Correct.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Could I take the Treasurer, please, to the last line item on page 297, “Margaret River 
Bushfire Financial Assistance” and a figure of $5 million? There appears to be no expenditure so far and 
$5 million in 2012–13. Am I right in understanding from the budget papers that six months after the Department 
of Environment and Conservation started the fire that caused the damage, no-one has received a dollar from the 
government?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member is referring to page 297?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Are we looking at the subsidies and transfer payments?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am looking at the last item in division 24 on page 297.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, I see it. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Six months after DEC started the fire that caused the damage, none of these victims has 
yet received a dollar. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: That would appear to be what is indicated there. With respect to the Toodyay bushfires —  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was going to come to that. That is over the page.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: As Attorney General, I am administered with the function of signing off on and finally 
approving the payments. From recollection, by the time the application process and so forth has come in from 
persons affected and been assessed, it is usually around that six-month mark. What the member says is correct, 
but I would expect that those moneys will start to flow very early in the next financial year.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Is it right in respect of the Margaret River bushfire that the Treasurer has put limits on it; 
that is, compensation is capped for any particular holder? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: As there was with Toodyay.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: $150 000?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: $190 000.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But they first have to make a claim against their insurer. It is only for underinsured 
properties; is that correct?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is uninsured losses of up to $190 000. Some people will not have insurance at all, so they 
will have uninsured losses. Some people will have insurance but cannot get the full amount back, so they might 
have an underinsured portion — 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Or might have an argument with the insurer?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed. The point the member raises is —  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Before the government will pay any money out, they have to resolve their argument with 
their insurer?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. That was exactly the case with respect to Toodyay. In defence of that situation, when 
someone has properly and sensibly insured their house, the first port of call for recompense is through their 
insurer. What the government is doing through the taxpayer is saying that if there is a gap between the damage 
and the amount the insurance company is willing to pay out, we will fill that gap to the tune of $190 000. Not 
unreasonably, the first port of call is resolving the insurance claim.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But if their damages, after insurance, exceed $190 000, they will have to sue the agency 
and the government?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That is a decision that they will have to contemplate.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is the only path.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: There may be instances in which someone’s damage has been to such a large extent that it 
is not covered totally by insurance and the gap is larger than $190 000. That is not inconceivable of course.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In view of the Keelty findings, if action is brought, will the government concede liability 
and leave it as a matter for assessment of damages only, or will the government put these people through having 
to prove all over again that DEC was responsible?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Whether or not there was negligence in any matter and in any individual case would be 
assessed on a case-by-case basis. We would make the assessment. I cannot give the member an answer in this 
forum as to whether there would be some blanket rule applied there.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I go over to the $5 million for the line item “Toodyay Bushfire Financial Assistance” on 
page 298. Has that now all been disbursed?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: If it has not all been disbursed, it is —  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is 2011.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That is right. It was appropriated in the 2010–11 year. I have in mind that I have recently 
signed off on some payments. It is appropriated in 2010–11. Some may have fallen over into 2011–12. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: All the victims there have not yet received compensation?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: There may be a very small number still being worked through.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In relation to Toodyay, have people resorted to litigation? Has anyone sued the 
government in relation to the Toodyay bushfires? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Not that I am aware of, no.  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: My question relates to the heading “Strategic Projects” on page 303. It is stated on that 
page that the Perth Arena project will be completed in September 2012 at a cost of $548.7 million. I think the 
original cost of that project was $160 million. Why has the cost blown out by so much? What measures has the 
Treasurer taken to ensure that these sorts of blow-outs do not happen in future projects?  

[2.50 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The reason for the cost blow-out is complicated, but largely it has to do with the type of 
contract. The short answer to the question is that we are engaging in different types of contracts. Particularly the 
public–private partnerships that involve design responsibility and cost risk associated with design being placed 
contractually upon the private party that is being paid to deliver the infrastructure militate very strongly against 
the type of cost overruns that occurred on the Perth Arena project. I am not sure whether Richard Mann wants to 
provide a further description to that. If there is a short answer to the question, it is in formulating contracts in 
which design risk and costs associated with design risk fall upon the privately contracting party. That is very 
much what the Auditor General noted in his review. 

Mr R.D. Mann: Further to that, robust planning prior to the award of any contract in the first place is very 
critical. For major projects, increasingly we are ensuring that the business planning and project definition phases 
up ahead of procurement properly identify scope so that estimation at an early stage of the project accurately 
reflect the scope that we ultimately deliver, which, as the Auditor General pointed out, was not the case with 
Perth Arena.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I hear some snickering opposite so we might get some questions on the stadium.  
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer to the Burswood stadium and the estimated cost of $700 million. Is that the estimated 
cost that Treasury believes the project will be? In relation to scope, the Premier announced that the stadium will 
have a creche; barbecue areas inside the ground; the ability for the outer shell to change colour; bigger seats; a 
footbridge that will also take buses; speakers in seats for music to be played; water parks for children to play in; 
a retractable roof; the ability to order food from the stadium seats —  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for West Swan —  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry? This is —  

The CHAIRMAN: I am going to interrupt you. The member for Carine’s question was about a totally different 
project. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He was talking about the approach —  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Very even-handed.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the first time for that interjection. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: You cannot call me to order.  

The CHAIRMAN: I call the member for Warnbro to order for the second time. I can.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: You cannot. 

The CHAIRMAN: I can. I take offence to that interjection—I really do. Member for West Swan, if there are no 
further follow-up questions to the member for Carine’s line of questioning, I will give you the call for a new 
question.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: With respect, Mr Chairman, it was exactly the same. 

The CHAIRMAN: I am not going to argue. That is it.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Strategic projects is — 

The CHAIRMAN: If the member for Cannington is going to sit there and argue with me, I call him to order for 
the first time.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: With respect, Mr Chairman, you should read what is in front of us.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry, Mr Chair. The reason that I asked it as a follow-up — 

The CHAIRMAN: I am not going to argue with anyone; that is it. Is there a further question to the member for 
Carine’s question?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, and that was in relation —  

The CHAIRMAN: On that particular issue? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. The member for Carine asked what different approach the government is taking to 
ensure that blow-outs do not occur in relation to major projects. So I asked what approach has been taken by the 
government in relation to the stadium and, in particular —  

The CHAIRMAN: I rule that as a new question, not a further question. It is pretty simple. This is a separate 
issue. Member for Carine, do you have a further question on your issue?  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: No. 

The CHAIRMAN: We will have a new question from the member for West Swan. So that members are clear, I 
called the member for Cannington to order once and the member for Warnbro to order twice. Member for West 
Swan, ask your question.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to—I will not say in relation to the member for Carine’s question—the approach 
taken by this government that is so different from the approach taken by previous governments to the 
$700 million cost of this project and all of the things that I listed earlier which, as I understand it, are within the 
scope of the project, including water parks in the grounds, theatres and music venues and landscaped gardens, 
are all those parts of the proposed project within the scope of the project that Treasury is costing up now? Is 
Treasury putting an estimate on the footbridge which, I understand, will also take buses? What is that estimated 
cost?  
Mr C.C. PORTER: I certainly understand the question. The original question was with respect to the arena. 
One of the salient differences between the processes that we went through with the stadium and those that we 
went through with the arena is that at the point in time at which the $160 million appeared in the budget for the 
arena, it was not an indicative costing in anticipation of a final business case being submitted. It was a costing in 
the absence of a business case, as noted by the Auditor General, and at a time when the design had been 
finalised. The contract at the time that the $160 million appeared in its first iterations in the budget had been 
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finalised, but was then changed. The substantial change to the contract was twofold. The very nature of the 
contract changed from one in which design risk was subsumed by the private sector provider to one in which the 
design risk was subsumed by the state. At the very same time, the basic fundamentals of the design, particularly 
the structural steel design, changed. Contemporaneous with the change to the contract that shifted risk for design 
from the private provider to the state, the state then changed the design. That, largely speaking, was the reason 
that there was a large cost overrun on that project. It is a complicated project but, effectively, that was the 
mechanics of the cost overrun. The member is suggesting that something similar could happen here. I do not 
believe it could. The $700 million is an indicative figure based on the previous report of the Langoulant 
committee.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can I just confirm that the government put a figure of $700 million in the budget with no 
business case. The Treasurer said that that was one of the issues with Perth Arena and now he has just said that 
the business case has yet to be developed and that an indicative cost of $700 million, including the $375 million, 
has been written into the forward estimates without a business case. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The $375 million is written into the forward estimates because we know when construction 
for the project is anticipated to start and when we target to start it. Projects of this nature have a certain arc of 
capital spend over the years. Had we not put any money in the budget, the member would be sitting here asking 
why we have not put any money in the budget! Prior to that point in time—prior to the construction start—the 
design will be finalised, the business case will be finalised and the final costs will be known. Obviously, that 
$700 million indicative figure is the figure that we are working to in the design of the business case. The member 
said that there is a whole range of things that she purported the Premier has talked about—creches, water parks 
and so forth. The fact is that in going through the business case process—Mr Mann will correct me if I am 
wrong—if there are inclusions in the overall scope of the business case for the stadium that mean that it is likely 
to go outside the $700 million target figure, the likelihood is that they will be lost and wound back because the 
target figure of $700 million is what we are designing the business case towards. I have not heard the Premier 
talk about all the things the member put to me that he has talked about.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Treasurer would have heard him talk about some of them. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I must say that I have not. Things such as landscaping and water parks around the outside 
of the stadium are specks of dust on the overall budget.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They are water parks for children to play in, not a fountain. It is a water park for children.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Does that mean 15 slides or something like at Hyde Park? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I do not know; ask the Premier.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: The member is putting to me that this has been mooted as part of the stadium.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. To follow up, will the Treasurer confirm that Treasury is currently working on a 
business case and that that is estimated to be completed by the end of this year; and, in relation to the transport 
options, has Treasury put an estimate on a busway over the water rather than just a footbridge?  
Mr C.C. PORTER: What we are at now is the project definition plan stage. For the stadium it is anticipated to 
be finished in July and for the transport it is slightly after that in December.  

The second part of the question is whether the bridge is going to take buses. That is something that has been 
raised as a possibility. But if it costs too much, it likely will not.  

[3.00 pm] 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Will the best estimate—that is, after the business case is completed—appear in the 
Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement, or will it be drawn out post-March? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think, with the project definition plan, the stadium would be midyear review, but transport 
likely not until after the midyear review, given that the timing for the project definition plan for the transport is 
likely to be finished in December. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So the transport will be post-March 2013? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: In terms of inclusion in the budget, yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: But as an indicative cost, it will be made public. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The project definition plan already has. I understand the point the member is making, but 
had provision not been made in the budget for what we think is an indicative spend in those years, the member 
would be sitting here, saying, “You’re deflating your debt and inflating your surplus in those years by amounts 
X, Y and Z.” 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As a follow-up, surely, as Treasurer of the state, the Treasurer must be slightly embarrassed 
about how this whole process has been undertaken. He can stand and talk about the arena, but he is going 
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through and making even worse mistakes on a bigger project. That is the key point. The Treasurer should be 
embarrassed. 

[Ms A.R. Mitchell took the chair.] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: That is the member’s view, but one learns to have a fairly thick skin in this game. The 
government has committed to a project with an indicative cost and a known timing. The project definition 
planning stage is robust and will be finished shortly. It is targeted to be inside that $700 million. I say to the 
member, as Treasurer, that I am keeping a close eye on whether the project definition plan results in detailed 
planning, design and contractual arrangements that mean we can bring in a quality facility inside that target of 
$700 million. Based on preliminary advice I have received, that is doable, for sure, as it is for the transport. The 
member’s objection seems to be that the commitment and global amounts are being put in the budget before the 
project definition plans —  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Treasurer should not re-word my objection; my objection is — 
The CHAIRMAN: Member for West Swan, I think the Treasurer was answering a question, and — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He was trying to put words into my mouth. 
The CHAIRMAN: I think you are trying to do the same, so can we just let the Treasurer finish and then we will 
move on to another question.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Your responsibility is to — 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Cannington, I did not ask your opinion on anything. I understand my 
obligations. I call you to order for the second time.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am happy to leave my response as it was, because it obviously was not the response the 
member wanted, but if she has a further question, I am happy to answer it. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I refer to the second dot point under “Supporting Our Community” on page 10, which 
refers to the one-off payroll tax rebate for small employers. Could the Treasurer elaborate on how many 
employers he expects to capture with the payroll tax rebate? I believe there are two categories: employers who 
have grouped payroll under $1.5 million and those between $1.5 million and $3 million. Could the Treasurer 
provide us with some more information on that initiative, please?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Very briefly, it occurs in two stages, starting with payrolls from zero to $1.5 million, 
keeping in mind that payrolls of $750 000 and lower are exempt from payroll tax. Employers in that category 
will get their full payroll tax paid in 2012–13 through a one-off rebate on or about 1 July 2013, and then there are 
partial rebates for payrolls between $1.5 million and $3 million. To give the member an example, employers 
with a $1.5 million payroll will get back all their tax, which will be $41 250. Employers with a $2.2 million 
payroll will get back $79 750. There is a table available, which I am happy to provide to the member at any time. 
When we first looked at the original iterations of this process, I was surprised to see how many businesses will 
actually benefit from it; I think about 40 per cent of all Western Australian businesses will receive some form of 
rebate, so that goes to show how many businesses there are with payrolls under $3 million. This initiative is very 
good for those businesses. I have been asked several questions about this, including by the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, which favours more meaningful, ongoing structural reform of 
payroll tax. Payroll tax is one of our few certain growth revenue sources, and obviously it would be desirable in 
the long run to make more structural changes to payroll tax, but that will have to wait until the goods and 
services tax situation is sorted out and the state’s revenue is more certain. The government considers that this 
initiative meets its election commitment, and I think it is going to be a very good thing for businesses to get all 
their payroll tax back if they have a $1.5 million payroll. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I refer to the table at appendix 7 on page 313 of budget paper No 3, “2012–13 GTE 
Efficiency Dividend — Estimated Impact on Total Public Sector Net Debt”. The basis of my question is footnote 
(d), which appears on page 123 of the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement. It states — 

Verve Energy’s implementation plan does not commit to achievement of the full savings target. 
Nonetheless, it is expected that full savings will be met. Accordingly, estimated savings remain 
consistent with those shown at budget-time. 

When I look at the efficiency dividend estimates at page 313 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, I see that they 
are between 20 and 35 per cent of the estimates that were provided in the 2011–12 budget. I am just wondering 
what happened. On the same issue, in last year’s budget the four-year estimated impact on net debt was 
$515.1 million. At the time of the midyear review, it had gone up to $524.1 million. We do not have the 2011–12 
impact in that table, but even including $121 million that was estimated at the time of the midyear review for the 
current financial year, it is still way below the estimated impact from last year’s budget. What happened, 
specifically with Verve, but also generally? Why is it significantly lower—more than $100 million—than the 
estimate in last year’s budget? 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: In answer to the final part of the question, they are different processes. The midyear review 
was an update, if you like, on the five per cent GTE efficiency dividend process. So successful was it that we 
have engaged in another GTE efficiency dividend process, which starts at $2.5 million and then goes at $1.5 
million across the out years. They are different processes, which is why the estimates are different. Secondly, the 
member noted that in the midyear review, the first five per cent GTE efficiency dividend process was scheduled 
to save about $524 million. The only matters that have arisen that could be characterised as difficulties have been 
with Verve; Verve’s initial assessment to its minister and to me as Treasurer was that it had difficulties in 
meeting its five per cent target. I think I can safely speak for the Minister for Energy and his department, as well 
as for myself and Treasury, in saying that we took an alternative view to Verve. We are sorting through that at 
the moment, but the member can rest assured that if it comes down to a ministerial direction for Verve to do 
what the executive government thinks it should do to save the money, that direction will flow. We placed a five 
per cent efficiency dividend obligation on all the GTEs in the five per cent efficiency dividend process, and the 
only squeak of protest came from Verve. We will solve that; over four years that will save the taxpayer 
$524 million. We will also engage in a second round of efficiency dividends that, as the member has pointed out, 
will save the taxpayer an additional $383.8 million. We are talking about $800 million worth of accumulated 
savings from the GTEs. The only question that arises in my mind is: why did no-one think of this earlier? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Just to clarify, the Treasurer says that there will be a saving to the taxpayer. As I 
understand it from an answer Mr Marney gave us in a briefing last week, this is the net debt effect, because the 
profits are actually retained by the entity. Is the Treasurer saying that there is a saving, or is it just a lower level 
of debt? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: That figure is directly the net debt effect. One can characterise that as a saving, but it is 
saved only once in each year, if you like, just as the cut occurs only once in each year. But the net debt effect is a 
saving of net debt of $800 million. To justify my characterisation of it as a saving, if we did not do this, we 
would have close to an extra $1 billion of debt, and we would be paying interest on that, so it is a real and 
tangible saving. But the five per cent efficiency dividend process has been an incredible success. I do not expect 
that there will be a huge amount of difficulty in having a second round with respect to the GTEs. But, again, the 
government is willing to issue ministerial directions if it comes to a point of disagreement. We believe there are 
strong cases that the savings can be made.  

[3.10 pm] 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: When the Treasurer says that that is an $800 million saving to the taxpayer, does that 
mean that the increase in net debt from $3.8 billion up to potentially $24 billion is a cost to taxpayers? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is a debt. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But if this is a saving, is that an expense? I am not quite sure of the terminology the 
Treasurer is using, because he is saying that a reduction in net debt of $800 million is a saving — 

Mr C.C. PORTER: This is a saving on debt, if you like. The cost to the taxpayer of debt is the interest 
payments obviously. The benefit to the taxpayer of debt is in getting to build things. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not trying to put words in the Treasurer’s mouth, but I am just trying to understand 
what he is saying. He is saying that we are having an $800 million saving while net debt goes from $3.8 billion 
to $24 billion. I am not quite sure; is having net debt go up by $20 billion a saving? As I understood what the 
Treasurer just said to me, this is a saving, because there is $800 million that would have otherwise been 
borrowed that is not being borrowed. I am just trying to clarify it. Given that that is a saving to the taxpayer, is 
taking debt from $3.8 billion to $24 billion a cost to taxpayers? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The cost to the taxpayer of debt is the cost of interest in servicing debt. But of course the 
benefit to the taxpayer of debt is hospitals, schools, roads and electricity and water infrastructure. Does that 
answer the member’s question? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So if the Treasurer had not saved this $800 million, would that have been a benefit to 
the community, because debt would have been higher? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: No. Obviously it is desirable to not have excessive costs in the ongoing operation of GTEs 
that can be avoided. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can I just follow up on that? 

The CHAIRMAN: Is it a further question on this specific topic or is it an additional question? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a further question on the efficiencies of the GTEs. 

The CHAIRMAN: No; that is an additional question on GTEs. One moment; there is someone ahead of the 
member. Member for Riverton. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: On page 305 of budget paper No 2 — 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We are moving on to a new topic. He is asking for a follow-up on the same issue. 

The CHAIRMAN: The member’s question was specifically relating to Synergy. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I explicitly referred to appendix 7 on page 313. 

The CHAIRMAN: The member’s went to Synergy. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No in fact, I had never even mentioned Synergy. I mentioned Verve as a specific 
example, but it was not the limit of my question. The Treasurer himself referred to $800 million, which clearly 
does not relate to either Synergy or Verve. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I was just going to follow up with the Treasurer, because this is exactly what the Treasurer 
was talking about. The Treasurer was talking about discretionary operating expenditure for the GTEs. I am 
happy to have this by way of supplementary information: what is the discretionary operating expenditure for 
each GTE for 2012–13? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The quantum of that varies from GTE to GTE. But is the member asking what is in 
discretionary and what is out of discretionary? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: There must be a figure. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There is, and we can provide those. Generally speaking, the sorts of fixed costs of the 
agencies—long-term contracts and that sort of thing—are not counted in discretionary. Everything else—the 
short-term variable costs—is in discretionary. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can I get the figure for each one? I am happy to take it by way of supplementary 
information. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, we obviously have that figure, because we use it for a calculating basis. We will 
provide the figure of total budget which is considered discretionary and upon which the efficiency dividend is 
based for each of the GTEs included in the efficiency dividend.  

[Supplementary Information No B21.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to the service “Evaluation and Planning of Government Service Delivery and 
Infrastructure Provision” on page 305 of budget paper No 2. The state has a very large capital works program. It 
is probably the largest; it depends how it is measured. There is a large amount of development going on in the 
private sector to the tune of $260 billion. Is the Treasurer struggling to retain cost growth in the state build? We 
hear often in the private sector that cost overruns—the cost of labour, access to labour, cost of inputs—are very 
common. Is the state experiencing similar cost pressures and how is it dealing with them? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: In Treasury, we are responsible for 18 strategic projects that are basically measured on a 
quantum of over $100 million. They become the responsibility of Treasury and fall within Mr Mann’s policy 
area. I will have him comment on this in a moment. There is an enormous amount of construction work being 
undertaken both privately and publicly in Western Australia at the moment. Of course, whenever that occurs, 
there is a real risk of overheating in terms of excessive demand on a fixed amount of supply and resources in the 
construction market. Each month or so, I receive written and oral reports from Mr Mann with regard to all the 
strategic projects, their timeliness and the extent to which we anticipate that the delivery will be inside budget. I 
will have Mr Mann comment on that, but, largely speaking, for a variety of reasons but much of them to do with 
Mr Mann’s department inside Treasury, we are avoiding cost overruns on projects, and the timeliness of projects 
is well and truly inside the desired parameters and planning. The overarching economic question is: will we 
reach a point at which there is so much demand for the construction of infrastructure that, notwithstanding the 
best efforts of government, the cost increases for both the private and public sectors? That is possible. But other 
than the obvious bottlenecks with respect to labour, there are enough flows, it seems, into the state to cope with 
the construction. I might just get Mr Mann to give a brief summary of where we are at with our strategic projects 
on timeliness and cost. 

Mr R.D. Mann: Currently across the overall program, all projects are running at or close to budget and at or 
close to delivery within time; in fact, the vast majority are on or ahead of schedule. In terms of broader 
indicators, we specifically measure construction cost increases or trends in the non-residential building 
construction sector in the public sector through a building cost index administered by the Department of Finance. 
That is still showing very, very steady movement, if any movement at all, which has been the case for the last 
two years. Anecdotally, though, particularly for larger projects, we are starting to see some signs of movement 
upwards. Our escalation forecasts in planning are assuming that there will be some fairly significant growth in 
construction costs over the next three to four years. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I would say that there have been three factors that have helped. One is the devotion of 
significant moneys to planning. We have had some discussion about the stadium, but $13 million has been 
allocated to planning for the stadium. On the arena, my recollection is that there was not planning money 
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specifically devoted to the planning of the arena. The second is the way in which we are engaging in contracts. 
Over time with the PPPs, we have been able to have better expertise and skills and we have been able to 
approach the contracts in a more sophisticated way. We are moving as much risk, particularly with respect to 
design, to the private sector provider on a PPP project in construction. The third thing that, in my observation, 
has helped has been taking from the departments the line management responsibility for planning. As soon as 
that was done and strategic projects were reposited in Mr Mann’s area, there was then one central repository of 
knowledge, skills and expertise and an individual organisation in government that had a high incentive to 
maintain costs. If Treasury maintains a project and it gets a cost overrun, it is going to Treasury in effect to try to 
subsidise the difference. 

The final point I would make, and one that the Under Treasurer made to me, is that perhaps one of the fortuitous 
circumstances we have had is that, whilst there is a big amount of private and public sector construction going on 
in large projects, the residential construction sector is very flat at the moment. In terms of building in estimates 
of future construction costs—I am sure that is something that Mr Mann has built in—there must come a time 
with population growth and so forth when housing market construction starts to warm up again. But we have 
been lucky enough to compress a lot of building into a time that was otherwise flat.  

[3.20 pm] 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to page 236 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook and to the chapter on 
royalties for regions. There are three parts to it. First, what is the expected underspend in both the capital and 
recurrent items for RFR for 2011–12? My second question relates to the Ord project, which is funded under 
RFR. I understand that $90 million was added in the midyear review for the cost blow-out of the project. What is 
the state’s contribution? We heard two different figures yesterday. The Premier said that it was $311 million, and 
the Minister for Regional Development said that it was $284 million. I would not mind getting the actual figure 
of the state’s contribution, not the commonwealth’s. The third question relates to the operation of this new fund, 
the regional development fund, which looks as though it has $1 billion over the next four years. I understand 
unallocated money is put into a fourth fund. What are the operations of that fund in relation to commitments 
made from that fund over the next four years?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am very happy to answer any questions on my division, which starts at page 298. I am 
happy to answer any questions on the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, budget paper No 3. The specific page that 
the member is looking at is exempted from my division here today. As the member points out, those questions 
need to go in the first instance to the Minister for Regional Development. I do not have those answers to hand. I 
am happy to take those as supplementary questions today but I do not have the answers here.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There are three parts. One relates to the underspend. This was in the Economic and Fiscal 
Outlook, which I thought the Treasurer was responsible for.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member did not draw my attention to that; she took me to page 236.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. Sorry; I should have said that. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: My apologies. The member’s first question was on the underspend—in which year?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is 2011–12. The estimated actual is listed but not the budget figure. I do not know what the 
underspend is.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I ask the member to look at page 43 of budget paper No 3 and the line item “Royalties for 
Regions — timing changes”. The heading starts “Summary of General Government Revenue and Expense 
Variations”.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is $202 million. Has that all been approved to carry over into the forward estimates?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: When the member says “approved”, much of that expenditure is subject to individual 
business cases being presented through the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee and cabinet. I am 
certain it will not be spent when it was considered it would have been spent.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As it relates to the impact on the numbers, Treasury has assumed that that money will be 
spent in the forward estimates.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to the Ord project, as I said, we have heard two different figures. I am trying to 
find out whether the state contribution is $311 million or $284 million and whether any money has been added 
since the midyear review.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will take that on notice so we do not give a third figure to play with. I will provide the 
total state government component of Ord stage 2 funding.  

[Supplementary Information No B22.] 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The third part of my question relates to this new fund that has been written about in this 
budget paper. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Can the member take me to the page? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: On page 236 of budget paper No 3 there is a table headed “Royalties for Regions 
Expenditure”. It states that from 2012–13 funds that are not yet allocated to specific projects will be put into this 
new fourth fund. A total of $1 billion will be put into that for the next four years for, for example, the Albany 
pipeline and the Port Link project, which were alluded to last night. What are the operations governing that 
fund? For example, where does that sit within Treasury’s accounts? What are the operations and governance 
issues around the operation of that fund?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will ask the Under Treasurer to correct me if I am wrong, but that is a special purpose 
account. The governance arrangements for that will be the same as any other component of the public bank 
account. The policy considerations and procedural rules for that will be that any expenditures out of that have to 
be subject to business cases presented to the EERC and to cabinet and approved ultimately by cabinet. The 
member’s point seems to be that that contemplates certain large infrastructure projects. The reason why it has 
been shelved in that account is that the business case planning that was required for cabinet approval is not yet at 
an advanced stage to allow for the money to come directly out of the royalties for regions account. I think we can 
give a general answer on what the Minister for Regional Development contemplates those business cases being, 
but if the member wants a detailed answer, I would have to take that on notice.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Last night he indicated that the two projects being looked at were the Albany gas pipeline 
and the Port Link project.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: My understanding is that certainly those two are being considered. That would be the lion’s 
share of that amount of money.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Just to get this clear, the impact of that item on the forward estimates is that it is held in a 
special purpose account. It is a reduction of net debt but it is an expense, so it is picked up not in the operating 
balance, but as a net amount.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is irrelevant to the net operating balance because it would be capital expenditure. Had it 
been a business case and approved and appeared as a line item, it would add to debt. At the moment it does not 
add to debt.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So it is basically sitting there. Once a decision is made, it is unlikely to be for operating 
expenditure; but if it is for capital, would it go straight on to net debt?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. I will run the analogy, which makes it very clear. The $339 million Oakajee money 
was put into a special purpose account. Although it is obviously intended to be spent on the Oakajee project, it is 
likely that the first expenditures will not flow until the year after that of the budget out years. It could have come 
out entirely or be placed in an account in anticipation of that expenditure. The member is right; it is not until the 
expenditure is approved on a business case through cabinet and appears as a line item that it appears as debt.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Because Oakajee is a grant, that will be an expense rather than — 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Another half of it is a grant but that sits out in the commonwealth ether. This is our half.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Currently, it is sitting there reducing net debt—this is not a nasty statement—by virtue of its 
nature and the government is planning to expense it in 2016–17.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: When the member says that it reduces net debt, it is more correct to say that it does not 
increase net debt because it does not appear as a line item.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is sold into accounts, so it would be used as an asset.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That is right. To be fair to us, there is a subtle distinction. The member is right that Oakajee 
previously appeared as a line item.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So it was an expense.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, it was an expense adding on to debt. The Oakajee special purpose account improved 
the debt situation by about $339 million inside the four years of debt, but the royalties for regions money had 
never appeared as a line item expense. That is because the business cases were not far advanced enough to get 
cabinet approval, so that would not have appeared in this budget either. It is not making debt look better.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I want to take the Treasurer to the freeze on full-time equivalents. I refer to the last dot point 
on page 301 of budget paper No 2, which starts with “FTE Management”. In the Treasurer’s media statement of 
17 April 2012, he describes it as a freeze and then in the budget he describes it as a cap. The budget states that 
the FTE cap means that agencies’ FTE levels for 2012–13 and 2013–14 are capped at currently approved levels 
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for 2011–12. Is that a freeze? For example, if Treasury’s FTE level is 400, as approved for 2011–12, two years 
from now will it still be 400?  

[3.30 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member said “if Treasury’s FTE level is 400” and the Under Treasurer said, “I wish”. 
Treasury’s FTE level is 281. Where did the press release refer to it as a freeze? What year was that?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The press release is dated 17 April 2012. It refers to a two-year freeze on the growth in the 
number of public sector workers.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think it is fair to call it a freeze in the context of that press release. When we first came to 
government, we engaged in a process with the Public Sector Commissioner to work out an agreed-upon measure 
of full-time equivalent positions that the Public Sector Commissioner, line item agencies and Treasury could all 
agree on. Some difficulty was attached to that because it is difficult to account for contracted staff and for how 
many people work part-time. In any event, moneys are allocated to the agencies based on an agreed-upon 
measure of FTEs. Previously, we had a cap on the FTEs and that cap — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The cap would move.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The cap would move from year to year. The cap was in place for a year and meant that no 
agency could employ above its FTE cap for that year. Then, due to natural growth or budget submissions or 
special applications for funding for special projects through the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee 
process each year, that cap would move up on a year-by-year basis—not for every agency.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That was previously in place.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: That is correct.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: What is the difference with the freeze?  
Mr C.C. PORTER: The difference with the freeze is that we will not entertain, unless it is an absolutely 
extraordinary circumstance, increasing the 2011–12 prescribed number of FTEs for two years. That level cannot 
be exceeded.  
Mr B.S. WYATT: What is that number for Treasury for 2011–12?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I have a list here. The FTE cap for Treasury is 282.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: What is it for 2012–13?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: For 2012–13 and 2013–14, Treasury cannot employ more than 282 people.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: What is the total public sector cap as approved for 2012–13?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is 37 763 full-time equivalent positions. That figure excludes operational staff in the 
Department of Health, Department of Education and WA Police, which are agencies to which this rule will not 
be applied. Excluding that number, which is a very large number, the 2011–12 cap for FTEs for all the other 
agencies is 37 763.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Therefore, the vast majority of public servants are outside the freeze. What is the total 
number of FTEs in the public service?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member is right that there are probably about 30 000 each in the education and health 
departments to which this freeze does not apply, so it is a very large number. The freeze applies to that 37 763.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: What is the 2011–12 FTE ceiling for the entire public service?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is about 108 000. We will get the member that exact figure. It is not a figure we have 
been dealing with, because the cap applies to a subset.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: To confirm that, will that 37 763 figure be the same two years from now?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The FTE ceiling that exists in 2011–12 is 37 763. I do not mean to mislead by suggesting 
that the freeze policy means that exactly that number will be the target in 2012–13 and 2013–14. There is a slight 
variance of about 100 based on explicit policy decisions that were taken in the context of the 2012–13 budget. 
Although it is a freeze, as I said, there can be unusual or extraordinary circumstances in which someone comes 
through the EERC process next year and says that they need an extra five, 10 or 15 FTEs for a purpose such as 
bushfire fighting or whatever it might be.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Can I get the breakdown of that 37 763 by agency, again by supplementary information?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is in budget paper No 2. 

The CHAIRMAN: Therefore, the member does not need that as supplementary information.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: There was another piece of supplementary information. 
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The CHAIRMAN: Can we clarify what supplementary information you are seeking? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I am seeking the total public sector FTE figure.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That does not appear in the budget papers, so we will provide that.  

[Supplementary Information No B23.]  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: My question relates to page 74 of budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, and 
to the carbon tax. Can the Treasurer give a bit more detail about the impact of the carbon tax on the 
government’s finances as well as the broader community? Has the commonwealth government informed the 
Treasurer of the tangible benefits resulting from the carbon tax; and, if so, what are they?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The carbon tax does not appear very often in this budget because this budget does not 
contain the flow-on implications of the carbon tax. Each and every department and agency is still working 
through that. For example, the estimates from Synergy are updated with some regularity as we move towards 
1 July. The most recent update was a 9.1 per cent increase as a result of the carbon tax. That is one of the larger 
impacts of the carbon tax because it is a utility that directly sells a product that is greatly affected by the carbon 
tax. That has changed three or four times since we started receiving these briefings. We will not know until 
1 July. The interesting thing to consider is that if somebody—notably the federal government—takes umbrage 
with Synergy’s estimate of a 9.1 per cent increase due to the carbon tax, I presume the Australian Competition 
and Consumer Commission would investigate and do whatever it needs to do against any organisation that 
overestimates the impact of the carbon tax. All our agencies have been very careful in estimating the impact. The 
bottom line is that it will not be known until 1 July.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: We have had increases of seven per cent, 8.2 per cent, nine per cent and now 9.1 per cent. 
Surely at some point in the very near future the Treasurer will have an accurate figure.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am very much hoping so. I think the explanation of the variance between seven per cent 
and 9.1 per cent was that Synergy failed to take into account the cost impact of line losses from the carbon tax. 
To be honest with the member, I do not know exactly how that works. Ultimately, the responsibility for that rests 
with Synergy.  

There are two outcomes for an organisation that fails to accurately assess the impact of the carbon tax. If it 
underestimates the price increase in flow-through, it wears the cost differential. That will be the same for public 
and private sectors. We are watching our own agencies to make sure they do not underestimate it, because we do 
not want to bear the cost of the carbon tax and have to make up the difference.  

The second possibility is that some organisation overestimates it, in which case it could be criticised as 
profiteering. I think the federal government will be closely watching electricity utilities. In those circumstances, I 
guess the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission would take action against that organisation. 
Treasury has consistently given the advice to all agencies that they must make sure they get it right, because if 
they underestimate, someone will wear the difference and we do not want it to be the WA taxpayer. If they 
overestimate it, they could have very close scrutiny from the federal government. 

[3.40 pm] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer has previously tabled in Parliament a Treasury paper in which it was estimated 
at seven per cent. Will he get Treasury to do that work again and table the subsequent paper with the updated 
information? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The seven per cent estimate was obviously Synergy’s estimate, and the Treasury product 
was based on that estimate. We will do that again as a matter of course. In defence of Synergy, it is at the end of 
a very long and complicated supply chain, with a whole range of interfaces with the carbon tax at various stages, 
so it is not easy for it. It has been impressed upon Synergy that it had better make sure that its estimate is robust 
as at 1 July. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have a question about the carbon tax. I understand that the impact on electricity prices in 
Western Australia will be slightly lower than that in the eastern states given our fuel mix and our gas intensity. 
We are very different from the eastern states, which have a far greater reliance on coal. Can I get some 
confirmation of that, because I have been told by an expert in the field that that is the case? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: If I ask three different experts, I get five different answers! We have a much more 
environmentally friendly fuel mix with the reliance on gas in WA, but that is mitigated by two extra cost centres 
for WA. The first is transmission. We are delivering electricity into a landmass greater in size than western 
Europe, which is not a problem that affects Victoria. The second is that the dirty products, particularly the brown 
coal on the eastern seaboard, receive direct operational subsidies from the commonwealth government to 
mitigate their costs. Carbon tax moneys will be reapplied to the least efficient producers of electricity, not to the 
most efficient producers of electricity. That changes the mix again. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I refer to page 302 of budget paper No 2. There is a dot point at the top and then some 
dash points below it. I refer to the dash point about loan guarantee fees. I understand that there is an increase 
from 0.2 per cent to 0.7 per cent in the fee for government entities that use the loan guarantee. Can the Treasurer 
confirm that the loan guarantee is raising revenue from $28 million to $107 million? Has Treasury Corporation 
modelled how much the loan guarantee would cost a government trading enterprise elsewhere if it was not 
borrowing through Treasury Corporation? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Unashamedly, that raises about $80-odd million worth of revenue. The second part of the 
question was about whether we had done modelling to compare what it might cost the GTE to raise funds on the 
open market without the assistance of the WATC. The WATC has done that modelling. The central point about 
this is competitive neutrality. The fact is that GTEs and other agencies that were raising money through WATC 
were raising money on a highly professional basis through fees that no other private sector entity could hope to 
match. It was fundamentally about cost neutrality in terms of the public sector versus the private sector. It also 
had the happy result, unashamedly, of bringing extra revenue into the Western Australian state budget. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is this being applied to loans that have already been sourced by Treasury Corporation on 
behalf of GTEs? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, to all outstanding debts. It prevents Verve from being able to raise money at fee rates 
to the money raiser that are much lower than any of its private sector competitors. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: A commercial enterprise can buy a guarantee in the same way as Treasury can. It can 
pay a fee and get somebody else’s triple A rating for its loan. Let us take Verve as the example. It has a very 
significant profit. Other private sector organisations are competing. What I am getting at is: is that 0.7 per cent a 
market rate or is it just a rate that has been developed? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: As I understand it, WATC has modelled that on a market rate because it is comparable with 
what it would be charged for borrowing under its own steam in its own right. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: How much existing debt will that new fee be applied to? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It does not include general government sector debt. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: It does not include the financial corporations; it does not include the Insurance Commission 
of Western Australia and GESB, but basically everything else. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I should have been clearer. In respect of GTEs, what is the value of the existing debt that this 
fee will be applied to? I am curious about the mix. Out of the extra revenue that will be brought into the budget 
as a result of the increase from 0.2 per cent to 0.7 per cent, how much will be from existing debt and how much 
will be from potential new debt in the future? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We think it will be around the $20 billion mark. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: As a percentage, how much of the extra revenue that the state will receive as a result of this 
change will come from existing debt as opposed to coming from new debt, or is it all just from existing debt? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The revenue is estimated over four years. I cannot say specifically, but roughly one-quarter 
of that is from debt that is presently on the books and about three-quarters of it is from debt that we anticipate the 
GTEs will use WATC to raise over the out years. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is a detailed question about the road trauma trust fund and the application of those 
funds. I refer to page 153 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. The reason I ask it in this division is that the 
application of those funds is spread across portfolios and it is quite difficult to ascertain exactly where it all is. 
Can the Treasurer determine the underspend in the RTTF in 2011–12 and also the application of speed and red-
light revenue by agency for the budget year and forward estimates? If he does not have the information here, he 
could provide it by way of supplementary information. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am happy to get that information, but the member has spoken about underspend. There are 
a number of ways that the underspend could be characterised. With the road trauma trust account, there is an 
estimate of the revenue from red-light and speed cameras that will go in across the out years. I think the 
estimates in the out years are about $91 million a year. We have said that 75 per cent and then 100 per cent of 
that will be allocated to road safety purposes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can the Treasurer say that again? 

[3.50 pm] 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Originally, it was 33 per cent going up to 100 per cent to be allocated to road safety 
purposes. The member has noted that a range of initiatives in this budget translate into line item savings. If it is 
sitting at about $91 million for the out years, it is not anticipated that all that money will be spent according to a 
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line item in this budget. So we are not spending, evidently, all four years’ anticipated revenue now before it has 
arrived. What we have is a line item of budget expenditure across a range of projects. I think that roughly 
correlates to the old expenses limit of one-third. If the member is characterising underspend as the difference 
between the four out years of anticipated revenue and what appears as a spend in this budget, I think that figure 
is pretty easily attainable. We are spending $89 million in 2012–13. The 2012–13 revenue is $84.9 million. The 
four years of anticipated revenue are $84.9 million, $92.6 million, $92.6 million and $92.6 million. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In revenue? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: In anticipated revenue. Then the 2012–13 spend is $89 million. So we are spending all the 
anticipated revenue for 2012–13, plus we are eating into the 2013–14 revenue. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: And that is the same for all the forward years. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Next year, no doubt another suite of measures will be added, which will all go out over the 
out years. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To clarify that, this budget paper does not have the forward estimate expenses. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It has the forward estimates of the new programs for 2012–13. Some of them are obviously 
over four years. So it is $89 million in 2012–13, $32.9 million in 2013–14, $31.5 million in 2014–15, and 
$29.5 million in 2015–16. The underspend, if that is the word the member wants to apply to it, is $89 million, 
plus $32 million, plus $31 million, plus $29 million, being subtracted from $84.9 million, plus $92 million, plus 
$92 million, plus $92 million. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In 2011–12, is there an underspend that has been carried over or sort of vanishes? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It was the one-third expenditure — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Was it only one-third for 2011–12? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, there was an underspend, if you like. We were able to spend $56.2 million. We got 
around to spending only $31.8 million in 2011–12. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is that expenditure carried over or is it gone? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It sits in the balance of the funds, so in a way it is carried over, yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So it sits in the account. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: On page 86 of budget paper No 3 there is a royalty rate analysis, and page 89 refers to some 
iron ore royalty rate changes in fines and whatnot, and also the commonwealth’s mining tax. Can the Treasurer 
describe what his aim is with the royalty rate analysis, and also how the minerals resource rent tax, or the 
commonwealth treatment of that MRRT, affects the Treasurer’s royalty rate analysis and the fines changes that 
were announced previously? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Pages 86, 87 and 88 describe the royalty rate analysis. I will not repeat it here; it is a fairly 
fulsome description. The purpose of conducting an analysis of royalty rates is to try to find a long-run source of 
increased revenue. We have written into the final out year an amount of $180 million. We do not expect to 
receive on a yearly basis any more than that from the process of this analysis. I cannot profess to be a perfect 
expert on the royalty regime, but I have learnt a great deal about it in the past 12 months. Conceptually, the 
problem that we are dealing with is this: since 1981 it has been a standing policy of the state that two amounts 
will look the same as each other. Amount A is the actual quantum of royalty revenue put into the budget—
brought into the state coffers—from any class of mineral. Amount B is an amount equal to one-tenth of the mine 
head value of the mineral. Some preliminary analysis was done for the first time ever, as we understand, by the 
Department of Mines and Petroleum in 2010. It tried to look at a variety of the key mineral classes and work out 
how closely the actual revenue correlated to that one-tenth of mine head value. Of course, the one-tenth of mine 
head value is a target that moves with price and cost structures, because it is one-tenth of the price of the mineral 
at the mine head and subtracted from that are all the cost increments that are applied to the point of actual sale, 
rather than the nominal pricing. 

DMP went through this process. To cut a long story short, in the prevailing conditions in 2010 it found that for 
some minerals there was quite a close correlation between the amount of revenue being received and one-tenth 
of mine head value. For iron ore, for instance, the correlation was quite close; for other mineral classes, the 
correlation was more distant. Of course, the big problem that arises is that if costs remain relatively ceteris 
paribus—I am not saying that they do, but to the extent that costs are not as volatile as price—when the price 
increases, the distance between the actual royalty revenue and one-tenth of mine head value opens up. Therefore, 
during times of high price, we are further away from our standard policy of achieving one-tenth than at any other 
given time, which is somewhat ironic. However, to try to work out whether there is any capacity to adjust royalty 
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rates upward to make the actual royalty level look more like one-tenth of mine head value, we have to undertake 
a quite detailed analysis of the costing structures in place, or what we expect to be in place at some time in the 
future—in this case, 2015–16. 

I think the member for Victoria Park raised the question, which I recall seeing in the media: why is it going to 
take so long? I would say that it will take the first two-thirds of that three-year period to do the data analysis to 
put us in a position in 2015–16 in which we know roughly what the cost and price structures are going to be so 
we can calculate one-tenth of mine head value. For some minerals, there might need to be a large increase in 
royalty rates to achieve one-tenth of mine head value. That will not happen, because, obviously, for many 
minerals, getting to that one-tenth value would require a royalty rate increase of such a level that it would cause 
damage to business, and this is not what that process is about. It is about seeing whether there are any mineral 
categories in which we can accurately define cost and price structures at or about 2015–16, and then have slight 
tweaks of royalty rates to bring the royalty revenue rates closer to the one-tenth of mine head value. As part of 
the process, we will be looking at whether one-tenth of mine head value is an appropriate across-the-board 
target. It seems, based on the preliminary analysis that DMP has done, that it is a realistic target for something 
such as iron ore, but even on long-run price and cost structures for something such as alumina, it is probably a 
less realistic target. It is a very long process. It is one designed to increase revenue, but it is not going to be a 
silver bullet to revenue problems. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There would be dialogue with industry as to what the date is and how — 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We need data from industry to work out what the mine head value is, because only industry 
knows what its cost structures are. So the first part of this process—it is a matter that I have discussed now with 
the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western Australia and with the Association of Mining and Exploration 
Companies—is that at a very early stage, representatives from DMP, the Premier and I will have to sit around the 
table with industry and work out a way in which we can cooperate to have the information flowing, because it is 
not in industry’s best interests for us to be guessing what the cost structures are and thereby what one-tenth of 
mine head value is. So it will be a laborious process, unfortunately. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: How does this relate to the commonwealth’s MRRT and its statement that it will not tolerate 
any royalty increases past a certain date? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The commonwealth has made that rather odd statement about all mineral classes. Of 
course, it is only a couple of mineral classes that have had a negative effect on its budget in terms of promised 
rebates for the MRRT. From our perspective, we have just ignored that comment, because it is like saying that 
we are going to ban state governments from having state elections and it is a constitutional right that we have. 
We will have a look at it. We are looking at this issue because during a time of relatively high prices—not for all 
mineral categories—there is some obligation on the part of the state, if we have a standing policy of one-tenth of 
mine head value, to see whether we can get even a little closer to it. It does not mean that we will change all 
royalty rates to effect a one-tenth return, because that would be impossible in a commercial sense.  

[4.00 pm] 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, I have had a request to take a 10-minute break. I have a question from the 
member for Victoria Park awaiting. Would the minister like to take that question before a break?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Of course. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I refer the Treasurer to the heading “Major Spending Changes” at the top of page 300. There 
is a small allocation for state superannuation reforms. I am curious about that. More generally, I have a question 
about the proposed commonwealth changes to the superannuation contribution rising to 12 per cent over the next 
three years—it may be a bit longer. Obviously, that will have a flow-on impact to state public servants. Has 
provision been made in the budget and forward estimates for an increase in superannuation?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am informed that we have. Of course, nine up to 12 per cent was largely meant to defray 
the impost on the private sector by the one per cent company tax cuts that did not manifest. Across the private 
sector, there is a $72 million cost to government.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is that already across the forward estimates?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes. 

Meeting suspended from 4.01 to 4.15 pm 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for West Swan. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer to appendix 1 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook, and make a general reference to 
the general government operating statement on page 239. I refer to new fees and charges and to the new water 
licensing fee, which I understand has been built into the forward estimates. Will the Treasurer confirm that the 
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new water licence fee that is to be administered by the Department of Water has been signed off by cabinet; and, 
if not, why is it in the Budget Statements?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It reflects a standing policy, but no final decision has been made on it by cabinet. It is in the 
budget papers because it reflects a policy. Does that mean that cabinet considers it a certainty? A cabinet 
decision has not been made. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I understood that the convention with expenditure was that only when cabinet had made a 
decision do the budget estimates reflect those decisions. I was surprised to see that in the budget papers when 
there has been no cabinet decision.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think the member is referring to the provisions of the Financial Management Act that the 
Under Treasurer has to certify that the budget papers reflect all cabinet decisions of which he is aware or made 
aware at the time of the budget cut-off. Of course, that is the case. But there is a range of other revenue and 
expense decisions which are not the subject of specific cabinet decisions but which emanate from general policy 
positions. The Treasurer and Treasury are aware of them. I refer the member to paragraph (d) on page 855 of 
budget paper No 2, which reads —  

Depending on the Government’s decision, the Department may implement cost recovery for water 
resource management and planning charges in 2013–14 and beyond. 

It is caveated as being subject to a cabinet decision. I certainly do not think Treasury is operating outside the 
scope of the FMA by including it, because there is a standing policy. That policy may be changed by government 
through a cabinet decision.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Has it happened before that a specific footnote states that cabinet has not made a decision on 
this issue, yet it has been included in the government’s expected revenue? Can the Treasurer provide examples?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am sure that there have been instances and that there are instances in this budget of 
revenue that it is assumed may not occur or other expenses that are exhumed that may not occur because of a 
subsequent cabinet decision. The Under Treasurer’s memory is longer than mine. I have put him on the spot. 

Mr T.M. Marney: My understanding is that this item is a matter that the department has included in its income 
statement as a policy position that it intends to pursue and, therefore, it impacts its income statement. It would 
definitely not be the first time that there has been either an expense or an income reflected in the income 
statement of a department or agency that is subject to further decision making by government. In this case, a 
directional decision or aspirational decision has been made, but further clarity is required; hence the footnote to 
the income statement in budget paper No 2 stating that this may or may not happen, but the agency has put it into 
the financial statement  

Mr C.C. PORTER: From time to time some agencies and departments get ever so slightly ahead of themselves. 
Treasury relies on original documents that come from agencies and departments, but everything is subject to 
reversal, a non-decision or a decision by cabinet. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: In a tight budget the Treasurer is relying in part on booking revenue from a decision which 
the government has not taken, which will inevitably be controversial, and which his party in opposition opposed.  

[4.20 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is a fair comment; the tight budget year here is 2012–13. This revenue will not flow if the 
decision is not made until 2013–14, so it does not help us out at all in our tight year. That revenue may disappear 
from the budget, but that is not going to affect the tight year. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to decisions, though, this budget went to cabinet. Implicitly, this has somehow 
been approved because the budget numbers went to cabinet. Although the government may not have a specific 
policy decision in relation to this particular item, it has agreed on the aggregates; therefore, it has implicitly 
agreed to this. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The National Party must have signed off on it. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: On the face of it, that is true, but there is a lot of stuff in the budget papers. This was never 
specifically discussed in cabinet as a specific issue; it will be. There are any number of things in this budget that 
will be subject to further decisions by cabinet. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The budget reflects government decisions. It must have been referred to the government’s 
Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee; the department would have brought its changes to the budget 
numbers to the EERC. Although the government may reverse the decision, the fact that it is in the numbers 
means that there has to be some government ownership of that decision. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: One would think that the Treasury analyst would have picked it up and advised the EERC. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: I think it was first included in the budget papers in 2010–11 but was pushed out pursuant to 
an EERC decision. 

Mr T.M. Marney: My understanding is that this was a decision taken as part of the 2010–11 budget process. 
Revenue was disclosed in the budget papers, so it was in perfect accordance with the Financial Management Act 
that this was a decision of government communicated to me and therefore included in the budget papers. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It was when the Premier was Treasurer, was it not? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It was before I was Treasurer; I can confirm that! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is hard to keep up! 

Mr T.M. Marney: It was when I was Under Treasurer! It is in the budget papers; the timing implementation is 
what has been varied as part of this budget process. Hence, given that there is some question mark over timing, 
there is the footnote in budget paper No 2 that gives sort of a “maybe” statement around the timing. So it was a 
previous decision, implementation timing has varied, and we have noted that appropriately, I think, in the 
footnote. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So now it starts three months after the election. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: But it is clearly based on the matter having been raised properly by the opposition. It is 
going to be considered and if it does not go ahead, it will impact the 2013–14 budget. It is as simple as that, but it 
is subject to cabinet decision. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is the Treasurer expecting the cabinet, at the very least, to make a final decision on this 
before the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I have not spoken to the Minister for Water about it, but I would assume it would be subject 
to a final cabinet decision; whether that is before or after the midyear review, I do not know. It depends when the 
minister brings it up, but it would be desirable to determine it before the midyear review. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Particularly since the revenue has been booked. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I agree, but it has been booked in a year that is less tight, in terms of surplus, than 2012–13. 
There is a $5.8 million amount of revenue in 2013–14. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, but it is a massive issue out in the community. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a controversial point. I refer to the third paragraph under the first dot point on page 302. 
The government is increasing port authority charges to ensure a more appropriate return on the state’s substantial 
investment in the ports. What is the desired targeted rate of return on the ports that the state wants to achieve? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It depends on the port, but this had its genesis in discussions between me, the Minister for 
Transport and Treasury. The overwhelming view that came in from the Minister for Transport is that we are 
getting returns below what we might reasonably expect from the ports. To give the member an example, my 
understanding is that the return from Port Hedland is basically negligible, and that is one of the busiest bulk 
commodity ports in the world. It is returning a negligible amount to the state budget. We would expect 
significantly better returns from the ports, and that is something we worked through — 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I do not mean to interrupt, but can I just ask: does the Treasurer mean a return on the assets 
or a profit–loss position? What is the return that is sought? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Just a return on the assets of the port. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: What is that return on the assets now and what is the government hoping to get to? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The current target is five to eight per cent, but I will let the Under Treasurer answer the 
question. 

Mr T.M. Marney: The current rate of return on assets is targeted at somewhere between five and eight per cent, 
depending on which port. Some of them are obviously far more commercial than others. The review process that 
the minister is undertaking is looking at, firstly, how close we are to that five to eight per cent rate of return on 
assets; and, secondly, whether that five to eight per cent is an appropriate return on assets. One would reasonably 
expect that the return on assets for Port Hedland, Fremantle and Bunbury ports would be different from the 
return on assets that one would reasonably expect from Broome or Albany, for example. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: This may be information that the Treasurer does or does not have, but is there a list or 
document with the current return on assets for each port? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Their statements of corporate intent and strategic development plans would have that 
information, but I do not know whether there is one single document that — 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: Unless something has changed, I do not think any SCIs from some of the ports have been 
tabled for quite some time, so that is why I am curious to know whether there is a new Treasury document that 
could perhaps be provided that has the current return on assets for each port. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am sure that such a document will come to exist as part of this process, but I am not sure 
whether one exists at present. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Could the opposition be provided, by way of supplementary information, with the current 
return on assets for each port? I assume that the state is trying to get from five to eight per cent for all of them, 
but I would be interested to know what they are now. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We would have to go to the Minister for Transport for that information, but we are happy to 
undertake that process and take that question as a request for supplementary information. 
The CHAIRMAN: Could the Treasurer advise us what the supplementary information is? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: The present target rates of return for public ports in Western Australia. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The return on the assets; that is what we have been talking about. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: And the actuals, if we have them. 

[Supplementary Information No B24.] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is my understanding of the principle of goods and services tax distribution that, so far as 
revenue is concerned, it is based on capacity to raise revenue rather than policy decisions to raise revenue. 
Nevertheless, such is our dominance of the royalties system that a policy decision by us to raise royalty rates has 
somewhat the same effect as a capacity increase in our royalty raising. Has Treasury done any, if you like, cash 
flow analysis to look at the revenue impact of the two policy decisions to raise iron ore royalties and the 
consequent reductions in GST in later years? If not now, could the Treasurer provide the committee at a later 
stage with a year-by-year analysis of the net revenue impact of those two policy decisions, and their impact on 
the GST? 

[4.30 pm] 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Two pieces of work have been done in respect of that question. There was an earlier piece 
of work done in which Treasury was able to calculate a net loss from a previous decision to increase royalties, 
but that was distinct from the fines decision. I will find the information for the member, but distinct from the 
fines issue, there was a calculation that worked out a net loss by virtue of a royalty increase decision. One 
calculation was done outside fines; but with fines, whether there is a net loss or gain, and how small the gain is 
as a percentage of the total revenue received, depends on whether the federal Treasurer gives or fails to give a 
direction to the Commonwealth Grants Commission to consider the increased revenue in either the higher or 
lower mineral class. When similar decisions were previously made with respect to fines, the direction was given 
to the Commonwealth Grants Commission to consider the increased revenue in the lower mineral class. What it 
meant, as a rough rule of thumb, is that we lost 70 per cent of the revenue. If that status quo remains, each year 
about $900 million of revenue comes in from the fines decision. On page 89 of budget paper No 3 the member 
will see that we are presuming, not unreasonably, that the same treatment will apply as has been previously 
applied. That will mean the full clawback starts to happen in about 2015–16, and we lose $298 million of the 
$975 million of revenue coming in. Across all royalty revenue, we lose roughly 70 per cent in the GST 
clawback. It will depend on the direction or absence of direction given by the federal Treasurer.  

The other part of the member’s question related to the fact that the Commonwealth Grants Commission looks at 
a capacity to raise revenue, rather than policy decisions. It is for precisely that reason that the poker machine 
revenue is excluded, because the federal government considers that a pure policy decision, so it is simply taken 
out of the calculation entirely. The member is quite right that a capacity to increase revenue from royalties might 
be about building a mine or increasing production. Equally, a pure policy decision on royalty rates looks very 
much like a capacity decision, but it is obviously one of the overarching problems with the formula that the 
federal government is applying at the moment.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: My concern is that the government is enjoying revenue in the first couple of years from the 
increase in fines royalties.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is the lag effect. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is the lag effect, and the punishment comes later. In a sense, the government and the 
community might be in a fool’s paradise about how much revenue we actually have, or we are eating the future 
and crossing our fingers and trusting that there will be some sort of reform of the GST, which historically has 
proven to be most unlikely.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think we are trusting that there will be some sort of reform. I agree with the member 
absolutely. In fact, the term that the federal Treasurer used in robust debate at our last meeting was that every 
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time we increase royalty rates here, it is “an own goal” because of the fact that, allowing for the delay, the better 
part of the revenue is distributed to the tune of roughly 70 per cent. If there is a failure to direct in terms of 
mineral classes, it is more than 70 per cent—more than 100 per cent. By that kind of logic, there is no incentive 
ever for Western Australia to do anything on royalty rates, which decisions can bring in royalty. Whether it is 
shared with the other states to the tune of 70 per cent, 50 per cent or 30 per cent, it is to the net benefit of the 
nation. This is the argument that we constantly run. We point out the risks in our out years by virtue of the full 
impact of the clawback, even at a 70 per cent rate, to say that they are creating a disincentive for Western 
Australia by virtue of policy decisions to earn more money from the fixed mineral resources being sold. 

The piece of work that I was referring to previously, leaving aside the fines issue, showed that if we decreased 
iron ore royalties from 7.5 per cent down to around five per cent, we would have a net benefit through the GST 
and commonwealth grants system. What would be lost is revenue that is shared out to the other states. I am not 
suggesting that we would do that, but it is creating a real disincentive. I had a conversation with Andrew Fraser 
before he was an unfortunate victim of the last Queensland elections. He noted the issue as it played out with the 
increase in coal revenue royalty and rates, which he had administered as the Queensland Treasurer. It was a very 
difficult process, he informed me. He made the statement that it was such a painful process in the context of 
Queensland politics that had they realised how much of that money they were actually going to lose, perhaps 
they would not have done it. With recent historical experience, every state government that has the potential to 
increase royalties is going to be thinking about how they will actually benefit from that process. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: This is the power vacuum into which the federal Treasury then moves.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Absolutely. I think one of the arguments that at least is getting a bit of currency with my 
state Treasury colleagues is that at the moment they are sharing 70 per cent of $100 million worth of royalty 
revenue. In the long run they would be better off receiving 35 per cent of $300 million or $400 million of royalty 
revenue. But they are never going to reach that tipping point of a net benefit in terms of a lower proportion share 
if the system remains as it is, because the incentive to build or make policy changes around royalties is so low. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I have one more question that I think the Treasurer will be able to answer very quickly. It is 
about the status of the current unfunded superannuation liabilities. During the GFC, it got out to about $8 billion, 
from memory. Can the Treasurer give us an update on what that figure is at the moment? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Page 252 of Economic and Fiscal Outlook shows the 2013 budget estimate for unfunded 
superannuation is $8.512 billion, decreasing over the out years to $7.834 billion in 2016. 

The appropriation was recommended. 

Division 25: Economic Regulation Authority, $2 328 000 — 
Mr P.B. Watson, Chairman. 

Mr C.C. Porter, Treasurer. 

Mr L.G. Rowe, Chairman. 

Mr G.P. Watkinson, Chief Executive Officer. 

[Witnesses introduced.]  

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Cannington has a question. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I refer to page 314 of budget paper No 2. Down the bottom in the little table it says “The 
efficient, safe and equitable provision of utility services in Western Australia.” I ask whether the Economic 
Regulation Authority has given consideration to the appropriate rate of return on the assets employed by the 
electricity companies and what advice ERA might have on that topic. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: As the member would be aware, the draft report suggested three per cent is the appropriate 
return. I will have Mr Rowe speak to that, but a draft report suggested a rate of return. Obviously, as we 
discussed earlier today, much hinges upon what is the appropriate rate of return. That determines the gap 
between the price and cost and what the cost reflective price is. It has implications for the budget in terms of 
dividends and tax equivalent payments returned. It is a very important issue. I am happy for Mr Rowe to speak 
directly to it. 

Mr L.G. Rowe: I am happy to take the actual figure on notice. We have calculated rates of return for the two 
electricity utilities, Western Power and Synergy. The rate of return for Western Power was in our draft decision. 
On a real pre-tax basis, it was 4.73 per cent in the draft decision. On a real post-tax basis, it was 3.87 per cent. I 
need to emphasise of course that that is a draft decision. Submissions on that draft decision actually closed 
yesterday, so the authority will be considering those submissions on that draft decision with the aim of bringing 
out a final decision on that probably towards the end of July or early August. The other utility that we have put a 
rate of return on is Synergy. We have released a draft report on Synergy, in which Synergy was given the same 
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rate of return as Western Power. The draft report was released some time ago now. The final report is due to the 
Treasurer on Friday this week.  

[4.40 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I cannot wait!  

Mr L.G. Rowe: That report will become a public document in due course and the rate of return we determine 
will be in that report.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The ERA also regulates a number of privately held assets. Does the rate of return that 
the ERA suggests for Western Power and for Synergy reflect the rate of return for those private assets that the 
ERA also regulates?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will have Mr Rowe answer that directly. I would imagine that the ERA is looking at 
comparative private assets and what is a reasonable expectation for return on capital, but I am sure there is a 
more specific answer than that.  

Mr L.G. Rowe: Traditionally, when regulators look at organisations, they do not differentiate between whether 
they are private or public. They tend to look at the benchmark rate of return. One of the crucial issues is the 
benchmark credit rating for the company concerned. In the case of other private companies that we regulate, in 
gas in particular, we have used a credit rating of BBB+. In the cases of both Synergy in the draft report and 
Western Power in the draft decision, we have used a credit rating of A-. That is based on an assessment of, in 
Western Power’s case, for example, what we think is a comparative rate of return for distribution companies in 
the eastern states. It is done on the basis of a benchmark company.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The government has instituted efficiency dividends in the government trading enterprises and 
I am wondering how that interacts, if at all, with the ERA’s assessment of efficient costs for the GTEs. Perhaps 
the Treasurer or Mr Rowe could comment on that issue.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will invite Mr Rowe to comment in a moment. From the government’s perspective, we 
made a determination that GTEs were not operating at an efficient cost, so we slapped a five per cent efficiency 
dividend on them. The first round of that will return net debt benefits of $520 million. It was a relatively simple 
process; all the ministers communicated with the GTEs, the GTEs sent up plans and they were approved by the 
ministers. The only difficulties so far have arisen, to the extent that they are difficulties, with Verve. If it comes 
down to a ministerial direction, that will be the result.  

I suggest that there was an operational level of fat on the GTEs, which is going to be cleaned out to a certain 
extent by the five per cent efficiency dividend followed by the 2.5 per cent and 1.5 per cent dividends. I am sure 
that Mr Rowe takes into account that all the GTEs are being subjected to this process in looking at the cost-
effective operation of those GTEs.  

Mr L.G. Rowe: The easiest way to illustrate it is, again, with Western Power. In our draft decision, we have 
assumed a two per cent efficiency dividend on Western Power’s operational expenditure. We are still in the 
process of considering our final decision on Western Power. The ability of Western Power to respond to a five 
per cent efficiency dividend from government is something that we will take into account in that final decision.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: What is the impact on the government’s take from the GTEs if the government has a five per 
cent efficiency dividend and the ERA assumes a two per cent efficiency dividend?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will again get Mr Rowe to make some comments about that, because when Mr Rowe says 
he has assumed a two per cent dividend, I do not know exactly whether that refers to the first round of efficiency 
dividends, which was five per cent, or the second round, which is 2.5 per cent and then 1.5 per cent. The 
five per cent happened in last year’s budget so it is underway. It has largely been achieved and the savings are 
already starting to flow.  

Mr L.G. Rowe: Our role is to assess the proposal that Western Power puts to us. The base year of assessment 
for operational expenditure was 2010–11. Based on that base year starting point and based on what Western 
Power put to us, we have indicated in the draft decision that we want a two per cent efficiency dividend on 
operational expenditure over the next five years for the access arrangement starting on 1 July this year. As I said, 
we are still in the throes of reviewing the submissions we received in response to the draft decision. We will take 
this matter into consideration.  

If Western Power is able to do better than our two per cent under that five-year period, that would be a benefit to 
Western Power and ultimately to the government in dividends, but we would then reassess the starting point for 
an efficient level of operational expenditure at the next access arrangement, taking into account the efficiency 
gains it had achieved.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am seeing a scenario in which Western Power is allowed to charge prices on the basis of, 
say, a two per cent efficiency dividend, which would result in a higher price than if it were subject to a 
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five per cent dividend. If the government were to then come in with a five per cent efficiency dividend, that 
would increase the government’s revenue take from utilities while at the same time delivering nothing to 
consumers.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I thought the member’s question was to suggest that a body such as Western Power was in 
effect being squeezed twice—once by the ERA, at least theoretically, and once by government.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: No. Western Power is allowed a price level, which consumers have to bear, based on a 
certain efficiency dividend, but that body is then subject by the government to a higher or different efficiency 
dividend, which, had that been applied in the first instance, would have benefited consumers, but, being applied 
in the second instance by the government, benefits government revenues.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The point to note is that the efficiency dividend applied to an organisation such as Western 
Power—this question was asked earlier by the member for Victoria Park—is a percentage calculation of a 
portion of Western Power’s budget, which is its discretionary expenditure budget. The two per cent that the ERA 
looks at is somewhat broader.  

Mr L.G. Rowe: I need to stress that the two per cent is in our draft decision, so the member will have to wait for 
the final decision.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have heard that.  

Mr L.G. Rowe: In a sense, the member is right. It would also be the case that that would apply only for the 
length of this access arrangement. We would then expect to base the next access arrangement on the basis of an 
efficient level of cost at the end of that access arrangement. To the extent that Western Power can achieve 
significant efficiency gains, it may benefit from that in the short term and the consumer would benefit in the 
longer term.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: There is some comment that AA3 starts on 1 July, but it does not come down 
until September. Is there any impact from the delay in the final decision?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am not aware that there is.  

Mr L.G. Rowe: We had a request from Western Power to adjust its tariffs from 1 July this year. The authority 
released a notice saying we refused that. Current tariffs will continue until such time as our final decision is in 
place, at which stage, if an increase is required, that will be made up in tariffs.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is a general question, but I refer to “Relationship to Government Goals” on 
page 314. Has the Treasurer referred any economic or regulatory issue for advice to the ERA in addition to the 
Synergy referral?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: They are the sorts of general referrals on matters of policy. Water Corporation was another 
issue that was referred. There are also general referrals on policy. We are in the process of developing some 
terms of reference for a somewhat broader look at microeconomic reform issues in Western Australia, which is 
probably an area that has been a little underdone in recent years. The insurance market and household insurance 
issue also will be subject to the reference. 

[4.50 pm] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to the heading “Relationship to Government Goals” on page 314 of the budget papers. 
In terms of the Economic Regulation Authority, how far are current electricity prices from cost reflectivity? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will have Mr Rowe give a response in a moment. As we discussed earlier, that depends on 
the rate of return on capital that is expected to apply. The draft report that Mr Rowe and the ERA released was 
based on those pre-tax and post-tax assumptions of 4.8 per cent and 3.7 per cent. Based on those assumptions, 
Mr Rowe can give the member a figure in a moment. That is not the figure that the planning is around at the 
moment, because Treasury has relied on a somewhat older figure. The final report will be critical, because when 
it determines the actual rate of return, that will determine the gap between the price and the cost. I think the 
answer that Mr Rowe is likely to give now is based on the preliminary report and the two pre-tax and post-tax 
return rates on capital. 

Mr L.G. Rowe: The Treasurer is right. This is based on our draft report. As I indicated earlier, our final report 
will go to the Treasurer on Friday. I also need to preface the figures I am going to give by saying that we were 
asked to identify Synergy’s efficient costs and therefore what would be cost-reflective tariffs reflecting on those 
efficient costs. The authority took the view that the tariff equalisation contribution is not an efficient part of the 
electricity business; it is a government decision. The impact of the TEC is not included in the figures I am about 
to give. I will give the member two sets of figures. One figure we gave is for the overall impact on regulated 
tariffs across all regulated customers and the other figure, in which there is more interest, is for the impact on 
households. According to our draft decision, the impact on regulated tariffs was 15.8 per cent and the impact on 
residential customers was 23.1 per cent. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer to the third dot point from the bottom of page 315, which refers to new funding 
regulations to increase the proportion of regulatory costs recovered by the authority from industry. I assume that 
this means that both government-owned utilities and the private sector will be paying more to the ERA. I want to 
know how much more and whether the additional revenue is incorporated in the forward estimates. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I am informed that it is. It is about $4.8 million. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is that over the forward estimates? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: That is on an annual basis. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: Of that $4.8 million annually, how much would be paid by government-owned utilities? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I will get Mr Rowe to answer. 
Mr L.G. Rowe: The $4.8 million is made up of two aspects. One is a levy on Western Power for the work of the 
ERA as a regulator of Western Power, and the other is to recoup the cost of licence fees across electricity, gas 
and water. I cannot give the member the figure for the break-up of government enterprises on the licences. Those 
issues are still being worked on. I am told that the impact on Western Power is around $1.5 million. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: If the member wants to seek that information as supplementary information, we can provide 
that. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes, I would like to seek that as supplementary information. We know that the total is 
$4.8 million. I assume that the Treasurer stands by that figure. I am looking for how much more government-
owned utilities will be paying across the forward estimates as a result of these changes. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: We will take that as a supplementary question. 

[Supplementary Information No B25.] 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I come back to the question asked by the member for Riverton. I think Mr Rowe referred to 
the three or four per cent efficient rate of return in the draft report. I think it was suggested earlier that Treasury 
is assuming seven per cent. This may become public when the final report becomes public. Has Treasury always 
had, and has it submitted to the ERA, a view that that should be seven per cent, not the two figures that Mr Rowe 
said—either three or four per cent? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The submissions to the final draft that determine that rate of return on the capital closed 
yesterday. The government did not make a submission. I considered this in detail and liaised with the Premier’s 
office. We want the most accurate answer. There is a tendency inside Treasury to look at this issue in terms of its 
budgetary implications, not that they are particularly positive whether or not it is for a high rate of return on 
capital, in which case the gulf between cost and price increases and the direct subsidies increase. If the return 
rate is determined to be lower than we have previously estimated, the gulf between price and cost is lower and 
the direct subsidies decrease, but so do the dividends and tax equivalent payments coming in, because the 
organisation is ultimately earning less profit as it is receiving less return on its capital. We did not make a 
submission. Treasury based its estimates on the previous best estimates. The Department of Finance made a 
submission. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Again, when the ERA looks at these figures, does it look at similar organisations? I am 
curious about how it gets to that efficient rate of return. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think it is complicated. 

Mr L.G. Rowe: How long does the member have! The first comment I should make is that the figures that we 
gave are real. I suspect that the figures that Treasury is using are nominal. Our four per cent could become 
seven per cent very easily on that basis. It is a complicated process whereby we look at a reasonable return on 
equity and a reasonable cost of debt for a benchmark firm, and then average that across on the basis of 60 per 
cent debt and 40 per cent equity within the company. The short answer to the question is: yes, it is done on the 
basis of a benchmark firm. The crucial issue with the cost of debt goes to the credit rating for that particular 
benchmark company. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have one further question, and I use that desired outcome as the hook for it. I have 
talked to different people in the regulated utility space, and people have commented about the approach that the 
ERA takes to its regulatory decision making. I wonder whether the Treasurer and the chairman perhaps could 
make a comment. At the moment, all the regulatory process is done effectively on the papers. Does the ERA 
have a view about holding a public hearing, as I understand is done by some other regulators, so that the last step 
before the ERA made a decision on the draft report would be an interchange between the regulator and the asset 
owner? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not have a view. I am not aware that there is a prevailing government view about the 
adequacy of the present process or the desirability of processes that other states engage in. If advice was given to 
me by Mr Rowe, we would consider it. I do not know whether Mr Rowe has a view. 
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Mr L.G. Rowe: There is no reason why we could not hold public hearings under our act. We could do that. We 
tend not to. We have often held public forums after the access arrangement is first lodged with us to give other 
participants an opportunity to understand it. Usually, those public forums are as much about the provider 
explaining to potential customers what is in the access arrangement than anything else. The comment I would 
make is that if we were to hold a public forum, it would not be, in my view, simply a public forum between the 
ERA and the provider. That paints a picture of our role that I take some objection to. Our role is not to counter 
the provider; our role is to independently assess the balance of issues between a fair and reasonable return for the 
provider and a fair and reasonable price for the consumer. The principles of fair justice would require that to be a 
forum that would be open to anybody who wanted to participate. We have not done it to now. It is within our 
ability to do so if we decide to do it. 

[5.00 pm] 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 26: Office of the Auditor General, $7 525 000 — 
Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 
Mr C.C. Porter, Treasurer. 
Mr C. Murphy, Auditor General. 
Mrs S. Godfrey, Assistant Auditor General. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIRMAN: I give the call to the member for Victoria Park. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It appears from the budget that the Office of the Auditor General is not subject to the new 
efficiency dividend; or is it? I cannot seem to find any — 

Mr C.C. PORTER: There are a couple of exclusions to the efficiency dividend. From the budget-based 
calculation is excluded the $604 million worth of moneys that flowed through to the not-for-profit sector last 
year, the seniors cost-of-living payment, and there may be one other. The other exception is that when the 
savings that would be garnered would be less than $300 000, the agency becomes exempt. I think Mr Murphy’s 
organisation might fall into that category. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: It has fallen away. It is a reflection, I guess, Treasurer, of the last efficiency dividend that the 
Auditor General made some comments in an upper house committee, saying that that would result in a reduction 
in the Auditor General’s capacity to visit regional areas and obtain regional evidence firsthand, and a reduction 
in the level of audit activity and reporting to Parliament due to the OAG’s legislated mandate to conduct audits 
and a cost structure that is dominated by fixed costs after contractor expenses. Now we are through that process, 
I guess my question through the Treasurer to the Auditor General is: did that eventuate? Were there fewer trips 
to regional Western Australia and were fewer reports done? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will invite the Auditor General to make comment in a moment. I guess the two responses 
or observations that I would make are that the three per cent efficiency dividend process applied somewhat more 
broadly, and we have had that sort of cap on the amount of savings, which excludes some of the agencies. 
Certainly, the efficiency dividend process was a bit more difficult on some of the smaller agencies than some of 
the larger agencies in which there is a big budget and much to choose from in garnering savings. I recall those 
statements by the Auditor General and he can comment in a moment as to whether that did or did not come to 
fruition. Obviously, the Office of the Auditor General is not included in the process this time. I just make the 
comment, though, that for any agency, large or small, each year the agencies go through the Economic and 
Expenditure Reform Committee process and ask for increases to their base funding. Those increases are, in 
effect, outside the two, plus one, plus one, plus one per cent efficiency dividend process, and if the Auditor 
General comes to me and asks for more money—this is not an invitation, Auditor General—that is a process that 
we would put through the EERC. However, in looking backwards on the previous efficiency dividend process, 
does the Auditor General have any observations? 

Mr C. Murphy: Certainly, we were concerned about the potential impact of the efficiency dividend. Looking 
forward in any particular year, it is obviously a concern if it is going to impact the audit program. As we go 
through a year, we might have staff attrition or other matters that come along and allow us to make savings, and that 
is in fact what happened. I can say that it did not have any significant impact on our audit program. In fact, I was 
determined to make sure that we had a full program and did not reduce what we were doing. We subsequently 
approached Treasury through the budget process—but this goes back to the 2010–11 budget—to have a modest 
increase to our appropriation, in the order of $250 000 a year, which was to increase our capacity in performance 
audit. If we go back to 2010–11, the ratio between performance audits and financial audits was 25–75. 
Increasingly, there is much more interest in the community and in the Parliament in our performance audits. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Parliament is very interested in those. 
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Mr C. Murphy: Absolutely. I felt that a more contemporary level of resource allocation towards performance 
audit would be a ratio closer to 30–70, and that has actually been achieved this year for the first time. We have 
achieved that level of resourcing and split in this year, and in the forward estimates I am very keen to maintain or 
increase that level of resource allocation devoted to performance audits. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The third dot point on page 323 indicates that the Auditors General around Australia are 
starting to look at audits of national programs such as specific purpose grants, and the homelessness national 
partnership is referred to. How broadly will the Auditor General go into the specific purpose grants, in particular, 
and what other areas does the Auditor General wish to look at? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: This is not an area without its contentious aspect. They are matters that I have raised with 
the Auditor General and the Auditor General with me. Although some degree of cooperation and collaboration is 
appropriate, we as a state government do not see the Auditor General’s role as auditing commonwealth 
government programs. The commonwealth government often over-audits its own programs. There is a 
cautiousness that I raise here, but I will let the Auditor General give his response. 

Mr C. Murphy: Certainly, it is an emerging area in public sector audit across Australia. I think the best example 
I can give is the Building the Education Revolution program, which was very contentious—happily more so in 
other parts of Australia than it was in Western Australia. Nevertheless, there was a concern that it was a program 
that needed serious auditing. It was audited by the federal Auditor-General. I think there was general 
disappointment in the community when that audit report was tabled, in that the federal Auditor-General said that 
his capacity to audit was limited, of course, to the federal bureaucracy when most of the construction activity 
was organised by the states. This has subsequently led the federal Parliament to legislate to provide more powers 
to the federal Auditor-General to audit programs more deeply, and that is a matter of some contention around the 
country. Nevertheless, the Australasian Council of Auditors-General has recognised that there is a legitimate 
interest in programs that expand beyond one jurisdiction, such as homelessness, to which there is both a federal 
dimension and a state dimension. This first audit is an attempt to demonstrate both a willingness and a capacity 
of Auditors General around Australasia to audit within their own jurisdiction, but across a common theme. So 
the audit work that we do in this area will be uniquely Western Australian. We will be looking at the Western 
Australian aspects of it and not at the federal bureaucratic approach at all, and other states will do the same, 
allowing at the end of that process a comparative analysis together with an examination of the federal aspects of 
it by the federal Auditor-General. It certainly is an emerging area for audit as there is an increasing number, as 
we heard earlier, of programs that have federal and state dimensions. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: As a matter of preference, member, I would rather have a degree of cooperation than have 
the commonwealth trying to engage its constitutional powers to have the commonwealth Auditor-General able to 
audit state organs of government anywhere that there is any sense of a joint program or a program administered 
in a commonwealth area, however measured. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I refer to the “Desired Outcome” on page 322, which is, “An informed Parliament on 
public sector accountability and performance.” Is the Auditor General currently reviewing royalties for regions; 
and, if not, when might he intend to engage in that? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will ask the Auditor General to respond to that facetiousness. 

[5.10 pm] 

Mr C. Murphy: We have tabled at least two reports on royalties, specifically focused on royalties for regions, 
and indicated a continuing interest in this area. Under any audit examination, royalties for regions is something 
that would attract the auditor’s attention. It involves significant funds, it involves funds going to areas that have 
not previously been used to administering funds of that size, and it is new.  

It is a program that has attracted our ongoing attention. The minister and the agency administering that program 
have been very keen to get our involvement both early on in the program and as it goes ahead. It has received our 
scrutiny. A couple of reports have been tabled and it will continue to be scrutinised. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: One of the concerns that some people have, including me, is that a lot of the royalties 
for regions money is granted to local governments or other organisations. Given the statutory remit of the 
Auditor General’s office, what assurance can the Treasurer give the Parliament in respect of the moneys that are 
transferred to those organisations?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The issue that the member has raised is a real one. More often than not a large amount of 
money going out is for the purposes of building infrastructure of one type of another. It goes out as a matter of 
grants money from royalties to regions to local government, which often build bricks and mortar with it. It is 
always recorded in the budget as recurrent expenditure, which from a Treasurer’s perspective makes life a little 
bit difficult at times. Using the example of grants made to local government with respect to the Ord River 
project, which were not insignificant, they were all grants of physical assets that turn up as recurrent expenditure. 
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That is certainly one difficulty that I have assessed as a Treasurer; however, it might not be quite the area of 
issue for the Auditor General. 

Mr C. Murphy: I am happy to address that question. We have audited spending in local government. I am 
pleased to advise that although the Auditor General Act is due for a review already, it was passed in 2006 and 
contains a couple of revisions that are contemporarily referred to as “follow the dollar” provisions. When the 
state expends money, the Auditor General has the opportunity to pursue those activities in the hands of the 
recipient, be they a private individual, a firm or, in this case, local government. We have used those provisions 
quite successfully and we have conducted audits in local government. I have the capacity to examine expenditure 
in local government; I have used it and I expect to be using it in the future.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have a different question—just a brief one. Can the Auditor General give an indication 
of his forward program of work? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am sure he can. 

Mr C. Murphy: Yes, I would be delighted to. I have a number of reports that are currently being completed in 
terms of their field work, and are nearing tabling in Parliament. It is a bit frustrating as I would like to have them 
tabled at the moment. Nevertheless, some of the reports that will be tabled in the near future are on police 
training and recruiting; major capital projects; the freight rail network; some information systems work around 
cyberattacks and the security of online transactions; a regional procurement audit; an audit on pharmaceuticals in 
hospitals; and an audit on the Plumbers Licensing Board. That is my current workload and I am very keen to 
have those reports tabled as soon as I possibly can.  

The appropriation was recommended. 
Division 39: Finance (Except Service 12—Energy Policy and Programs), $612 721 000 — 
Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 

Mr C.C. Porter, Treasurer. 

Ms A. Nolan, Director General. 

Ms J. McGrath, Acting Executive Director, Building Management and Works. 

Mrs S.J. Black, Executive Director, Shared Services. 

Mr R.L. Alderton, Executive Director, Government Procurements. 

Mr W.R. Sullivan, Commissioner of State Revenue. 

Mr R. Picardo, Acting Director, Finance and Business Services and Acting Chief Financial Officer. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The first question will be from the member for West Swan. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer to page 451 of the Budget Statements, “Works in Progress”, and government office 
accommodation. In relation to the cabinet offices, what has been the additional cost of moving the distance 
learning education group to Beechboro and then Padbury, as I understand it? What does the $31.3 million in 
2012–13 entail, and what transfer of staff from the CBD to regional or suburban centres does that include? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will hand over to the deputy director for those answers. 

Ms J. McGrath: In relation to the first question, which was — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to Hale House.  

Ms J. McGrath: Yes, and the movement of staff. We do not have the details here on the additional costs. The 
staff will be relocated to Padbury school; that is now being used partly as office accommodation. We could get 
that information for the member.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That is the cost for the relocation of staff from Hale House. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: To Beechboro and then to Padbury. 

[Supplementary Information No B26.] 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is a second part to the question. In relation to the $31.3 million in 2012-13, what 
amount is included for the relocation to regional and suburban centres?  

Ms J. McGrath: The $31.3 million is the balance of moneys for phase 1 of office accommodation, which 
resulted in about 5 000 staff moving around within the CBD and out to the Optima Centre at Osborne Park. 
Approximately 900 staff moved out there from within the CBD, and some from East Perth. What was the 
additional question? 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: And the regional component?  

Ms J. McGrath: There was no money that relates to regional areas. The $31 million that is left is for staff 
transfers within the metropolitan area. That is the end of that program.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to the same line item—$11.9 million in 2013-14, $15 million in 2014–15 and 
$20.4 million in 2015-16—what particular projects will that money be funding? I am happy for the Treasurer to 
provide that information by way of supplementary information if it is easier. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am happy for the executive director to answer that directly if she can and, if not, by way 
of supplementary information. 

Ms J. McGrath: Of that line item, $8.9 million will be spent in 2012–13 and 2013–14 to finish the facade of 
Dumas House. The balance of $43.4 million is for the old Treasury building fit-out of office accommodation, 
which technically shows on that line but was not part of phase 1.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: When is the fit-out of the old Treasury building likely to commence? 

Ms J. McGrath: Work on the development starts in July. The fit-out would start a couple of years into that and 
be ready by mid-2016.  

[5.20 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: My experience on similar projects is that once the office tower starts to take shape, 
18 months to two years into that process—so the back third—is when the fit-out occurs into the shell.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Under “Details of Controlled Grants and Subsidies” on page 454, there is an amount of 
$52 million for the old Treasury building and St George’s Cathedral heritage precinct redevelopment. The 
footnote indicates that that relates to the heritage component of the old Treasury building. Can the Treasurer 
provide more detail about what that $52 million is for?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I may stand corrected, but the heritage component of OTB is literally the old Treasury 
buildings in front that will become the hotel development. There is a direct application of government moneys to 
have that initial work done to heritage standard on the physical building. Is that about the sum of it, 
Ms McGrath? 

Ms J. McGrath: Sort of, yes. The figure of $52 million reflects the state’s contribution to the whole old 
Treasury building and St George’s Cathedral heritage precinct. As approved by cabinet, the state was not 
required to put any capital funding up-front. Instead, the state’s contribution to the development comes in the 
form of a premium component on the rental, or the office leases, over the period of the OTB and the heritage 
site. The premium components are over and above the commercial CBD rental rates, so in effect represent the 
amortised cost of the state’s contribution towards the upgrade and activation of that site.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Over the 25-year lease, we will pay a premium that is equivalent to $52 million in leasing 
costs for the two sites. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is that $52 million seen as a grant? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, that is right. That allows for the heritage work on the old building, and also allows for 
the extra construction cost on the office tower to make it into a court rather than just a normal block-and-stack 
office tower. We pay for the extra money it costs to renovate the heritage building and for the costs to build a 
court rather than a simple office tower now, in terms of amortised increases on the lease over that 25-year period.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: How does the Treasurer calculate the underlying rental for the CBD office space?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: There is a base calculation as to the per-square-metre commercial cost of office space. 
When we go to Mirvac and say, “We want a building that looks like this; that has extra high ceilings and extra 
lifts to get judges to and from”, it says, “If we were going to charge a commercial tenant for that, this would be 
how much it is—X above the commercial rate.” That is amortised over 25 years into an up-front payment of 
$52 million. Ms McGrath, what is the commercial rate per square metre comparative?  

Ms J. McGrath: When we move into that building, we will be charged $715 a square metre, and then 
$180 per square metre on top of that. In total, that is $895 a square metre. The current equivalent cost of that 
accommodation right now in the CBD is $900 a square metre. By 2014, that will represent a very good rate.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Is that a gross rental or is it rent with outgoings paid on top of that?  

Ms J. McGrath: That excludes outgoings.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: How does this accounting treatment affect state debt?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: It impacts on state debt immediately—and unfortunately. One of the troubles with public–
private partnerships of the type involving the District Court building and what will be the new Supreme Court 
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building at OTB is that the amortised cost of the lease appears immediately even though it is physically spread 
out over 25 years. There are advantages in the construction and decreased cost thereby on a PPP, but the 
advantages do not occur, unfortunately, in terms of net debt—one wears the impact straightaway. That is the 
same with leases for equipment if the lease is on a PPP basis —  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: When it is a finance lease. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed. It is one of the unfortunate things about PPPs, and it is pursuant to international and 
national accounting standards.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to “Public Utilities Office” on page 442, specifically —  

In April 2012, the Public Utilities Office was established to provide the State Government with advice 
on energy policy.  

Can the Treasurer describe how that relates to the Office of Energy and other advisory bodies related to energy 
and also whether it is planned to go into other utilities—water or otherwise?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Ms Nolan can offer any additional comment if she pleases, but the question is about how 
the Public Utilities Office relates to the Office of Energy. The Office of Energy was disbanded. Some of its 
personnel will go into the Public Utilities Office inside Finance. A view emerged—certainly I held the view—
that we were not getting value for taxpayers’ money out of the Office of Energy. We considered it better to have 
a division inside the Department of Finance operating with line managerial responsibility to a director general. 
The Office of Energy is no more. The replacement body is a division of the Public Utilities Office under the line 
management of Ms Nolan. I think that is a fair description. We did not think we were getting value for money 
out of the Office of Energy.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to the Public Utilities Office, the historical reports of the Office of Energy do not 
seem to be accessible now under the Public Utilities Office website. I do not know whether I am missing 
something. Whenever I try to look for history on energy matters, it is very difficult to find.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I did not realise that. It may be that because the office was disbanded, so was its website. If 
that is the case, I am sure Ms Nolan can remedy it.  

Ms A. Nolan: If that is an issue, it is a mistake or a problem. We tried to ensure that all information pertaining to 
the Office of Energy was fully available through our website. Our website is somewhat old, so I will go back and 
re-check to make sure that that information is available. There was certainly no intention to be less than 
transparent.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It seemed a bit odd. That was just a follow-up. 

I refer to the “Solar Schools Program” listed on page 454 of the Budget Statements. The line item shows an 
estimated actual of $1.55 million in 2011–12. I assume there was no historical analysis because the office is new. 
I understand that this program is now shut to schools. How many schools have applications for the program but 
will not be serviced?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: That program is over. I do not know the answer to the second part; Ms Nolan may. 

Ms A. Nolan: Notwithstanding that is probably under tomorrow’s estimates conversation, so I do not have all 
the detail here, the member is correct in that the solar schools program has ceased to exist. To date, 49 schools 
have been approved to enter into contracts. Those contracts will be fully honoured. I understand that about 
90 schools have registered but have not received approval to enter into contracts; therefore, their opportunity to 
do that has ended.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: By way of supplementary information, can we get a list of those 90 schools that registered?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Yes, I think is the answer to that question. If the member wants to ask that as a 
supplementary question, we can get that list.  

[Supplementary Information No B27.]  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer the Treasurer to “State Fleet Service” on page 444 of the Budget Statements. Has the 
government maintained the policy of operating the light vehicle fleet on a carbon-neutral basis?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr Alderton may have an answer to that question.  

Mr R.L. Alderton: I understand, yes, that that contractual arrangement is still in place to operate on a carbon-
neutral basis.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Has the government maintained the policy of requiring most public servants to have four-
cylinder vehicles rather than six?  
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Mr C.C. PORTER: I think I can safely answer that—yes. In fact, as part of savings after the audit committee’s 
recommendations, quite a number of changes have been made to vehicle fleet and vehicle fleet procurement. 
There are more four-cylinder vehicles than previously was the case, for savings measures as well as carbon 
issues. The lengths of lease have been extended on most vehicles as well. It is also now government policy to not 
automatically repair vehicles every time there is minor damage to the vehicle. There have been considerable 
savings by being a little more austere with respect to the vehicle fleet.  

[5.30 pm] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: As a follow-up question: what price per tonne of carbon abated is the government currently 
paying for its carbon neutral policy? 

Mr R.L. Alderton: I will have to supply the answer as supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No B28.] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am mainly interested in whether it is above or below $23 a tonne! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is a good question! We will find out. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I refer to the “Schedule of Administered Expenses and Revenues” table on page 457 and the 
“Public Swimming Pools — Operating Cost Subsidy” line under the “Expenses” heading. There is an amount of 
$330 000 for 2012–13 and each year across the forward estimates. Which pools are being subsidised? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Those are not schools; they are apparently local government swimming pools. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Which pools are subsidised, and how does a particular local government authority qualify for 
that subsidy? 
Mr W.R. Sullivan: This scheme is a long-running one; it provides a payment of $3 000 to local authorities who 
make application, where they are able to demonstrate that they made an operating loss in relation to the operation 
of their public swimming pool. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: So any local government that runs a pool—I would imagine that every single pool being run 
by local government is making a loss—would just need to apply; are there no requirements to get that $3 000? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: My general understanding—I could be wrong—is that the institution of the policy came 
about at the time that pools were established through local government authorities in regional areas, and those 
were the pools that were more likely to be running at a loss. The member may be right; they may all run at a loss, 
but I think that many of the subsidies go out to regional areas. 

Mr W.R. Sullivan: They are available to all local authorities, regardless of location. Certainly historically, the 
ability to turn an operating profit was very much constrained in regional areas due to the lower population 
densities, but it is open to all local authorities to make applications. To qualify, they need to demonstrate, 
through provision of financials, that they made an operating loss. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: What the member may take from that is that, knowing local government, if they were all 
operating at a loss, they would all have applied, so there must be some local government swimming pools 
operating at a profit. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Unless I am getting something horribly wrong here, it is $330 000 at $3 000 a throw; am I 
missing something? Is there an expense that is not going purely to swimming pools, or are 110 pools being 
subsidised? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will ask the executive director to answer again, but I would imagine that those pools that 
operate at a loss probably operate at a pretty significant loss. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The $3 000 has not been increased for about 20 years. 

Mr W.R. Sullivan: That is correct. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer to the same table on page 457 and “Life Support Equipment Subsidy Scheme” under 
“Expenses”. I have a bit of interest in this scheme. There are some increases over the forward estimates; is that at 
all reflective of a change in the amount or type of equipment that is going to be subsidised, or does it purely 
reflect an increase in the electricity price and/or the number of people who are applying? 

Mr W.R. Sullivan: The growth reflects two things. One is an assumed growth in demand as a result of 
population growth; the second component is to be reflective of assumed increases in electricity tariffs. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have a particular interest in this issue, specifically to a machine relating to sleep apnoea. I 
understand that a review was undertaken by the federal government of the types of equipment that could be 
subsidised, which resulted in an increase in the types of equipment that could be subsidised. As I recall it, the 
Minister for Energy said that a review was being undertaken into whether there would consequently be an 
increase in the types of equipment that could be subsidised. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: If the member puts that question as supplementary information, we will get that information 
from the Minister for Energy. The supplementary information being sought is whether there has recently been or 
is currently underway a review as to the types of equipment that can be subsidised under the life support 
equipment subsidy scheme and, if so, what the results are of that review. 

[Supplementary Information No B29.] 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I also refer to the table on page 457 and the line “Total Administered Income”. 
Obviously most of this is taxation revenue. I note that the amount goes from about $6.8 billion for 2012–13 up to 
approximately $9 billion for 2015–16, from a base of $6.1 billion. That is a 45 per cent increase, which is much 
faster than the growth in either population or the economy. Does the Treasurer project an increasing share of the 
state’s revenue being picked up in taxation? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The short answer to that question is transfer duty. At the time of the last budget and 
midyear review we had certain estimates for transfer duty, and there was a sharp increase in the estimates, so 
after the decrease in sale and purchase that occurred after the global financial crisis, there was an expectation that 
the market would improve. The arc of increase looks not quite exponential, but it is a significant increase. In this 
budget, we had to decrease from midyear review estimates downwards by about $800 million expected take, and 
that is effectively because the point in time at which it was anticipated that the market would start to produce 
increased stamp duty has now been pushed further back. The increase is about transfer duty, but that still 
represents a lower increase than we anticipated at the time of the midyear review. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Land tax appears to be increasing quite significantly as well. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Both land tax and payroll tax are increasing within that increase. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What I am getting at is that I can understand payroll tax increasing; people’s wages go 
up and there are more employees. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Land tax will go up because, again, land values have been very flat, just as the housing 
market has been very flat in terms of the number of sales. It is anticipated that at some point in the not-too-
distant-future, the turnover in sales will increase and the prices will increase, and that will affect at around the 
same time the price of land and therefore land tax. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I refer to page 439 and the second last line item under “Major Spending Changes”, “Works 
Program Turnover”. There is an amount of $192 280 000 for 2012–13. Can the Treasurer give us a bit more 
information in respect of what that is? It is a not insignificant amount of money.  

Ms J. McGrath: The additional work in 2012–13 is additional maintenance work identified and funded by 
agencies, the continuation of the capital works program from 2011–12, and the commencement of new programs 
including the Department of Health’s southern inland health initiative, which is a five-year, $325 million 
program that involves upgrades to six hospitals and 31 smaller health facilities, funded through royalties for 
regions. There are various Department of Health hospital projects, including Carnarvon, Esperance, Exmouth 
and Onslow, totalling about $90 million. There is also the Department of Education’s three-year, $260 million 
program to transition year 7 students into high school. These are the things that have been identified since the 
previous budget. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: How much of that $192 million in 2012–13 is for the transition of year 7s?  

[5.40 pm] 

Mr C.C. PORTER: If the member wishes, by way of supplementary information we can get the breakdown of 
that $192 million, unless we have it to hand. However, in the amount of expenditure, the $340 million on the 
transition for year 7s, there is a capital and recurrent component to that, and there are recurrent components to 
training. The capital components are not all spent in 2012–13. I do not know whether our executive director has 
the answer to that question. If not, we can provide a breakdown of that $192 million by way of supplementary 
information. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That would be good, if the Treasurer could do that. The $192 million for 2012–13—there is 
none across the forward estimates—would just be money coming in for the year 7 transition. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think the description that the member had is that there is also expenditure for the Southern 
Inland Health Initiative. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Sorry, the total amount—that $350 million.  

Ms J. McGrath: Yes, there is $260 million for that year 7 program, but it is over a three-year period, so a 
portion of that $260 million will be in 2012–13. I just do not have it with me. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is that a portion of that $192 million? 

Ms J. McGrath: Yes. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: The supplementary information will resolve that issue. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We will provide a breakdown of the individual items of expenditure pursuant to the 
$192.280 million indicated for works program turnover in 2012–13. 

[Supplementary Information No B30.] 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to page 439, “Major Spending Changes”, the same table referred to by 
the member for Victoria Park. I refer to the hardship efficiency program, the abolition of which is to help fund 
the new cost-of-living assistance payment. In relation to the numbers in both the budget year and forward 
estimates, can the Treasurer provide what number of homes would be impacted by people visiting to help them 
become more energy efficient? Also, how many people does that reflect? In other words, how many people will 
no longer be employed or paid? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I would need to provide that by way of supplementary information. Perhaps if I could offer 
this: the program was in operation for two years. We can give the member a breakdown of the people who were 
visited; how many people were employed in the scheme; what the outcome was for all the people who were 
visited. Information is available, which is relatively detailed, about the number of households that were reached 
and what happened to each household, inclusive of how much of the annual budget for each year was spent and 
what amount of it went on wages. We can get that information for the member, as I have described. 

[Supplementary Information No B31.] 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I am just looking at the figures on page 457 under “Pensioner concessions — local 
government and water rates”. Is it possible to get a breakdown of which proportion of that amount for the 
estimated actual comes from water rates and which proportion comes from local government rates? Is it possible 
to get that per local government authority as well? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I think it is possible, and I do not think we need to get it from the local government 
authority. What we effectively do is direct the money either to the Water Corporation or to the local government 
authority, which is then attributed as a rebate for the relevant pensioner on their water bill or on their local 
government rates. We will get that by way of supplementary information. We will provide a breakdown between 
the amount of expenditure in the budget and out years—the amount that goes firstly to local government 
pensioner concessions and, secondly, to local government water rates for pensioner concessions. 

[Supplementary Information No B32.] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: Can I ask whether the Commissioner of State Revenue has an ongoing tax avoidance 
program and which practices or which industry sectors he will be targeting next financial year as part of this 
program? 
Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not think that falls into the category of operational information. I am sure that he would 
be happy to volunteer it. He may also want to indicate that there has recently been an increase in the FTE level in 
that area, because there was a view that revenue collections could be improved with a greater level of scrutiny.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is an annual view, Treasurer. 
Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed; it is one of the few areas in which FTE increases are met with a smiling face from 
EERC, but I will let the commissioner describe that. 
Mr W.R. Sullivan: We have had ongoing programs in a range of areas across all of our tax product lines and 
also our concession lines. It has been supported through additional resourcing, in both investigation resources 
and also funding of a capital nature to help us improve the operation of our systems. The focus shifts from year 
to year, but there has been some quite extensive focus in the area of payroll tax as well as in the duties area. We 
have identified a range of risks that we monitor on an ongoing basis. We work very closely with all revenue 
authorities around Australia and with the Australian Taxation Office through sharing of information and risks 
that have been identified under our Taxation Administration Act 2003 and the reciprocal powers arrangements 
that sit underneath those. In particular, we continue to have a focus in the area of first homeowner grants. As the 
member would probably be aware from past experience, we check 100 per cent of all grant applications up front. 
In terms of back-end compliance in meeting occupancy requirements and residency requirements, we continue to 
check 100 per cent of those. Yes, we are very active. As the Treasurer has pointed out, we have recently had a 
boost in resourcing to ensure that we can maintain adequate coverage across the various tax and grant bases that 
we are responsible to administer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Purely to assist in encouraging compliance, perhaps the Treasurer could indicate which 
industry sectors or practices might be subject to particular scrutiny in the forthcoming financial year. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: If that information is available, I am quite happy for it to be provided. 

Mr W.R. Sullivan: As a matter of course, we are very keen to encourage voluntary compliance. We will be 
putting on our website our compliance program and areas of focus for the forthcoming year to ensure that the 
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practitioner community and the taxpaying community are very aware of what we will be looking at. That then 
gives them an opportunity to make sure that their own house is in order.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Commissioner, what will be going on the website? 

Mr W.R. Sullivan: We are still finalising the detail for the 2012–13 program, but we could provide it through 
supplementary information, or the member could go to the website post 1 July. It is totally up to the member. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am happy for the commissioner to answer if there are things that he thinks will go on the 
website. No harm is done if they do not go on the website. 

Mr W.R. Sullivan: Certainly in the area of payroll tax, we will continue to monitor contract payments. 
Industries identify themselves generally where there is a prevalence of contractor engagement. Notably and 
historically, there is a focus on the building and construction area and also in mining and related services. We 
will continue to look at that quite closely. In the area of duties, without giving exhaustive details, certainly in the 
area of property developers, we are very keen to ensure on-sales are not occurring without the appropriate duty 
being paid. Again, we monitor those very closely, hand-in-hand with the commonwealth, given that there are 
generally large GST implications that may also flow in terms of property development. Ultimately, that is 
revenue that goes to the states and territories. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Treasurer, can I just ask a follow-up question? The Treasurer has allocated additional FTEs 
for compliance activity. Does he have a revenue estimate for this next financial year? What does he expect to 
gain from this increased compliance? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I recall that there was a revenue estimate based on the increased compliance that might be 
achieved by virtue of the FTEs. I cannot recall off the top of my head what that estimate was, but I am happy for 
the commissioner to comment. 
Mr W.R. Sullivan: In this year’s budget and as a flow-on impact from recent resourcing decisions, in the 2010–
11 budget we were given 15 additional compliance resources. The member may be aware, to bring a compliance 
officer on board—they have very extensive powers—requires quite a bit of training, because we are not prepared 
to let untrained people out into the community to exercise those sorts of powers. There is not an immediate 
revenue impact as a result of that. There will be a flow-on impact that will be coming through and will be first 
felt fully in 2012–13. I would have to check the number, but my understanding was that the figure was in the 
order of $14 million per annum.  

In terms of the current resourcing that is included, the compliance resources will come onstream in 2013–14. 
However, as the member would be aware, there is not only involuntary compliance but also voluntary 
compliance. As part of the additional resourcing that we have been given for 2012–13 is funding for three 
additional customer education officers. Our estimate is that will yield a revenue benefit in voluntary compliance 
of an additional $5 million per annum effective from 2012–13.  
[5.50 pm] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: If those two are added together, the government is looking at $19 million a year extra in the 
budget from compliance activity.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Essentially. If there is any variation to that, we will inform the member. The underlying 
point for government, certainly for me as Treasurer and also for the Minister for Finance, is that—the member 
would be very familiar with this—there is a very rapid increase in the transactional component of the economy 
in land sales, employment contracts and contracting. As a rough rule of thumb, putting on 15 extra compliance 
officers has the potential to bring in $15 million extra revenue with a lag effect. That is fairly good value for 
money when we consider the cost of a full-time equivalent position in compliance. When that was put to me as 
Treasurer, I considered that the taxpayer deserves to ensure that they are getting the appropriate amount of 
money out of this explosive amount of transactions that are occurring. It may be that we go back and reconsider 
whether further compliance expenditure is necessary into the future, depending on how the process flows.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have a further question on the same topic. Does the minister have an estimate for 
where the money will come from? Which industry sectors are being targeted?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not know whether the calculations are done in that way. I presume that we would look 
at total revenue, the revenue garnered historically by the additional growth in FTEs, and calculate the matter that 
way rather than on an industry-by-industry basis. I am not suggesting that we could ad infinitum add on FTE 
positions to revenue compliance. There would be diminishing marginal returns to our investment at some point if 
we did that. The advice we have received is that because of the very large increase in transactional revenue 
sources, extra compliance is definitely warranted at this point.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I refer to page 454 and the line item “State’s Contribution to the Underground Power 
Project”. The allocation increases from $4.81 million in 2011–12 to $9.820 million in 2012–13 and then 
decreases to $4.82 million in 2013–14. There has been some frustration in my electorate and in Lathlain in 
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particular where there was some pushback from people who support undergrounding power, but the average cost 
has increased so dramatically that they are effectively paying more than houses that were required to pay a few 
years ago in respect of their impost, their third of the cost for that project. Is that $9.820 million designed to 
alleviate some of the cost for residents or is it because more parts of Perth are having their power 
undergrounded?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will have Ms Nolan correct me if I am wrong, but those figures appear there and then no 
amount is allocated in 2014–15 or 2015–16. The figures that appear there reflect the continuation of the 
government policy as it has been. There will have to be a cabinet decision about further allocations in the final 
out years.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Why is there a significant increase from 2011–12 to 2012–13 and then it goes back down?  

Ms A. Nolan: It is the commencement of round 5 of the underground power project. Consequently, the 
following year is a lower number. It is sort of a biannual process.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Does it not have an impact on the method by which individual residences are charged?  

Ms A. Nolan: There is no change in the underlining policies for who it applies to or how those charges are 
derived.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to “Office of Shared Services” under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on 
page 441 of the Budget Statements. A decision was made in 2011 to do away with the Office of Shared Services. 
Could the minister give an estimate of the total cost of that program? I read that all departments will phase out 
using the Office of Shared Services by December 2013, but is there any residual benefit from that? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will have Ms Nolan give the member a response in a moment. Ms Nolan has been 
conducting the wind-down, if we like. The view that I took and the view generally taken by government was that 
we want to salvage as much of the existing system as we can, but a cost is associated with the wind-down. 
Savings were anticipated in the out years for agencies that never rolled into the OSS system. The costs associated 
with the wind-down and the disbandment are available in the budget. I will get Ms Nolan to detail those. In 
addition, Ms Nolan can talk about the aspects of the project that may survive and be used.  

Ms A. Nolan: The total cost of decommissioning in this year’s forward estimates is $196 million. That includes 
the cost of the decommissioning office within the Department of Finance. It also includes the cost of re-
establishing corporate services in agencies. It does not include the depreciation that is associated with the 
existing arrangements, which is another $141 million. If we include depreciation, the total cost is $337 million. 
In saying that, we need to remember that that will see the Office of Shared Services totally ceasing to operate by 
the end of 2013. As we re-establish corporate services in the agencies, although 59 agencies were rolled into 
shared services, effectively we will see around 20 to 25 service centres established across government. The 
larger agencies will certainly re-establish their own corporate services, but we are seeing cooperation among 
some of the smaller agencies to ensure that the cost is minimised. We are doing a very thorough review of each 
agency’s estimates of what it will cost to re-establish their corporate services and requiring them to undertake 
comprehensive business case analyses. In doing so, we are encouraging the agencies to work together. 

We have also used the government procurement people within the Department of Finance to source those 
alternative systems as most cost-effectively as possible and we are establishing new common-user arrangements 
to do that. As a consequence, we will see benefits flow on to agencies that were not rolled into shared services, 
because they will also be able to access those new common-user agreements.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: On the same topic, I understand that the government’s decision to decommission the Office 
of Shared Services was based on an analysis of the long-term costs of continuing shared services versus the long-
term cost of going back to corporate services in agencies. From memory, the difference in the two figures was 
about $180 million. I will not necessarily stand by that figure, but that was roughly the difference between the 
cost of continuing the Office of Shared Services and the cost of corporate services going back to agencies. I 
wonder whether the government, having made the decision to go back to agencies with corporate services, stands 
by the figure in the Economic Regulation Authority’s report on the long-term cost of delivering corporate 
services through agencies. Is there sufficient monitoring of agency corporate services expenses to give the 
government confidence that in the long term it has made the right decision?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Like the member, I cannot recall exactly what that first report had as the cost differential. If 
I recall correctly, that first report had indicative costings for two scenarios: one was a partial disbandment which 
in effect was the continuation of OSS as it was with the organisations that had rolled in, but a stopping of the 
roll-in and then a complete devolution and disbandment. There were two cost differentials. My recollection is 
that Ms Nolan’s committee of review looked at the less expensive of those two options and researched its own 
costings and came up with a slightly different figure. On both figures the option to fully disband was the 
economically viable option. I can get supplementary information for the member.  
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: I appreciate the analysis. What I am really driving at is, having made the decision on the 
basis of this cost differential, how is the government ensuring that the lower figure for the lowest-cost scenario is 
reached given that there will be information technology projects right across the public sector, each with the 
potential to blow-out?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will have Ms Nolan respond, but from a departmental point of view, I have control of the 
Department of the Attorney General, which did not roll in and provided payroll services for other departments 
such as the Department of Corrective Services, and it had written into its budget the savings. They had to be 
taken into account in this process. We are running out of time. I will have Ms Nolan respond to the member. 

Ms A. Nolan: Very quickly, the scope of the ERA report included rolled-in and non-rolled-in agencies. The 
scope of the work we did to look at just those agencies that need to roll out has been thoroughly reviewed. We 
have a global allocation in the Department of Finance’s budget to achieve that.  

The appropriation was recommended.  
Meeting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Division 60: Local Government, $21 043 000 — 
Ms A.R. Mitchell, Chairman. 
Mr G.M. Castrilli, Minister for Local Government. 

Ms J. Mathews, Director General.  

Mr G. Brennan, Chief of Staff, Office of the Minister for Local Government. 

Mr B. Jolly, Executive Director, Governance and Legislation. 

Mr M. Glasson, Executive Director, Strategic Policy and Local Government Reform. 

Ms M. Osman, Executive Director, Office of Multicultural Interests. 
Mr A. Shaw, Executive Director, Strategic Business Management. 
Mr L. Nagy, Manager, Financial Management. 

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff. The daily proof Hansard will be 
published at 9.00 am tomorrow.  

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. It will 
greatly assist Hansard if members can 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 committee clerk by Friday, 8 
June 2012. 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 with the Clerk’s office. 

I now ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The first question will be from the member for Perth. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I refer to the fourth line item, “Royalties for Regions—Local Government Reform”, under 
“Major Spending Changes” at the bottom of page 725 of the Budget Statements. After the allocation of 
$1.44 million in 2011–12, nothing has been allocated for reform, yet on page 24 of the draft findings of the 
Metropolitan Local Government Review it states that there is a vast range of implementation issues, and that—  

This includes the time frame for implementation, the costs of reform and how it will be funded. It is 
likely the greatest expenditure will be required in the earliest phases of implementation … 

Can the minister please explain where in this year’s budget and the forward estimates these costs are being met?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: In 2012–13 a total of $7.097 million will be made available, together with ongoing 
allocations, for that reform. That will include the $1.44 million that will be in a bank account and that we will 
use to fund further regional collaborative group implementation.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Where in the budget is that? Is that $1.44 million the money that was in last year’s budget?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That is the money in this year’s budget to 30 June.  
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Mr J.N. HYDE: So that has not been spent and it is being rolled over?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes. That will be in our cash at bank, which will be used, together with other moneys, 
to fund for the next four forward years.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Where is the $97 000 coming from that the minister mentioned?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Sorry, the what? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister referred to an amount of $0.097 million. Where in the budget is that coming 
from?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The total funds for structural reform for the out years will be $12.84 million.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Where is that? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Perth, you did jump in before and I would like the minister to finish answering 
the question you originally asked before you keep jumping in to get some other things.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We have $11.1 million—this is future funding—that is approved to support regional 
groups of local governments transitioning to amalgamation. We have $1.44 million for regional groups to 
implement shared service delivery and regional collaboration. A further $204 000 is allocated to that grouping as 
well. We have $10.04 million to strengthen the capacity of local government to plan for the future of their 
communities and built environments. There is an additional $2.5 million allocated in the out years for the 
metropolitan review.  

The CHAIRMAN: Does the member for Perth have a further question?  

Mr J.N. HYDE: I am still trying to find out where the $11.1 million is located in the budget.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is encompassed in the total cost of service on page 725 of the Budget Statements.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Just for clarification, are the figures that the minister is giving us breakdowns that are not in 
front of us?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Hang on. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Out of a total budget of $24 million, $11 million will be spent on reform? Is that correct?  

The CHAIRMAN: Member, the minister was endeavouring to answer your previous question. Let us get that 
one done first, please.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Amounts of $3.625 million and $1.44 million from the 2011–12 budget will be 
repositioned into the next budget and beyond. Those figures appear in the 2011–12 budget.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Okay. So that we are clear, is the minister saying that that is out of the total cost of services, 
being the $24.274 million allocation?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The $3.625 million and $1.44 million are part of the $28.547 million for 2011–12.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Just so I am clear, is that the current financial year? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, which we have repositioned. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: So is that all spent?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No, not yet. The two figures that I mentioned will be repositioned into the out years, 
but they are shown in the 2011–12 budget as part of the $28.547 million.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: So is that additional to the $24.274 million allocation for 2012–13?  

[7.10 pm] 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Just to confirm, the $3.625 million and the $1.44 million are in the $28.547 million in 
the 2011–12 budget. That will be repositioned into the 2012–13 and 2013–14 budgets. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Just to clarify, “repositioned” means that the department has not spent a cent of it in the budget 
year that it was allocated for. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is royalties for regions money and we got it in March. That is why it will be 
repositioned into the out years. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: On the same topic, we are talking about expenses. If the minister is repositioning cash in the 
bank, that should show up in the expenses figure. It is hard to understand how the minister can say that 
$10 million or $12 million will be spent across the forward estimates on local government reform when the 
expenses drop from $28.5 million to $24.4 million and ultimately to $22 million. In the next financial year, the 
expenses drop from $28.5 million to $24.2 million, and that $24.2 million includes $2.7 million for the 
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implementation of the Cat Act. After looking at these figures, if $10 million to $12 million is to be spent across 
the forward estimates on local government reform, the department must be sacrificing a lot of other activities 
that it would normally engage in. I would be interested to know what is giving way for the department to be able 
to spend $10 million to $12 million on local government reform. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No, we are not. As I said, the $3.625 million and the $1.44 million are included in the 
$28.54 million. We will seek to increase the limit to $24 million in the out years. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is the minister saying — 

The CHAIRMAN: Can we let the minister finish his answer? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: He is misleading us. He is confusing us. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will get the director general to clarify that and add further to it. 

Ms J. Mathews: Just to clarify it, the $3.625 million is to support regional transition groups in the future and the 
$1.44 million is to support regional collaborative groups. Those two amounts were allocated and appear in the 
2011–12 budget, but they are royalties for regions money. We have been in discussions with the Department of 
Regional Development and Lands about drawing down that particular cash for 2011–12, but then increasing our 
expense limit for 2012–13. Those are the discussions we are having with Regional Development and Lands and 
that is the approach it has suggested we take. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: In short, we cannot believe this expense figure of $24.2 million for 2012–13 because, in 
answer to the very first question, the minister said that the department is going to seek permission to increase 
that expense level. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We are going to seek to do that, but that is RDL’s suggested approach to it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The director general’s answer seemed to indicate that that money was for regional 
collaboration and transition. My colleague’s question related to metropolitan local government reform. Where is 
the money for metropolitan local government reform in these figures? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is $2.25 million, which will be in the 2012–13 and 2013–14 budget years. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I refer to the significant issues listed on page 727. The first dot point refers to the 
independent metropolitan local government review panel and strategic planning, asset management and so forth. 
Has the panel delivered its findings; and, if so, how will these be progressed? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: As the member knows, in June 2011, the state government announced an independent 
review of local governments in the Perth metropolitan area. Under the terms of reference, the panel was to 
examine the local government boundary structures and governance models required to respond to the challenges 
for and impacts on Perth over the next 50 years. A key task for the panel to inform its work was to engage with 
the community and local governments and relevant stakeholders. Twenty-three draft findings were released on 
Friday, 27 April. A four-week consultation period ended on 25 May. About 180 submissions were received by 
the review panel. What is significant in the draft findings is that the current structures of the metropolitan local 
governments will not be able to provide the best outcomes expected by the community in the future. There were 
obviously three options for the number of local governments in the metropolitan area. Other findings included 
compulsory voting, increasing the remuneration of elected members, improving community participation and 
regular boundary reviews. The panel will submit its findings to me by the end of June. I will then consider the 
panel’s findings before taking them to cabinet for consideration. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I want to pursue the issue of reform. The minister did not address it — 

The CHAIRMAN: I ask the member to refer to a page. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I refer to the spending changes listed on page 725 and also to the first dot point on page 727, 
which states — 

Since announcing the Local Government Reform Strategy in 2009, the State Government has — 

Past tense — 

expended over $16.0 million … 

So $16 million has been spent there, $3 million has been spent on the metropolitan local government review, and 
there is the $1.44 million from royalties for regions for local government reform, as referred to on page 725. 
Over $20 million has been spent—past tense—on reform. A key recommendation of the minister’s review panel 
was that he make a quick decision and implement this quickly. When is the minister going to implement reform? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: From the metropolitan review? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes. 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: As I have explained, the final report will come to me hopefully by the end of June or 
thereabouts. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister has received the draft findings already. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: They are only the draft findings. The final report might have the same findings, but 
they might be different from the draft findings. Obviously, I need to wait until the final report comes to me, and 
that will give me a range of scenarios. The panel will have its preferred options and it will put those options to 
me. I will have to consider those options and they will then go to cabinet for consideration. My intention is to 
send the final report and the panel’s recommendations to the whole sector for review again. Then we will see 
what the cabinet decision is. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister required the review to give him one option, not a series of options.  

[7.20 pm] 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes. It is there in the minister’s terms of reference. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No. The review panel put up three options. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: In the draft? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: In the draft. When the panel comes back with a final report, it will come back to me 
with its preferred option. I will then consider that option, and then I will take it to cabinet for cabinet’s decision. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: In light of the review panel’s recommendation, and in light of what every local government is 
saying, if the minister is to make a decision and if he is to make changes, he should do it quickly because of the 
upheaval and the inability to get staff, particularly on long-term contracts. If the minister is going to do 
something, he should do it quickly. Why can the minister not rule out already the one-council option? Why can 
the minister not narrow it down? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am not going to, quite simply because the panel has to finish its review. I am not 
going to rule anything in or out. The panel needs to complete its review. I will give it that option, and it will 
come back to me at the end of June. That is the least I can do; that is what the whole scenario is. I am not going 
to rule anything out. I want the panel to tell me what it believes its ultimate option is. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Given the draft findings and given the minister will get a draft before the end of June before he 
takes it to cabinet, the minister should be able to make a quick — 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I have asked for the report to come to me at the end of June. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Okay. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That is the final report. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister should be able to give a quick recommendation to cabinet and act before the end 
of July, should he not? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will look at it. I will then take it to cabinet. As the member knows, cabinet goes 
through a process. It will be up to cabinet as to what cabinet decides. It is as simple as that. It is a cabinet 
decision. Then it will go out. My intention is to seek cabinet’s endorsement and then send it out for the public. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister is on the record as saying very carefully—he says exactly the same sentence every 
time—that there will be no forced amalgamations in this term of government. Does the minister rule out 
abolishing all local government boundaries, which would then enable the minister to start afresh without 
breaking that promise? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: In this term of government, it is voluntary reform. What cabinet decides or what any 
future government decides is up to a future government. I am not going to enter into any discussion of what may 
or may not happen. All I can tell the member is that in this term of government, it is a voluntary reform. 

The CHAIRMAN: I think the member is getting outside the budget, so I would like to move on at this time. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Notwithstanding the Chairman’s ruling, I would like to ask a further question on that 
issue, please. 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Collie–Preston can ask a further question. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, my question relates to page 727, and to the $16 million that has been expended. I 
do not expect the minister to have this at his fingertips, but, as supplementary information, would the minister be 
able to provide us with a breakdown of which shires and which councils that money went to? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Is that all the money we have spent to date? 



E400 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE B — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] 

 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Yes, by way of supplementary information. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I can tell the member for Collie–Preston now if he wants to know. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: Is that where the whole $16 million went? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes. 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: I do not think we want to waste the time of the estimates committee listening to the 
minister account for every cent. 
The CHAIRMAN: Can the minister provide that as supplementary information, and is he clear on what he is to 
provide? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The information I will supply will be the total amount of money spent on structural 
reform and capacity building from the beginning of 2009, when we started this, to 30 April this year. We have 
those figures. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: With a breakdown, because we have the total already in the budget papers. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will give a breakdown. 
[Supplementary Information No B33.] 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: Service 2 on page 727 deals with local government assets, which are quite considerable, 
as we know. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am sorry; what was that? 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: It is service 2 on page 727—maintaining a substantial portfolio of assets that local 
government does. What measures are in place to ensure these assets are properly reported and managed? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The Australian accounting standards allow options of reporting on assets and liabilities 
in general-purpose financial statements in either cost of assets or fair value costing. Historical costs are widely 
used, but that does not reflect the current value of local government assets and liabilities. Reporting the assets 
and liabilities at a fair value is, I think, considered to provide a more accurate measure of the value of 
community assets and liabilities than do the historical costs. I think fair value is also essential for good asset 
management practices and the really robust long-term financial planning that local governments need to do with 
the value of the assets and their associated maintenance, renewal and replacement costs. When local 
governments look at assets and liabilities at fair value, they can identify what is the long-term sustainability of 
local government, and long-term sustainability can be addressed. When fair value accounting is used by local 
governments, it is not really clear as to what extent it is applied and in what sort of comprehensive manner it is 
applied. However, its application is always allowed by applicable standards. 
Fair value accounting was developed in conjunction with our finance working group, which comprises the 
department and industry representatives, and its policy paper supported the mandating of fair value accounting in 
financial reporting. I supported that position, and I released a policy paper on 2 December 2011. On 20 April, the 
Local Government (Financial Management) Regulations 1996 were amended to mandate the use of fair value 
accounting. That will be phased in over a three-year period; therefore, local governments will have enough time 
to revalue their assets so that all assets are reported by fair value accounting by the end of June 2015. Those 
assets will also be required to be revalued every three years. The policy paper makes it really clear that the real 
value of assets is based on fair value. Local governments may do this as part of their insurance renewal plans, so 
they do not have to bear the cost of independent valuers. They can do that when they go through their insurance 
processes. By mandating that fair value approach, a consistent approach will be provided to valuing assets and 
reporting on those asset values. It also will more accurately reflect the value, so that we will be able to compare 
apples with apples, so to speak, right across the local government sector. 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: The minister may be aware of the issue of the Goldfields Arts Centre and the ownership 
thereof. It is a three-way triangle between Curtin University of Technology–TAFE, the Kalgoorlie–Boulder city 
council and the state government. One of the matters raised by the city council was that if the ownership of the 
Goldfields Arts Centre were to transfer to the council, it should come with a $9 million account—it is a bit over 
$9 million—to be placed into a sinking fund because the new asset management plans demand that. I checked 
with the Western Australian Local Government Association and the minister’s office and both said that asset 
management plans are just that—asset management plans. I do not mean that we have to have a sinking fund for 
every asset. That would be illogical and almost impossible to do, particularly given that there are Victorian town 
halls around the state, the replacement of which would cost hundreds of millions of dollars. So what is the case? 
Is the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder right that there should be sinking funds for assets, or is it more a case of 
simply having an asset management plan for the longer term? 
[7.30 pm] 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Local governments need to have an asset management plan for the long term so that 
they can at least identify exactly what the true cost is of running their business, if you like, and what the 
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replacement value of assets will be in the long term. A lot of local governments do not know that and this 
process gives them at least that indication or understanding of the true cost. The easiest thing to do is build 
things; the hardest thing to do is maintain them and replace them at the end of their useful lives. There are 
options for local governments to access the country local government fund and that sort of thing for their asset 
value, but at least an asset management plan gives them an understanding of exactly what it means for them. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: Does the state government have the same criteria for its own assets? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am interested in local government, member for Kalgoorlie.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: The minister is a member of the state government! 

The CHAIRMAN: Not quite a budget question, thank you, member for Kalgoorlie. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer to the “Efficiency Dividend” line item that is also described elsewhere in the budget 
papers as “Contribution to Responsible Financial Management”. 

The CHAIRMAN: Sorry, member for Belmont, which page are you on? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer to pages 725 and 726. Can the minister outline to the committee how his agency 
intends to meet that efficiency dividend of $380 000 for the forthcoming budget year? Can the minister, for 
example, say whether he will simply manage his vacancy rate to achieve that $380 000 saving? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The director general will look at her whole department and operations. She will then 
come up with some options or a way forward to provide that efficiency dividend. I presume that the director 
general will then come to me and I will sign off on that. But that is something that the director general will look 
at to fit in with the efficiency dividend that we require. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: When the government decided on the efficiency dividend, did the department or the minister 
put options before the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee for the implementation of the efficiency 
dividend, or was the minister simply told that he would have to meet it through unspecified measures? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That is a budget matter considered by cabinet — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: This is a budget committee! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I do not discuss what happens in cabinet, as the member well knows. That is a decision 
of government and that is what we adhere to. I think that we are being very responsible in looking for economies 
and efficiencies, and that is what we will continue to do. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: When will the minister know what measures the department has undertaken to meet this 
$380 000 efficiency dividend? At what stage will the minister be able to advise Parliament how he has met this 
$380 000 efficiency dividend? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I suspect that it would be in readiness for the 2012–13 budget or very soon after that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is the minister suggesting that we have to wait a year before we find out? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No, sorry, the 2012–13 — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The 2012–13 budget, so at the beginning. By midyear or by the beginning of the next session 
of Parliament, the minister should be able to advise us how he will meet this efficiency dividend. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I should be in that position, with the director general looking at the options to come 
back with the efficiency dividend and how we will achieve it. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I refer to the line item “Build the Strategic Capability of the Local Government Sector” on 
page 726. I see that the figures from 2011–12 to 2012–13 have dropped by approximately $7 million and that is 
repeated on page 728. What services have been cut to drop $7 million out of that? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Collie–Preston, no services have been cut. It reflects the position we were 
talking about before about the repositioning of the $3.625 million and the $1.44 million, and also there is a 
$1.6 million payment that was made for the Geraldton–Greenough amalgamation.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Further on that same line about the capability of councils, can the minister advise us 
whether his department is investigating bullying issues, staff leaving and large increases in sick leave in one part 
of this—that is, the City of Albany? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Collie–Preston, I am very concerned with the current workplace issues at 
the City of Albany. I think it is essential that the City of Albany’s elected members and CEO move quickly to 
resolve those issues before they impact negatively on the city’s services to its community. The Local 
Government Act 1995 does not confer on me any power to directly intervene in workplace matters, as the 
member would probably know. However, if I believe that the city is becoming dysfunctional, I will take 
immediate steps to intervene. I continue to take a very strong and close interest in the City of Albany. I can tell 
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members, as they all know, that the City of Albany has been through some very harrowing issues over the past 
few years. The difficulties it has had have been very well publicised. I have taken a very supportive approach to 
the City of Albany and I have encouraged the city to take positive steps to address a range of things, which it 
has, so I do not want it to revert to the bad old days, if you like. The people of Albany do not expect that and 
neither do I; I do not want to stand for that. The City of Albany has appointed an independent human resources 
consultant to look at those issues and hopefully they will be sorted out very, very quickly so that the city can 
move on. As I say, the City of Albany has been through a fair bit and I do not want it to revert to any past 
practices that it had. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to the first dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 727. 
What tangible benefits have been identified from the funding provided to local governments that are engaged in 
structural reform? 
[7.40 pm] 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Over the years significant reports have examined the sustainability of the sector, all of 
which identified the need for local government reform. In 2010, the local government steering committee 
identified—at that time there were 139 local governments across Western Australia—that 44 per cent of local 
governments were not sustainable into the future.  

Also, 82 per cent lacked adequate long-term integrated asset and financial management planning.  
The reports also noted that the inefficiencies flowing from the current structures of local government were now 
impacting on areas beyond the sector, particularly in planning and development. In order to facilitate the social 
wellbeing of communities and the growth of local economies, we responded by committing to a program of 
voluntary reform to create fewer, stronger, more sustainable local governments. The state government has spent 
$8.1 million during this term of government on voluntary structural reform, one of the results of which has been 
the amalgamation of the City of Geraldton–Greenough and the Shire of Mullewa into the City of Greater 
Geraldton. There has been the completion of comprehensive regional business plans for regional transition 
groups, which comprise 16 local governments; and there are five regional collaborative groups comprising 
23 local governments. The benefits of the amalgamation that created the City of Greater Geraldton are 
widespread and include Mullewa being involved in the national broadband rollout, the expansion of safety and 
security programs for the residents of Mullewa, a dedicated place manager for Mullewa residents, and improved 
record management practices and compliance reporting. The regional business plans undertaken by the regional 
transition groups and the regional collaborative groups involved a comprehensive analysis of their business. 
They demonstrated the potential savings and opportunities for new and enhanced services both in economic and 
community development areas from road construction to maintenance to planning to compliance and improved 
infrastructure. Examples where savings can be made have been identified, and there has been widespread 
identification of areas for improvement.  

The RCG model examines the shared service arrangements for geographically remote local governments, where 
amalgamation is not viable. As I said, 23 local governments participated in those collaborative groups, and they 
identified many areas where resources could be shared, including information technology, human resources, 
workplace planning, financial services, waste management and asset management. The Gascoyne group 
identified potential savings of $377 000 per annum by removing duplication, thereby reducing operating costs, 
and the Pilbara RCG is implementing key recommendations identified through its regional business plan. The 
long-term sustainability of local government is basically what it is all about.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: Just on that same topic, I am staggered at how many local governments have survived 
for 100 years, but suddenly this report says they are all going to go broke. Why? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: For the past 100 years nothing much has changed in local government. When we did 
the analysis, we found that 77 per cent of local governments did not have long-term strategic financial planning; 
81 per cent of local governments had no or very limited planning to address asset management requirements; 
82 per cent of local governments do not undertake any financial planning to identify asset gaps; 36 per cent of 
local governments undertook limited or no long-term strategic planning; and about 60 per cent–odd—I do not 
remember the figure exactly—spent about 80 per cent of their rates income on governance, which left them no 
discretionary capacity to do anything else, basically. That is the state of local government, and that is what I am 
trying to improve. The 2006 report of the Local Government Advisory Board mentioned the same thing; the 
Western Australian Local Government Association Systemic Sustainability Study report said the same thing; the 
Australian Centre of Excellence for Local Government has talked about need for reform; and the draft findings 
of the Metropolitan Local Government Review mentioned the same thing. That is the state of local government. I 
am trying to improve the capacity of local government in Western Australia so that it can provide better, more 
efficient services to the community.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: I am on the record as supporting amalgamations and being involved in them from a 
community point of view in Kalgoorlie-Boulder, and as a former minister. But, bigger is not always better, as the 
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member for Belmont will tell the minister about the Office of Shared Services. Sometimes bigger just creates 
more inefficiencies and more bureaucracy. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member, that was not a question, and I would like to keep it to questions.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: What thought process allows the minister to think that putting together two councils that 
are not sustainable will make them sustainable, especially in some of the country regions where the tyranny of 
distance will make it more expensive, not cheaper? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: What page is the member talking about and what dot point? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: It does not matter, but —  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Tell me if there is a reference. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: It is a follow-on from the first dot point on page 727 that we have been discussing.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: If two bad eggs are put into the bottom of a bowl, they are still bad. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I understand. The regional business plans that were conducted by those local 
governments actually identified savings that can be redirected into better service delivery. The regional business 
plan of Koorda, Mt Marshall and Trayning identified potential savings of $529 000 per annum, which could be 
used to increase organisational and strategic planning capabilities, provide a greater focus on community and 
local economic initiatives, increase organisational capacity for workforce planning, provide resources to support 
information technology and communication needs, increase services in engineering and asset management, and 
give a greater capacity for lobbying other levels of government. Although all that had been identified, two of 
them decided not to proceed with the amalgamation. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: After a democratic plebiscite of the members, and the minister took their funding away. How 
can they have a chance when the minister took away their funding?  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Perth, you have not sought the call.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: I have tried to seek it a number of times, and there is usually some leniency to the shadow 
minister. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member, you have not indicated that you wish to ask a further question on this topic, and the 
minister was speaking and he should finish his answer. If you seek a further call, you can have it.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: For the member for Perth’s information, that group of councils I referred to did not 
conduct a poll. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: No what? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No poll was requested, because they did not get that far. Has the member got that? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: What did the residents of Koorda say? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Perth, are you asking for a further — 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The councils made that decision. It was Trayning and Koorda that made that decision. 
For Cuballing, Narrogin —  

Mr J.N. HYDE: And you still took their funding away midway, did you not? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Perth, this is not a conversation between the two of you. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Is that a question? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister was inviting an interjection so I took the bait—my apologies!  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Perth! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Just to carry on from the member for Collie–Preston’s question, the regional business 
plan of the Shires of Cuballing, Narrogin and Wickepin and the Town of Narrogin identified potential financial 
savings of $550 000 per annum to be invested in the areas of road construction and maintenance, asset 
management planning, community grants, human resources, financial management, improved service delivery in 
planning approvals, provision of a better range of services, support for community groups, asset management of 
key community infrastructure, and appropriate planning outcomes for the region. Three of them are proceeding 
because Wickepin decided it did not want to be part of it and pulled out. If the member is talking about the 
evidence, maybe he is talking about local governments that are not sustainable, but I mention again the situation 
with the Cities of Nedlands and Subiaco. KPMG did a complete business plan for them, like a mergers and 
acquisitions–type paper. Correct me if I am wrong, but I think there would have been about 28 000 people in the 
new entity, and KPMG said that in operational savings alone—not asset rationalisations or anything else—they 
would save a minimum of $3.1 million to $4.4 million per year by amalgamating. Subiaco decided to not 
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proceed; it did not go out and provide that report to the community before it voted. It decided at a council 
meeting to not proceed with the amalgamation, even though KPMG said—I suspect that nobody would question 
the quality of KPMG — 
[7.50 pm] 
Mr J.N. HYDE: Of course they do! Look at its record in the global financial crisis! 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: They could have saved anything up to $4.4 million in operational savings. KPMG also 
said that if they wanted to reduce rates they could, but that is just another example of — 
Mr M.P. MURRAY: But it is just all paperwork. 
The CHAIRMAN: I think there are a number of members who would like to ask some new questions. The 
member for Perth has been waiting longest, so the new question will go to the member for Perth. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: Further to that issue, I refer to the first point on page 727. The minister has spent more than 
$20 million on reform, and an awful lot of time talking about the benefits and efficiencies and so on, yet out of 
140 councils he can cite only two that have come together. In respect of the minister’s poster boys at the City of 
Geraldton, by how much have the rates in Geraldton decreased since all these alleged efficiencies have been put 
in place? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: How would I know what its rates are? 
Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister is the one who is saying that these efficiencies work! 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is not about rates, member for Perth. The member’s question was about spending so 
much money on local government reform. Since February 2009, we have spent $18.2 million on reform, in two 
component parts. Let us remember that this is not just about amalgamations or structural reform; it is about 
capacity building as well. We have spent $8.1 million on local government structural reform to progress local 
government reform submissions; five regional transition group regional business plans, comprising 16 local 
governments; five regional collaborative group business plans, comprising 23 local governments; amalgamation 
funding for the newly created City of Greater Geraldton out of the City of Geraldton–Greenough and the Shire of 
Mullewa; and the proposed amalgamation of other local governments. We have spent about $8.2 million on 
capacity building. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: I know; the minister has mentioned this three times. The issue is: where are the efficiencies? 
Where are the councils that are not increasing their rates by less than the consumer price index, if there are 
genuine efficiencies? There is none, and that is why the councils are not amalgamating. There are no real 
efficiencies. It is ratepayers who have to get the benefit, and they are not getting any benefit out of this whole 
reform process. 
The CHAIRMAN: Member for Perth, I just ask you to ask a question, not make commentary. Minister, the 
question has been asked. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: What I am trying to do in respect of local government reform is to increase the capacity 
of local governments to be more efficient and more economical so they can then deliver better and more efficient 
services to their communities. That is what I am trying to do. If they do not have the capacity to do that, the rates 
will never decrease or even stabilise. I am not suggesting that they should decrease rates or anything else; it is up 
to local governments to decide what they want do with any potential identifiable funds and put them into better 
services, or whatever they want. It is about building the capacity to do more for the amount of money they are 
getting; that is what I am trying to do for local governments. I am not saying that they have to reduce rates or 
anything like that. This is about building the capacity of local governments to deliver better and more efficient 
services to their communities. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I take the minister again to the top of page 727. The minister has spoken passionately about 
local government reform and it is clear that he personally holds the strong view that councils should be 
amalgamating. The government has spent almost $20 million on his reform program. He has said that the 
government has made a commitment to not compel councils to amalgamate during this term of Parliament. This 
budget, of course, goes beyond this term of Parliament, so I ask the minister: when will he announce what 
commitment he will give on amalgamations for the next term of Parliament, should the government be re-
elected? Will he give a commitment to announce his position on forced amalgamations prior to the next election? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Belmont, that is a decision of government. As the member well knows, 
that is a decision that cabinet will make or that any future government will make, for that matter. I have said 
consistently that, during this term of government, it is a voluntary process. The member should bear in mind that 
some people on his side probably agree with me, and — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We have a policy and we announced it. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I can see the smirk on the member’s face, because I know very well that a fair number 
of the member’s party — 



 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE B — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] E405 

 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Come on, I think our constituents deserve better than that. They deserve to know what is 
going to happen in the future. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The member knows how policies work and how cabinet works, so I repeat that for this 
term of government, it is a voluntary reform, and that is why we are spending money to increase capacity. 
Members should not forget the capacity-building side of local government, because whether they reform or not, 
there will be enormous benefits. At least they now know about asset management, financial management and the 
true cost of running a business, or they will do when they get it all together. At least they understand that now, 
whereas they did not understand before. As far as I am concerned, it has been a fantastic investment to just build 
the capacity of local government. As I said, our policy is that it will be voluntary reform for this term of 
government. What future governments do is up to future governments to decide. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Let me get this clear: the minister is refusing to say before this committee what his policy 
will be if re-elected; and, moreover, he is refusing to say whether he will tell us before the next election what his 
policy is going to be after the next election, should his government be re-elected. Why will he not give a 
commitment to announce before the next election what his policy will be on forced amalgamations? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: As the member for Belmont knows, policies will be decided in good time and when 
appropriate. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is within the minister’s power right now to say, “I’m not sure what the policy will be, but I 
will give a commitment that we will tell the public of Western Australia, before the election, what our policy will 
be”. Right now he is refusing to give a commitment to say what his policy will be before the next election, and 
that is a pretty extraordinary position.  

[8.00 pm] 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Policies will be announced in due course, when it is the right time and place to 
announce them. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is the minister giving a commitment to announce those policies before the election? 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Belmont! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Policies will be announced in due course, at the right time. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: So the minister is refusing to commit to make a decision before the election? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It will be a decision of government, which I am part of, but not the only part. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I refer to the third dot point on page 727 under the heading “Significant Issues Impacting 
the Agency”, which refers to streamlining compliance. The report of the Red Tape Reduction Committee, 
“Reducing the Burden”, identified potential savings for the local government sector of almost $2.2 million by 
focusing local government compliance returns on specified problem areas. Can the minister tell us what steps 
have been taken to address red tape issues? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Since 2000, local governments have been required by legislation to complete a 
compliance audit return and submit it to the Department of Local Government by 31 March each year. That Red 
Tape Reduction Group report, which was issued in 2010, prompted a review of the compliance audit return, and 
that review identified areas that could be deleted by removing questions on areas of compliance that were 
already audited in other ways. In 2010, the compliance audit report was subsequently reduced in size from 33 
pages to 27 pages. A compliance audit review working group, comprising local government sector 
representatives and departmental officers, met during 2011 and recommended a further reduction in compliance 
areas covered by questions in the compliance report. I introduced those amendments to the Local Government 
(Audit) Regulations, they were gazetted on 30 December 2011, and that reduced the areas of compliance covered 
by the compliance audit report to those matters that we believe are of considerable high risk. That resulted in a 
reduction in the size of the 2011 audit report from the previous 27 pages to eight pages. That resulted in an 
overall total reduction to local government of 77 per cent. I am thinking about proposing further complementary 
changes to the audit regulations in 2012 to expand the role of local government audit committees. It is proposed 
that the role of those audit committees will additionally encompass the annual review areas of risk management, 
internal control and legislative compliance.  

[Ms L.L. Baker took the chair.] 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Minister, again referring to that first dot point on page 727 regarding the local government 
reform strategy, with $20 million more spent since 2009, the minister made the comment, in response to the last 
question from the member for Belmont, “Whether they reform or not, there have been some great benefits—at 
least they know about the asset management capacity of local government”, and so on. That is a very sensible 
outcome, one would think, out of a process. Why, then, has the minister discriminated against so many councils 
by pulling their funding the moment it has been impossible for them to end up with, in effect, a forced 
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amalgamation? Why did the minister deny funding to more than 150 councils that were not able to apply for 
funding, or that were told by the minister’s department that they cannot apply, because it was not possible for 
them to amalgamate with their neighbour? Some councils quite honestly wanted to amalgamate but their 
neighbour did not, yet the department refused to give them funding to do this really important work that the 
minister has referred to about asset management, long-term planning and so on. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: If local governments put up their hand for reform but were blocked from reform 
because their neighbours were not interested in reform, they still received assistance from the government. It was 
only those councils that refused or did not want anything to do with the reform that did not get the funding. The 
department’s policy to access money is very clear. It is also in line with the commonwealth guidelines that were 
agreed to as part of securing local government reform funds. Funding was provided to those local governments 
participating in structural reform through voluntary amalgamation or, in defined remote areas, in the provision of 
shared services. Funding was also supplied to those local governments that were impeded from amalgamating. 
Those eligible local governments have been assisted with the preparation of regional business plans and 
capacity-building grants for things like strategic planning, asset management planning and financial management 
planning, and they will also be assisted with workforce planning. So that is what it is about.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Further to that, minister, in the original agreements that a number of councils signed for that 
funding, with strategic planning, asset management planning and financial management planning, there was no 
requirement that they had to pursue a direct amalgamation. To how many councils has the minister refused to 
give funding, or from how many councils has he taken funding away, during this process, and why? I will give 
the minister an illustration. I have had many emails and discussions from local government chief executive 
officers and shire presidents around the state. This email states — 

The Minister for LG has made grants of approx $150k to each council that ticked ‘yes we are prepared 
to amalgamate’ in their Reform Submission required by the Minister back in 2009. They could use it for 
any planning processes such as asset plans, strategic plans etc. 

We know that. The email continues — 

Those that said ‘no’ ‘we are sustainable’ and or don’t wish to amalgamate —  

That is because their neighbouring council did not want to participate — 

got Nil …  

So there were about 50 councils that missed out.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The member has said that those that were blocked from reform got nil. That is not true. 
The ones that were blocked from reform because their neighbours did not want to play ball, so to speak, got 
support. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: So every council in the state got $150 000? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No, there were groupings. Regional transition group councils got money for reform, 
and regional collaborative group councils got money for reform; plus the ones that were impeded from reform 
got assistance for capacity building. So when the member says they were not given assistance, that is not correct. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I am a ratepayer in the Shire of Denmark. Our shire was not able to get one cent out of this. 
Why should we be discriminated against as ratepayers when ratepayers in other shires that ticked the box, even if 
they were not really going to pursue amalgamation, got the full $150 000 out of the process? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: To the councils that said, “We are sustainable and we want nothing to do with you”, I 
said, “Thank you very much; I appreciate and respect your position.” Those people still have access to all the 
templates, and all the master classes, which have been paid for, and other assistance from the department. All 
that other assistance is there for them, except that the financial assistance is not.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: In a budget sense, some councils are getting $150 000. What is the other assistance worth that 
the minister is talking about, in a budget sense? 

[8.10 pm] 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is ongoing. We have spent money on templates—asset management, financial 
management and strategic planning templates. They have access to those. We have master classes — 

Mr J.N. HYDE: If they have the internet, they have access to anything. What about the real money?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: They have got that. Master classes are being conducted by Local Government 
Managers Australia. They have access to those.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Will the minister table a full list of those councils that have received the full $150 000 or the 
amount that each of the 140 councils in the state has received from the reform process?  
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think I have already answered that in response to a previous question, to which I 
agreed to provide the amount of money that has been provided for reform.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Is the minister providing in that supplementary information the itemised amounts for each of 
the 140 councils around the state, not the global figure?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: They all got access to the business planning templates, frameworks and guidelines, 
operational planning, communications—there is about $1 896 440 worth of assistance encompassing staff, 
supplies, business planning templates — 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister has obviously got the exact figure. Therefore, can the minister give us the exact 
figure that each of the 140 councils received?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Does the member for Perth want a list of councils and what they received in terms of 
financial support?  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes.  

The CHAIRMAN: If the minister is going to provide supplementary information, will he just repeat what he is 
going to provide?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: So that we are clear, the $1 896 440 is in-kind support that those councils would be able 
to receive or have received.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes, I know. What we are talking about is the real money. A number of councils got the 
$150 000 and some did not. Can the minister give us the itemised figure for each of the 140 councils in Western 
Australia, including Cocos (Keeling) Islands — 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Only about 70 councils are receiving direct grants.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Can we have those and the amount of money they got by way of supplementary information?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes. I agree to supply by way of supplementary information the amounts of money 
received by those councils that have received capacity-building funding.  

[Supplementary Information No B34.]  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I take the minister to the top of page 727 of the Budget Statements and the $20 million local 
government reform strategy. Many people would consider Bunbury to be a prime case for council 
amalgamations for planning reasons alone. Does the minister intend to tell the people of Bunbury before the 
election his policy on forced amalgamations for the next term of Parliament?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Perth, what I have told — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am the member for Belmont! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Sorry. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I might be amalgamated, perhaps.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am just striking first! Is that all right? Member for Belmont, I have encouraged all 
local governments, including the ones around Bunbury. As the member would know, the City of Bunbury wants 
to participate in reform but the others around Bunbury do not. I have encouraged them to look at the 
opportunities and possibilities of what a brand-new organisation could bring to their communities. I have asked 
all local governments to just investigate that opportunity. The government would then assist by providing money 
to get their regional business plans done, so that they could get the cold, hard facts from an independent 
consultant. They could then put those cold, hard facts to their people and their people could then decide. The 
three councils around Bunbury have refused to go that far. As from this budget there is no more government-
sponsored reform, because there is no money in the budget for any new group of councils that want to participate 
in the reform process. If they change their mind and want to, they can come and see me and put their case, but I 
would have to ask for a special allocation through the budget for them to do so. Like I said, up to the end of this 
term of government, it is voluntary reform.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is the minister refusing to commit to telling the people of Bunbury what his policy on forced 
amalgamations will be after the next election?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The policy on local government will be determined and announced in good time when 
we have a policy. We will put it out, just like the member for Belmont and anyone else would put out a policy. 
What a future government says is up to it, but the policy will be announced at a time appropriate to us.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is it time before the next election? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It will be announced at an appropriate time.  
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Mr J.N. HYDE: Further to that, the minister just said that there is no further money in the budget for reforms or 
amalgamations.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes; go on.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: What is the use of the report that is coming down on the metropolitan amalgamations? If that 
recommends that there should be one council in Perth, the minister has said that there is no money there and that 
he will have to go to cabinet to request money to fund that amalgamation.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Perth, do not get fixated on one council for Perth.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: I have ruled it out already. Why do you not?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I know it is bugging you. You keep pushing that line—one council for Perth.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: North and south!  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: As I said, the final report is yet to come to me, based on what the independent body 
says.  
Mr J.N. HYDE: But it does not matter; there is no money to do anything anyway. Why does the minister not 
just be honest with the community of Western Australia? He will not tell us what he is going to do; there is no 
money to do anything.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: When I know what the final recommendation is, what the options are, what the make-
up is and what the government wants to do, we will then be able to understand what resources are required. Until 
that time there is no point in me going to the government or anybody else to seek money when I do not know the 
scope, size, options or anything else.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister is one of the most experienced people in local government in this state, not only 
as a former Mayor of Bunbury but also from his involvement with the Western Australian Local Government 
Association. The minister understands WALGA and the LGA nationally. He understands these issues. He has 
been Minister for Local Government for nearly four and a half years. He must have an idea, a vision and 
leadership on the amalgamations issue. He set up the terms of interest for this review. Why can he not just tell us 
where he is going with it? What is the minister’s preference? It is a further question. 

The CHAIRMAN: Minister, I actually think you have answered, or not answered, that question and made your 
position pretty clear, so I am going to move on to the member for Geraldton.  

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to service 2 on the provision of effective regulation on page 728 of the Budget 
Statements. The minister would be aware of the horrific attacks on pet dogs by other dogs in recent weeks. He 
would also be aware of the tragic attacks by dogs on children that occurred last year in the eastern states. What is 
the government doing to prevent dangerous dog attacks in Western Australia?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I thank the member for Geraldton. The protection of the community from dangerous 
and vicious dogs is a priority for me and this government, and I presume it is a priority for everybody. What is 
this? Is there collusion over there between the member for Perth and the member for Kalgoorlie? What is going 
on here?  
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: Plans!  
[8.20 pm] 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The government has been working on developing stronger protection measures for 
Western Australians. I have been looking at tougher penalties for those very few irresponsible dog owners whose 
dogs have devastating effects on others when they are not controlled safely or in a responsible manner. Like the 
member said, there has been extensive media coverage of this issue recently. A Mundaring family’s young pet 
dog was mauled to death not so long ago. Worse than that was the tragic killing in Victoria of a young child in 
her home in a vicious dog attack. I am pleased to advise that this year I intend to introduce amendments to the 
Dog Act, which will increase the control of dangerous dogs by mandating the measures that an owner must take 
once a dog has been declared dangerous. Currently, it is up to the local government ranger to make orders should 
it be considered appropriate. I believe that stronger protection measures should be in place. Therefore, I am 
proposing that the owner will have to ensure that a restricted-breed dog or a dog that has been declared 
dangerous must be in an enclosure to prevent the dog escaping and that enclosure must be childproof. I am also 
proposing that warning signs must be provided at the premises. Signs must warn not just to be aware of dogs but 
also that a dangerous dog is on the premises. Dogs will also be required to wear muzzles and special collars to 
identify them as dangerous dogs. When a dog is out in public, it will be required to be on a lead at all times and 
under the control of somebody who is physically able to control the dog. I am also proposing that all restricted 
breeds must be sterilised. In addition, I am hoping to markedly increase the penalties for all offences in the Dog 
Act. In particular, I am proposing periods of imprisonment for offences where a dog attack has resulted in 
serious injury or death. I propose to introduce those measures to Parliament this year. This has come out of 
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extensive consultation. The government is committed to ensuring that Western Australians are protected from 
dangerous dogs and irresponsible owners. I hope that my fellow parliamentarians will support that bill when it 
comes to Parliament.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: My question starts with the line item “Office of Multicultural Interests—Community 
Grants Program” at the bottom of page 725, then moves to “Promotion and Support of Multiculturalism in 
Western Australia” at the bottom of page 726 and then the fifth dot point on page 727, which states — 

Western Australia is a multicultural society with 27.1% of its citizens born overseas, speaking more 
than 100 languages and practicing more than 100 religious faiths. The multicultural community plays an 
important role in enhancing the State’s cultural, social and economic advantage.  

What is missing there is an increase in funding to support that 27 per cent from the minister’s department. I see 
that in 2011–12, $4 903 000 was expended out of a budget of $5 151 000 yet it goes down to $5.14 million in 
2012-13 from the projected budget of 2011–12. We are losing money and there is no increase in the grants 
whatsoever to what the minister said is a very important section of the community, and he is not funding them 
accordingly. Can the minister explain why there is a reduction in real terms?  

The CHAIRMAN: I am just going to clarify which line item of the budget we are referring to. Minister, do you 
know which page we are referring to? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The member started on page 725. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: It started from the bottom of page 725.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That was the second line item under “Major Spending Changes”.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: That is right. Then I moved across to the next page and the expense under “Service 
Summary”—“Promotion and Support of Multiculturalism in Western Australia”. Then I referred to the fifth 
point on the next page, where the minister tells us how good those people are, yet he refuses to fund them.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I have doubled the amount for the community grants program. That is what that line 
says; that is an increase of $250 000 under “Major Spending Changes”.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: But it has been taken from one area and moved back to the other; that is the point I am 
making.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: What page is the member talking about? I know that we were on page 725. What is the 
other page the member quoted, where he said it moves back out?  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: It goes from 490 to 51.  

The CHAIRMAN: Can you just clarify where 490 appears in the budget papers?  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Down the bottom of page 726, under “Service Summary”.  

The CHAIRMAN: Minister, it is in the table headed “Service Summary”.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The amount of $4 903 000 that the member is referring to is the estimated actual in the 
2011–12 budget.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: A total of $5 151 000 was budgeted for in 2011–12. This year’s budget is $5 146 000, 
which is less than what was budgeted for.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That $4 903 000 is the total overall cost of the service. From 2011–12 to 2012–13, it 
has gone up by roughly $250 000.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: The full budget of 2011–12 has not been expended. The minister has taken the lower 
figure and said it has gone up, instead of having the higher figure to say that it has gone down.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: As far as the grants for the Office of Multicultural Interests for the 2012–13 year are 
concerned, we will administer a total grant of $1 583 701, which includes: Celebrate WA, $680 000; community 
grants program, $500 000, which was $250 000; Ethnic Organisations Fund, $200 000; Advance (WA 
Employment), $104 000; a National Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters component of 
$49 701; and enhanced multiculturalism of $100 000. The total grants from last year have gone up by $250 000. 
They have not been cut whatsoever.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: It went from zero to $250 000.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Maybe if the member gives me the page number — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is page 725.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: The figure opposite “Office of Multicultural Interests—Community Grants Program” is 
$250 000. It has gone from zero to $250 000. If we go over to page 726, the third dot point under “Service 
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Summary”, the minister took the lowest figure of $4 903 000, estimated actual, and increased it to $5 146 000. If 
we look at what was in the budget, we see it was $5 151 000. Can the minister see where it has been reduced? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: There is a $250 000 increase but total expenditure is less than last year’s budget.  

[8.30 pm] 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The appropriation for the grants has not gone down; it has gone up. If we cannot 
explain it properly, perhaps I can provide it by way of supplementary information. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The issue seems to be that there has been a policy decision to increase the grants by $250 000 
a year, but the overall program in which those grants are located shows that last year’s budget—albeit not last 
year’s expenditure—was $5.151 million and this year’s budget is $5.146 million. The community grants might 
have been increased by $250 000, but the overall program for the support of multiculturalism appears to have 
had a very small decline. If room was made for an extra $250 000 in community grants, something else must 
have been cut, and that is what we need the minister to clarify. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, the difference between $5.151 million and $4.903 million. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: No, between $5.151 million and $5.146 million. The budget last year was $5.151 million and 
the budget this year is $5.146 million. That is a small reduction. How can that be when there has been a 
$250 000 increase in community grants? What has been cut to make room for that $250 000? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister may want to provide the answer by way of supplementary information, just so we 
get this right. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Maybe we can try to explain it to the member for Collie–Preston. 

The CHAIRMAN: Would the minister like to supply that by way of supplementary information? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We will try to explain it to the member for Collie–Preston. I will get my director 
general to explain that. 

Ms J. Mathews: I understand that the baseline appropriation for the Office of Multicultural Interests has not 
changed from the 2011-12 budget to the 2011–12 estimated actual. That slight decrease is due to the way that 
corporate services have been allocated across the three services. There has been a slight drop in the way that 
corporate services have been allocated to service 3. These are corporate services such as executive liaison and 
corporate support. It has been allocated slightly differently. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The original question was about the grants. This minister has made an offer of supplementary 
information. Could we have a list of all the grants? That way, there will be no debate. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, I can do that. Does the member want it for 2012–13? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes, for 2012–13. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The member wants a list of grants in the OMI budget for 2012–13. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes. The Premier says that the forward estimates are never–never land, but it is roughly the 
same in the forward years. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I have agreed to provide by way of supplementary information a list of grants that will 
be administered by OMI in 2012–13. 

[Supplementary Information No B35.] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer to the outcomes and key effectiveness indicators listed on page 727. One outcome is 
listed as —  

A Western Australian public sector which practices the principles of multiculturalism and the 
empowerment of culturally and linguistically diverse communities to fully participate in Western 
Australian life: 

Firstly, does the minister’s agency monitor the number of people from culturally and linguistically diverse 
communities appointed to government boards and committees; and, if so, how has the government been 
performing in the last few years on this particular measure? Secondly, does the minister’s agency interest itself 
in major policy issues affecting culturally and linguistically diverse communities, such as the incredible 
proportion of children in schools in my electorate who do not have English as a first language? Between 30 per 
cent and 40 per cent of the primary school populations in my electorate are in that category. Those schools are 
hard-pressed to deal with that issue, which has emerged in the last five years or so. I wonder whether the 
minister could provide an answer about what his agency does in those two issues across the public sector. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think the first question the member asked was about who monitors the CALD 
communities employed in the public sector. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: No; CALD members on government boards and committees. For example, have we ever had 
a Chinese-born person on the board of Western Power or a Vietnamese–Australian person on the Water 
Corporation board? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will have to take that question on notice. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: The minister may have to provide the figures as supplementary information, but does his 
agency regard it as one of its responsibilities to monitor that issue? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: OMI goes through a range of information and does a range of things to promote and 
improve access by, and equality for, CALD communities. I will get Ms Maria Osman to explain that for the 
member. 
Ms M. Osman: We ask that question when people are nominated to boards and committees, and we try to 
investigate the outcomes of that, so we will provide as supplementary information the demographic balance on 
boards and committees. We work very strategically to ensure that our communities understand access to boards 
and committees. We email our communities when board and committee memberships become vacant. Recently, 
we have been very successful in getting the first south Sudanese member on the Victims of Crime Reference 
Group, which reports to the Attorney General. That is an enormous opportunity for that young man. He will be a 
very significant role model for the community, and we will use him to encourage and bridge with the 
community, but we also need to support him in that role. We are very committed to ensuring that we have 
multicultural balance on boards and committees and we work very strategically around those issues. But it will 
take time and we do need the data. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Did I understand the minister’s officer to say that, as supplementary information, the figures 
for government boards and committees will be provided? 

Ms M. Osman: As I said, the data is collected by the Public Sector Commission. We have been exploring 
opportunities around the data. It is not the same data as in gender analysis, but we are trying to get that data so 
we can see the representation of culturally and linguistically diverse communities on boards and committees. 
The Public Sector Commission collects that data. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Does the minister’s agency distinguish in this work between, if you like, major boards, such 
as the boards of government utilities, and the smaller ones? It seems to me that people from culturally and 
linguistically diverse communities are pretty much missing from the major government boards. 

Ms M. Osman: We will have to provide that by way of supplementary information. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think the member for Belmont mentioned in his other question something about the 
English language in his area. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes. Does the minister’s agency get involved in the development of policy within 
government on that issue? It is a particularly pressing issue in my electorate. When I visited the primary schools 
in my electorate, at every one someone talked to me about the huge number of kids whose first language is not 
English. It has developed in recent years. The figures are very high; up to 40 per cent of the kids in many of the 
schools in my electorate have a first language that is not English. 

The CHAIRMAN: Minister, before we move on to that question, there was some conversation about 
supplementary information that has not been finalised. Minister, are you going to provide some supplementary 
information? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: On the major boards issue. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will provide supplementary information on members of major boards who come from 
CALD communities. 
[Supplementary Information No B36.] 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Through our Ethnic Organisations Fund, we have triennial funding for non-government 
organisations that assist. Three organisations have received funding from us: the Metropolitan Migrant Resource 
Centre; the Coalition for Asylum Seekers, Refugees and Detainees; and the Edmund Rice Centre. The 
Metropolitan Migrant Resource Centre has a government training package for CALD communities and their 
leaders. The Edmund Rice Centre has comprehensive life skills and English language programs for new 
migrants. The Coalition for Asylum Seekers, Refugees and Detainees has engaged 243 volunteers to support 
561 students and their families to access English language tutoring, medical and housing services, and life skills 
training. The applications for the next round are open now. We also have the Diverse WA training package that I 
initiated, which is cultural competency training through the public service. As I said, those three organisations do 
a lot of work in assisting culturally and linguistically diverse communities with the English language and that 
sort of thing. We also liaise with other government departments in looking at training, drivers’ licences and 
mental health. They are the sorts of cultural awareness programs that we have initiated. A lot of work is going 
on. 



E412 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE B — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] 

 

[8.40 pm] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is the minister engaged with the education department of Western Australia in dealing with 
this issue of the very large number of children who are in primary schools and whose first language is not 
English; and, if so, how is he engaged? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will get Maria to expand on that. However, we were involved in two centres in 
Parkwood and Koondoola in the beginning. I think at this point the education department has—Maria can correct 
me if I am wrong—13 education centres dealing with English as a second language. Can Maria expand on that, 
please? 

Ms M. Osman: The office is engaged with the Department of Education through the Interagency Settlement 
Group, which covers state and federal agencies, and the Department of Education is on that. The key role of, and 
the reference for, that group is to look at settlement issues for newly arrived migrants. Education is involved in 
that, and there is an ongoing conversation around the needs of students whose first language is not English. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: My question refers to service 2 on page 728, which deals with providing efficiency in 
regulation, and it is about the passing of the Cat Act 2011. This introduces important requirements for the 
management of domestic cats and the responsibility of owners of domestic cats. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am sorry; I can hardly hear the member. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I am sorry, minister. My question refers to service 2 on page 728, which relates to 
providing efficiency. I am interested in the passing of the Cat Act 2011 and the introduction of all the new and 
important requirements of the cat laws and the responsibility of owners of domestic cats. Can the minister advise 
me about the implementation of the act and what assistance will be given to low-income earners? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: There are three elements to the new Cat Act. They are mandatory identification, 
sterilisation and registration. The identification of cats is considered to be a crucial element in the management 
of domestic cats. It enables local government authorities to distinguish between owned animals and animals that 
are not owned, and to return lost cats to their owners rather than euthanasing them. To support that enforcement 
of the act, funding will be provided on a contestable basis to assist in the establishment of cat management 
facilities or pounds. The funding will also support the establishment of four shared pound facilities in the 
metropolitan area, and also in key regional locations. I anticipate that local government and non-local 
government organisations such as the Cat Haven and the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
will get together and put in bids for the development of such facilities. An amount of $3.244 million has been 
budgeted for the total package. 

When it comes to sterilisation, most cat owners act responsibly, with about 93 per cent of owned cats already 
sterilised. Compulsory sterilisation was supported by both cat owners and non-cat owners. An increase in the 
number of sterilised cats will improve the ability of local governments to deal with stray cats, and it is expected 
to reduce the number of unwanted cats in the community. The government is committed to reducing the financial 
burden on those members of our community who are less well off, and the government is providing assistance to 
pensioners and people on low incomes to subsidise the cost of sterilisation. Some local governments are already 
providing assistance and subsidies to pensioners. I encourage them to continue providing that support and to 
continue subsidising microchipping and sterilisation costs. Funding has also been provided in that package to 
assist local governments in equipping them with the gear they want to administer the legislation.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: The outcome on page 727 states — 

To build the capability of the Local Government sector to deliver economic and social services to 
communities: 

Of course, as the minister would be aware, most councils do that by levying rates. Is the minister aware that 
within the Shire of Denmark, the state government currently pays approximately $75 000 in rates for the 
department-owned housing through the state Department of Housing; and is the minister aware that by 
transferring the ownership of this government-built housing to not-for-profit organisations, these same dwellings 
become rate exempt? What assistance will the state government provide to councils such as the Shire of 
Denmark to compensate for this loss of rates? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Perth, that whole area is the Minister for Housing’s responsibility. I think 
the member should ask him that question, quite frankly. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister’s own outcome on page 727 says that it is the minister’s responsibility to build the 
capability of the local government sector to deliver economic and social services to communities. Now the 
minister is taking away the government’s ability to pay rates. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Our capability measure was developed across four key areas, member for Perth, and 
they were about strategic community planning, asset management, financial management and workforce 
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planning. The result of the 2011 assessment was that 1.4 per cent, or two local governments, met the basic 
requirements across one of those four areas, and 33.8 per cent of local governments met the basic levels across 
those four areas. That is the capacity-building index that we are talking about in what the member is referring to. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: No. Can the minister not understand that he is decreasing the capacity of the government to pay 
rates? At the moment, the state government is paying $75 000 in rates for real houses in Denmark. By the 
minister switching the ownership and giving it to not-for-profit organisations, he is removing that rates income 
for those same services that the Shire of Denmark provides. This is happening all around the state. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Page 720, or whatever page it was that the member for Perth mentioned, has nothing to 
do with what the member is talking about. That is about the capability index of local governments across those 
four areas that I am talking about. They are specific performance measures. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: How can there be a capability for councils to deliver economic and social services to 
communities if the state government is not paying its rates? It is a direct cost shift from the state government to 
local councils. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The question of housing is one for the Minister for Housing; okay? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The question of rates — 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I repeat again that that capability index is based on those four elements and the 
capabilities of local governments in those areas. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: What does the third line say? It says — 

Improvement in local government’s capability to enable the fulfilment of their responsibility to their 
communities: 

How can they meet their responsibilities and how can they meet these capability elements at a basic level if the 
state government is not paying the rates anymore for properties that it owns? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Every year, every local government sets its own rates. They have their own budgets, 
and they have the capacity, within the current incomes and outgoings, to set their budgets. Those capability 
measures that we see on that page relate to those capability measures of local governments. Housing is the 
responsibility of the Minister for Housing. It has nothing to do with those capability indexes that appear on that 
page there. It is a different interpretation as far as I am concerned. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: So the minister does not care. That is the short answer. You are the Minister for Local 
Government! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Do not — 

The CHAIRMAN: Members! Member for Perth, I understand that we have probably come to the end of this. 
The minister has referred the member to another minister for a response, so I think we should move on at the 
moment.  

[8.50 pm] 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I just want to put on the record: do not ever say that I do not care. Do not start putting 
words into my mouth or interpretations of what I as the minister believe in terms of local government. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister is taking away their ability to rate! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Just do not do it!  

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister has had letters from that council and other councils, and he is giving them no 
understanding.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I cannot help it if the member has a different interpretation from what I have of that 
section. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister does not. He is not even making an effort. The minister is saying, “Handball: go 
to Minister Buswell.” The Minister for Local Government does not care. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Quite some time ago, the minister answered a question about his concerns about the City of 
Albany. That moves me to ask: in the past financial year, how many other councils has the department had to 
concern itself with on substantial issues? I have to give the minister a reference. I refer to service 2, “Strengthen 
Good Governance in the Local Government Sector and Provide Effective Regulation”. Could the minister 
provide us with a list of all the councils that the department has had to take action on with regard to this service? 
If someone rings up with a complaint about the enforcement of the Dog Act, I do not want to see that on the list. 
How many councils have got into trouble, if you like? 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I understand what the member is talking about. There are two key areas. We completed 
probity audits on the Shire of Toodyay, the Shire of Chapman Valley and the Town of Narrogin. We are also 
currently conducting a formal inquiry into the City of Canning. I will ask Brad whether he wants to elaborate on 
those, or any others, for the member.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: What I am really looking for is a list of councils against which substantive inquiries are 
currently underway.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That is it, as far as I am aware.  

Mr B. Jolly: The minister is correct. Currently, an authorised inquiry under part 8 of the Local Government Act 
is being carried out into the City of Canning. In addition to that, as the minister has already mentioned, 
three probity audits were conducted during the course of the year. As it stands right at this point in time, the only 
formal inquiry being conducted under part 8 of the act is at the City of Canning. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If I could ask a follow-up question, minister — 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: I have a point of order. The opposition may have some input into this. Are there any 
specific time lines for the consideration of this division, bearing in mind that there are two more divisions to go? 
Were we planning to finish this division at nine o’clock and have half an hour each for the National Trust of 
Australia (WA) and the Heritage Council of Western Australia, or will it just flow through? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That is my understanding. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: We will see whether we can progress on these local government issues with succinct answers 
and good questions.  

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: When are we going to get to ask questions on heritage? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I know; I have got so many. The government has restricted us to just three hours for these very 
important portfolio areas. 

The CHAIRMAN: I note that we have staff here from the other two divisions.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: Maybe we should aim to finish in another 15 minutes. Is that fair enough, member for 
Perth and member for Belmont? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: We will see how we go. We will try to get done as close to nine o’clock as we can.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Belmont, would you like to rephrase that question? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The minister’s department also deals with complaints against individual councillors. How 
many of those complaints has the department dealt with in the last financial year? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think, from memory, it is about 200 and — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Two hundred! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No, I think that is the number of complaints. Maybe I have got figures from the wrong 
area mixed up in my head, member for Belmont! We will soon find out.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I think we just created a news story! 

Mr B. Jolly: The department has dealt with a number of complaints over the course of the year. It is projecting 
to complete about 200 complaints in total over the course of this year. Within that, the number of complaints 
deal with different provisions under the act. Certainly, some of those complaints are dealt with by the Local 
Government Standards Panel, which deals directly with alleged breaches of the rules of conduct regulations. I 
suspect that may be the focus of the member’s question. During the course of the current financial year until 
29 February, which was the point at which the term of appointment of the previous standards panel expired, the 
panel had dealt with 36 complaints, involving a total of 57 allegations. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: When the officer said that the department was dealing with 200 complaints, would that 
involve 200 councillors or two complaints for 100 councillors? How many individual councillors would have 
been the subject of complaints dealt with in one way or another by the department? I am really asking the 
minister this question and hopefully he will give the officer the chance to answer. 

Mr B. Jolly: A number of the complaints that are made may relate to the same councillor. Again, I will use the 
example of the Local Government Standards Panel, which deals directly with breaches of the rules of conduct. 
Although 36 complaints were finalised during that period from 1 July through to 29 February, that is not 
necessarily to say that involved 36 different councillors. It may have been that multiple complaints were directed 
towards one councillor. I do not have the information available to identify — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Can we, as supplementary information, have the number of individual councillors who were 
the subject of complaints that were dealt with by the department in one way or another? 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I have agreed to supply by way of supplementary information the number of 
councillors — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Individual councillors. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The number of individual councillors who have been subject to a complaint. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Dealt with by the department, obviously, on the basis on which the officer was talking.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The number of councillors who have been subject to a complaint and been dealt with. 

[Supplementary Information No B37.] 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I refer to service 2, “Strengthen Good Governance in the Local Government Sector and 
Provide Effective Regulation”, on page 728. How many times has the Minister for Energy written to the Minister 
for Local Government regarding the underground power project and the system of issuing special rates notices to 
people who are paying for the underground power project? What issues led the Minister for Energy to seek the 
Minister for Local Government’s assistance and what effect does that have on the funding of the underground 
power project? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I cannot answer off the top of my head whether the minister has written to me at all. 
Therefore, I have to take that question on notice. Obviously, I cannot keep thousands of bits of correspondence 
in my head. Does anybody else know? 

The CHAIRMAN: Would the minister like to provide that as supplementary information? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Maybe Mr Jolly can answer that.  

[Mr M.W. Sutherland took the chair.] 

Mr B. Jolly: I do not have the information available to me of the number of times that the Minister for Energy 
has communicated with the Minister for Local Government. What I can say is that in the amendment bill that 
progressed through Parliament earlier this year, a number of amendments were made that related to the charges 
applicable to underground power. In effect, those amendments effectively dealt with sections 6.37 and 6.38 of 
the Local Government Act. Section 6.37 is a provision of the act that was not intended to be used for the purpose 
of recovering charges for underground power but that had been used previously by some local governments, so 
the amendment had the effect of validating those charges that had been previously levied.  

With regard to section 6.38, the department had advice that the application of section 6.38 was not beyond 
challenge, so the amendment had the effect of clarifying the application of section 6.38. In addition to that, there 
was also an amendment to the act administered through the finance portfolio that deals with the ability of local 
governments to pass on the subsidies in relation to those charges to pensioners. Previously, they had not been 
able to recover those charges in relation to charges under section 6.38, so an amendment was made to that act to 
enable those discounts and subsidies to be applied.  

[9.00 pm] 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I think the member for Belmont wants a further question on this topic, but I am also 
interested in a further question on this topic.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Did any ratepayers avoid paying the underground power charges as a result of this doubt 
about the applicability of sections 6.37 and 6.38? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Not that I am aware of, member for Belmont. 

Mr B. Jolly: No, minister. As I understand it, no challenges had been made to the application of those rates, but 
given that the charges had been incorrectly levied under section 6.37, it was deemed to be prudent to make an 
amendment that validated the application of those charges previously. The amendment does not go so far as to 
enable section 6.37 to be used in the future.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is it true, minister, that this whole matter came to light because of the refusal of former 
federal Liberal minister Mr Geoff Prosser to pay his share of an underground power project in Bunbury, and that 
this refusal led to the cancellation of the project? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am not aware of that.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The amendment legislation that was referred to, was it included in the minister’s second 
reading speech that this was to eliminate the problem that councils were unlawfully collecting money in respect 
of the underground power project? 

Mr B. Jolly: No. Essentially, the amendment was based on legal advice that the department had received with 
respect to those two provisions. So, essentially, the amendments were, as I say, made to validate previous 
incorrect use of section 6.37, and to remove—I guess to clarify the intended use of section 6.38. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Could I just clarify the term “incorrect use”; does that mean unlawful use, minister? 

Mr B. Jolly: The recovery of the charges through the use of section 6.37 was incorrectly and, I guess, unlawfully 
applied. That is correct. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: My final question is: so, did the minister not think it was worthwhile mentioning to the 
Parliament that he was actually covering over unlawful activity by councils in this regard when he brought the 
bill to the house?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No, I think some councils were probably under the impression they could do it under 
one section, when they could not — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But the minister’s advice was that they could not. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: — and it was about clarifying the fact.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But the minister’s advice that he had himself when he brought that bill to the house was 
that it was unlawful, and he never told anybody in the Parliament. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It was about clarifying the fact of what they could and could not do.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: With respect, I just want to clarify. The department official has used the term 
“unlawful” — 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, but — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: — and the minister never told anybody in the Parliament that he was in fact using 
legislation to retrospectively take money from citizens. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: My best recollection is that our legal advice was that it was best to clarify what could 
and could not happen under those two sections, and it was best to clarify it.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: And the minister never thought that was worth telling the Parliament? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We put the amendments through. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but the minister never told us that is what he was doing.  

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: My question is about the asset investment program of the Metropolitan Cemeteries Board, 
which is referred to on page 735 of budget paper No 2. Does the Metropolitan Cemeteries Board have to use the 
Auditor General for its audit at probably three to four times the cost of using a private accountant? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The Metropolitan Cemeteries Board is not part of this section.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Minister, the second dot point on page 727 of budget paper No 2 relates to the additional 
investment of $3 million in the Metropolitan Local Government Review. A very clear draft finding—not a 
number of options—was regarding introducing compulsory voting. What is the minister’s view on that; will he 
or will he not introduce it? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will wait on the final report to come to me from the independent board, and then we 
will make a decision. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: But it has given the minister its view; there cannot be anything different. What is the minister’s 
view? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is an interim report, and I will wait until the final report is presented to me. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Is the minister happy with the recommendation? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Do not forget, after that there will be public feedback to be considered as well.  

The CHAIRMAN: From what I understand, we wanted to move on from Local Government to the Heritage 
Council; is that correct? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: We have a couple more. 

The CHAIRMAN: Anybody else got any questions? The member for Perth is the last cab on the rank. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Minister, in relation to the “Efficiency Dividend” line item on page 725 of budget paper No 2, 
is the minister able to detail the exact programs, projects and activities that are to be cut, and by how much and 
when? Clearly that would enable the minister to list a precise dividend for this year, as he has in that figure there. 
If the minister cannot provide it to us now, can he provide it by way of supplementary information? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Perth, I have already answered that question when it was asked by the 
member for Belmont; it is just about exactly the same question.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: So is the minister going to provide it? 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No, I — 

Mr J.N. HYDE: If the minister cannot provide it, I am asking him to provide it by way of supplementary 
information. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I have already answered that question. The member for Belmont asked that question of 
me sometime earlier, and I have answered it. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: What was the minister’s answer? It changes every time.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The member for Perth is the one who changes all the time. He ought to listen to what 
the member for Belmont asked, because it was just about exactly the same question. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: It was not exactly the same. Can the minister name any program that is going to be cut? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: What I said to the member for Belmont—it is not exactly the same response, but in 
general terms—was that the director general will be looking at operational efficiencies in terms of where she 
would apply the efficiency dividend, and that will then be reported to me and I will probably sign off on that. I 
was hoping that that would be somewhere towards the end of the year, which will be in readiness for the 2012-13 
financial year. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: That is only four weeks.  

Just further to that, how can it be an efficiency dividend if the minister does not know what is efficient and what 
is not? The minister has just come up with a mythical figure of $380 000. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: There will not be any impact on front-line services. The director general of the 
department will be looking at the areas where the efficiency dividend can be looked at. The director general will 
be doing that review, and then she will come back to me with that information.  

The CHAIRMAN: Are you happy with that? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Very happy.  

The appropriation was recommended. 
[9.10 pm] 

Division 61: Heritage Council Of Western Australia, $7 207 000 — 
Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 
Mr G.M. Castrilli, Minister for Heritage. 
Mr G.A. Gammie, Executive Director, State Heritage Office. 
Mrs S. Siekierka, Principal Policy Adviser, Office of the Minister for Heritage. 
[Witnessed introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Perth. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I refer to total appropriations provided to deliver services on page 736 and advice that the 
minister has received from the Heritage Council. I have a series of questions regarding the state heritage–listed 
Esplanade Reserve. In light of the imminent significant changes to the heritage fabric of that state heritage–listed 
asset and yesterday’s announcement, will the minister bring to Parliament a rescission of or amendment to the 
Esplanade’s heritage listing? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will go through some of the history of the planned development on the Esplanade. In 
mid-February 2010, the Heritage Council considered the concept plan for the Perth Waterfront project and 
resolved to advise the Department of Planning that it was broadly supportive of the project. The Heritage 
Council provided feedback to the Department of Planning and its consultant on the strategic heritage 
management plan for the Perth Waterfront site. The Heritage Council considered the heritage elements of stage 1 
of the development, which includes the preparation of the site for major works and subdivision, the demolition of 
dressing rooms, and the deconstruction of the Florence Hummerston kiosk for future relocation. There were 
other proposed works and in November 2011 the Heritage Council resolved to support them, subject to several 
conditions. The upshot of all that was that the Western Australian Planning Commission advised the central 
Perth planning committee that it had considered the Heritage Council’s advice and had resolved that there was 
no prudent and feasible alternative but to deconstruct and relocate some of those buildings, such as the tearooms. 
The WAPC has made that decision, so, in answer to the member’s question, I will not be bringing anything back 
to Parliament in that regard. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: But the Esplanade is still, through an act of Parliament, state heritage listed. The minister’s 
cabinet—I assume that he was in cabinet on Monday—has decided to call it something else. Is the minister going 
to rescind or change that listing? 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: There is no intention to de-list the Esplanade; it remains a significant heritage site, and 
that will be recognised in the site development through the interpretation plans. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: So even though it is going to be dug up and flooded, it will still legally be the Esplanade? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It remains a significant heritage site and that will be recognised in the site 
redevelopment. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Can the minister not acknowledge that if it is dug up and flooded, it will no longer be an 
esplanade as recognised in the original legislation under which it was state heritage listed? Why will the minister 
not come to Parliament and change the listing? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Just because there is a change of use, it does not mean that it has to be de-listed. It will 
still be listed, even though there is a change of use. There are many changes of use around Perth, such as former 
schools. Just because they are put to another use and they are no longer schools, it does not de-list the property. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes, but they still have heritage windows, doors and bricks! The Esplanade is to be dug up and 
flooded, and the tearooms are going to be removed. It is totally different. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It will still be recognised in the development. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Further to that, the minister mentioned the funding and that the Heritage Council had 
welcomely approved the demolition of the state heritage–listed Florence Hummerston house. Can the minister 
tell us where it will be put into storage and what its future use will be? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Contrary to what the member for Perth just said, the Heritage Council resolved not to 
support the proposal. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: But the minister said in reference to the application from the Department of Planning that, in 
the main, the Heritage Council supported it. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is the decision-making authority, and it determined that there was no prudent or 
feasible alternative.  

[9.20 pm] 

Mr J.N. HYDE: By way of supplementary information, will the minister table all the Heritage Council minutes 
and advice on the changes to the Esplanade?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am not going to supply by way of supplementary all the council minutes and 
correspondence.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Why not? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Why should I? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: It is publicly funded under this budget. This is what it is paid to do. Do we not have a right to 
know what the independent advice of the minister’s esteemed Heritage Council on this issue was?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Perth, I will not supply that information. There are other avenues open to 
the member, I am sure. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The Premier says we are not allowed to do that. So is the minister saying we can do FOIs?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Come on, member for Perth!  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Further to that, seeing that this section of the estimates also involves the National Trust, did the 
minister seek advice from the National Trust regarding the heritage listing of the Esplanade, and of Florence 
Hummerston and other buildings on that site? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Perth, I am not sure. The National Trust is only an interested party, 
anyway. It is not a decision-making authority. I will leave it at that.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: The National Trust is there for heritage advice, and it is funded by you. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is funded by the Parliament. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: By the Parliament, and we entrust you as our leader—as our Minister for Heritage. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is heritage listed, and the Heritage Council makes the decision on heritage-listed 
properties. The National Trust is just another interested party. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: But the report is out, quoting the Committee for Perth, and the minister is cherry-picking who it 
is taking advice from or submissions from. It is a pretty simple question: did the minister seek advice from the 
National Trust, and did the minister receive any advice from the National Trust, on the Esplanade?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I cannot answer that off the top of my head, member for Perth. 
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Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister could ask an adviser. Could the minister give that to us by way of supplementary 
information, then, if he does not want to turn around and ask? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, I could. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister will? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN: What was the question?  
Mr J.N. HYDE: Was any advice sought or received from the National Trust regarding the heritage listing and 
changes to the Esplanade? 
[Supplementary Information No B38.] 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I refer to page 737 and the heading “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. The first 
dot point states, in part — 

… the State Government launched Western Australia’s first State Cultural Heritage Policy. … The 
Policy clarifies the objectives and focus of the State Government in the area of cultural heritage …  

Has the review of the Heritage Act started, and what are the objectives of that review?  
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The government announced the State Cultural Heritage Policy in April 2011. That was 
the very first heritage policy to be adopted by a Western Australian government. The policy outlines objectives 
to recognise, protect and promote, and partner with, as a means of improving the management of Western 
Australia’s cultural heritage and ensuring that things that are identified as being important from our past are able 
to be transmitted to our future generations. The heritage legislation is the foundation of all the things that we do. 
It is recognised across government and the broader community that the Heritage Act is out-dated and does not 
reflect the contemporary needs of Western Australians. We only need to look at issues such as the lengthy and 
costly process involving the entering of a place onto the State Register of Heritage Places, or the contentious 
issue of demolition by neglect, to realise that action was needed.  

In addition to looking at the roles and functions, and the composition, of the Heritage Council, a range of other 
issues were identified for consideration in the development of the new Heritage Act. Those issues include the 
criteria for entering a place on the state register; how “state significance” should be defined; and whether there 
should be time limits on the heritage assessment process. The criteria for the sorts of works on heritage-listed 
places that should be referred to the Heritage Council will also be considered, together with financial and non-
financial incentives to owners. Other issues to be considered are whether there should be provisions in the act for 
repair orders, and under what circumstances those orders should be made; the purpose of local heritage 
inventories; and the role of the Heritage Council in local heritage.  

Those issues have now gone through two rounds of public consultation. I can comment on the consultation part, 
which was launched in April last year. More than 100 submissions informed our discussion paper, which was 
published in September 2011. That sought stakeholder and community feedback on a range of policy options. 

The feedback from this process, together with the outputs from a series of stakeholder workshops and meetings 
with key state agencies and heritage organisations, will assist in the development of draft legislation. That draft 
legislation will then be put into a green bill, and that will also be put out for public comment. That feedback will 
then inform the development of a new bill, which will be considered by state Parliament. That new bill will 
reflect the objectives of the State Cultural Heritage Policy, and also the expectations and aspirations of the 
Western Australian community to manage our local heritage. It will have to be contemporary and up to date, and 
easily understood, so that everybody will know where we are going. 

The CHAIRMAN: I remind members that we are dealing with the Heritage Council first of all, not the National 
Trust. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: I seek some clarification. I thought that they are dealt with together. 

The CHAIRMAN: No. They are different divisions—division 61 is the Heritage Council, and division 62 is the 
National Trust. Are there any other questions on the Heritage Council? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes, Mr Chairman. Minister, I refer to page 736 and the heading “Total Appropriations”. What 
representations has the minister or the Heritage Council received regarding heritage exemptions under the new 
Building Act 2011 to enable different-sized doorways, windows, openings and other heritage attributes to be 
retained in restoration projects in Western Australia?  

The CHAIRMAN: Which item is the member talking about? 
Mr J.N. HYDE: I am talking about total appropriations—money spent by the Heritage Council. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Member for Perth, that is an issue that the Building Commission deals with, not the 
Heritage Council. 



E420 [ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE B — Wednesday, 30 May 2012] 

 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Previously, there were exemptions for heritage buildings. The minister has been contacted and 
has had letters and complaints that heritage is no longer able to get exemptions under the Building Act. What 
advice is the minister or the Heritage Council providing to people who wants to retain heritage fabric in Western 
Australia?  
[9.30 pm] 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am pretty sure it is under the Building Act and not the heritage act.  
Mr J.N. HYDE: That is the issue. What exemptions has the minister applied for and what representations has 
the minister received? Previously there was an exemption for heritage.  
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It is under the Building Act. I cannot give any exemptions under the Building Act as I 
understand it.  
Mr J.N. HYDE: You are the Minister for Heritage. What exemptions has the minister sought? What changes or 
amendments has the minister supported occurring to that legislation? It is probably one of the most important 
issues for people who are restoring heritage in Western Australia at the moment.  
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We will have to take that on notice, member for Perth, if that is all right with you. 
The CHAIRMAN: Member for Perth, if you want an answer, you will have to put your question on notice.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Can the minister provide that information by way of supplementary information?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The member for Perth wants to know what exemptions the State Heritage Office has 
sought in terms of the Building Act.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes. What representations has the minister received or made regarding heritage exemptions 
under the new Building Act 2011? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I will provide that as supplementary information.  

[Supplementary Information No B39.]  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer to page 738 of the Budget Statements and the outcome on conservation of cultural 
heritage places in Western Australia for the benefit of present and future generations. There is a very important 
cultural site in my electorate called the Guildford Hotel. Can the minister tell us the current status of the 
Guildford Hotel issue? Is the minister able to assure this Parliament that the Guildford Hotel will be rebuilt?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We obviously all understand that very unfortunate state of events with the Guildford 
Hotel. As I understand it, development approval subject to 29 conditions was issued by the City of Swan. Five of 
those conditions were appealed to the State Administrative Tribunal. My understanding is that one condition 
remains to be resolved. I am very hopeful that it will be resolved very quickly; the authority, the City of Swan 
and the developers could get together and resolve this tomorrow if they agreed to. As far as I understand it, one 
condition remains to be resolved. I am hoping that that will be done as quickly as possible.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Has the minister actually taken any action to secure a resolution between the parties? For 
example, has the minister negotiated with the City of Swan and the developers?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I certainly have, member for Belmont. I have met with the owners on four occasions. I 
have been to the site. I have been in contact with the mayor of the City of Swan for updates and to try to find out 
what is going on. I have been encouraging people to get on with it. That is the extent of my involvement. 
Contrary to what some people think, I have no legislative authority to force the owners to do anything on that 
building.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: I refer to “Total Appropriations” on page 736 of the Budget Statements. Can the minister tell us 
the sitting fees for members of the Heritage Council? What is the policy regarding conflicts of interest? What 
other income do members of the Heritage Council receive from the minister’s department, the Department of 
Planning and other government agencies?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I cannot answer the question about sitting fees off the top of my head. I am happy to 
supply that through supplementary information.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Will the minister also provide the information on what conflicts of interest have been declared 
and what income heritage councillors receive from other government agencies that lead to a declaration of 
interest? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I can provide the member only with information on their remuneration from the 
Heritage Council. That is as far as the department can let him know. I am happy to provide the member with the 
Heritage Council’s policy on conflict of interest.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Surely, in taking advice on the Esplanade, the Heritage Council would have been made aware 
if members had conflicts of interest. The CEO of the Committee for Perth, which is advocating for the 
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Esplanade, is one of the people on the council. Surely she would have declared a conflict of interest and not 
taken any part in that decision making. Do we not have a right to know that?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am sure she would be well aware of her responsibilities in terms of conflicts of 
interest. I will get the member a copy of the policy on conflicts of interest.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Not the policy. We want to know whether it is being adhered to. What declarations have been 
made?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Does the member want that specifically in relation to the Perth Waterfront project?  

Mr J.N. HYDE: If the minister is able to do that, that would be great.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, I will supply that by way of supplementary information.  

The CHAIRMAN: The rates of pay — 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: — the conflicts of interest regarding Perth Waterfront — 

The CHAIRMAN: — and a copy of the policy. 

[Supplementary Information No B40.] 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: I refer to cultural heritage conservation services on page 739 of the Budget Statements. 
There is a budget allocation of just over $8 million. If I had my way, I would reduce that. All that has happened 
in my neck of the woods, particularly with the Lord Forrest Olympic Pool, is that the ridiculous and illogical 
demands of the Heritage Council to save what is unsaveable have delayed the restoration of that work by over a 
decade and at a cost of hundreds of thousands of dollars to the ratepayers of the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder. The 
minister told me a year ago that he would make sure that the demands did not continue and that something 
feasible and reasonable would be agreed to so that we could move forward. Does the minister know what is 
happening with that?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think agreement has been reached on the way forward with the City of Kalgoorlie–
Boulder. Did you want to elaborate on that, Graeme, if you can remember? It is a while ago now.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: It started under the Court government and went through two Labor governments and 
now another Liberal government.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think I have been there with the member for Kalgoorlie to have a look at it as well. 
The Heritage Council and the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder have been getting together and I think an agreement 
has been reached. That is my understanding.  

Mr G.A. Gammie: We understand that the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder has endorsed a plan for the Lord Forrest 
pool based on the advice of a heritage consultant. We are waiting for the city to submit that proposal to us so that 
we can process it and get things moving.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: Does the minister know whether this involves the restoration and saving of the pool and 
the grandstand? If it does, it will just lead to more costs, will not be achieved and will take another 10 years to 
resolve .  

Mr G.A. Gammie: We have not seen the plan at this stage, so I cannot — 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER: What are your demands? In the past, the city council has tried to move forward and the 
people in Perth have tried to restore something that cannot be restored.  

[9.40 pm] 

Mr G.A. Gammie: I cannot comment on that. Our understanding is that the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder has 
signed off on a plan for the site. That has been under the advice of a qualified heritage consultant. We look 
forward to seeing that proposal so we can process it as quickly as we can.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Another important cultural heritage area in my electorate is the Belmont kilns located on 
Western Australian Planning Commission land. Could the minister advise me of the current status of that issue? I 
understand that in the past the Heritage Council has ruled that those kilns should be protected. The WA Planning 
Commission and the government behind it has not come up with the money to do anything to make the kilns 
sustainable. Meanwhile, development in the area is inhibited. Would the minister be good enough to explain 
whether there is a continuing dispute between Planning and Heritage on this issue or what the current status is? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think it is the Ascot something development. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Ascot Waters is the development.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, I remember that part of it. I know a bit about it. I defer to Mr Gammie to bring us 
up to date.  
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Mr G.A. Gammie: I understand there is no dispute between the Heritage Council and the Department of 
Planning. The Planning Commission has awarded preferred developer status to a developer who was associated 
with the Ascot Fields development. The Planning Commission is waiting for it to put forward a development 
proposal for that site. We had an on-site meeting with both the developers and the WA Planning Commission 
some time ago. The Heritage Council has made it very clear that it is happy to see something come forward that 
looks at what is possible in terms of integrating some of that heritage fabric into a new development. Again, we 
are waiting to see something emerge from the preferred developer.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Am I to understand from that answer that the Heritage Council has retreated from its 
previous position that all of the kilns and all of the chimneys must be preserved?  

Mr G.A. Gammie: The preferred position would be that they are all retained, but the developers need the 
opportunity to look at what is feasible in terms of a development that is doable and can maximise the amount of 
retained heritage fabric. At this stage no proposal has been put forward for the Heritage Council to consider an 
alternative to full retention.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: When is it expected that there will be an outcome on this issue? 

Mr G.A. Gammie: That is not in the Heritage Council’s hands. We are very much dependent upon the Planning 
Commission’s preferred developer to develop its preferred plan and to put that forward.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Can I have an undertaking that the local member will be involved or consulted on this issue 
at that relevant time when a proposal comes forward?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, I will make sure that the member for Belmont is informed of the progress. 

The appropriation was recommended. 

Division 62: National Trust of Australia (WA), $7 871 000 — 
Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 
Mr G.M. Castrilli, Minister for Heritage. 
Mr E. Sirna, Deputy Chief Executive Officer. 
Mr P. Cirillo, Manager, Finance and Audit. 

Mrs S. Siekierka, Principal Policy Adviser, Office of the Minister for Heritage. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: I give the call to the member for Perth. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I refer to total appropriations on page 745. Has the National Trust received any money for 
57 Murray Street in my electorate, and are there any conditions attached to that allocation?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think the member for Perth knows the answer to that. The answer is yes.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: How much?  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: The member for Perth knows that answer. I am sure he has been supplied with that. It 
will cost $4.7 million to undertake conservation works at 57 Murray Street, Perth. As the member knows, it has 
some significant heritage and Indigenous history attached to it. The place was also the office of the department 
of Aborigines between 1922 and 1944–45. The funding will be used to restore and conserve the building in 
preparation for leasing, with a lessee to pay for fit-out costs. This will not only conserve the building but will 
turn it into a revenue-earning proposition for the National Trust. The $5.7 million is an advance to be paid in the 
following four years from the sale of other properties. The trust will prepare a list of the properties with the 
valuations that can be disposed of via sale in order to meet the conditions of the funding approval.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister is not giving the trust anything for the building; he is telling them they have to 
flog off other assets.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We are giving the trust $4.7 million in advance. The National Trust is going through all 
its property holdings—if I am not mistaken, I think there are about 57 of them—and it is determining the 
categories of each of those holdings, so that is supposed to be absolutely top class. There are four different 
categories. Eight properties have been identified as transitional, with some potential to generate revenue for 
resale. Some of those have little monetary value. They will be identifying those sorts of properties. They are 
going through and reassessing what properties they need to keep and what properties they do not want to keep.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: Further to that, is it correct that they have to get the minister’s permission for the sale of any 
heritage buildings because technically they are assets of the state government? Has the minister ever refused to 
allow the sale of any of those heritage buildings in the past? 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Yes, they do have to ask my permission because it is a provision of the National Trust 
of Australia (W.A.) Act. I do not think I have ever refused any. I have asked for more information but I do not 
think I have refused at this point. There was only one property on which I asked for more information.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: What was that?  
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That was Bridgedale in Bridgetown.  

Mr J.N. HYDE: I refer to the same line item, total appropriations, on page 745. I noticed in the previous 
division that the Heritage Council pays out a number of grants to private owners to fix up and maintain their own 
buildings. I think the minister mentioned that the National Trust has 37 buildings.  

[9.50 pm] 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No; I think I said that there are 57 under its control. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Does the minister know exactly how many government-owned buildings the National Trust 
has? How much money does the government give the trust for maintenance? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think I might defer to Enzo. We give an appropriation and it is up to the National 
Trust to determine how it spends that appropriation. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Can the minister also tell me exactly how many government buildings the trust manages? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: It manages 57 buildings in total. 

Mr E. Sirna: With reference to the moneys that we get through appropriation, it is mainly capital; there is 
nothing within the maintenance area. We were able to organise an appropriation accordingly, but it is purely 
capital and not within the maintenance area. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I meant to ask this question in the previous division, so I will have to put it on notice, but I will 
ask the trust as well. Has the trust provided the minister or the government with an up-to-date estimate of the 
backlog in capital works needed to be undertaken on heritage buildings, and can the minister itemise it for me? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I do not think it has. I will defer that question. 

Mr E. Sirna: We have not given the minister the list of the backlog. We certainly know the work that is 
required, but we have not provided that to the minister. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I take it from that, then, that the minister has not sought it yet. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No, I have not sought it. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: Will the minister seek that information, as the custodian of heritage on behalf of the Parliament 
of Western Australia? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: As the minister, I have no power of direction over the National Trust. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister has to give it the nod on whether it can sell a property. He just said that he 
knocked it back. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I cannot direct it. The National Trust is a separate organisation. It is a different 
situation. It reports to Parliament through me as the minister. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: So it is a charity and the minister gives it money with no strings attached. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Basically. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: Basically? Okay. How many times has the minister met with the chairman and the CEO 
together? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I would not know off the top of my head. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: Could the minister provide it by way of supplementary information? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: First of all, what does that have to do with any item in this budget? Which line item 
refers to any financial implications of my meeting with the chairman and the CEO together? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I refer to total appropriations on page 745. The state government is giving $7.87 million to the 
National Trust. I find it unbelievable that the minister is not meeting with the chairman and the CEO together to 
find out what this organisation is doing with government money. This is the minister. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I meet with the chairman and the president of the National Trust. Unless I am mistaken, 
the chairman of the National Trust suggested that I meet only with him and the president. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: And the minister is responsible for $7.87 million — 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: When the chairman of the National Trust wants to meet only with me and the president 
of the National Trust, I am happy to do that. 
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Mr J.N. HYDE: In the minister’s other portfolio of local government, does the minister meet with the CEO, Ms 
Mathews? 
The CHAIRMAN: What line item are you referring to, member for Perth? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I meet with the CEO of the Department of Local Government very regularly. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: So the minister meets with some CEOs but not others. 

The CHAIRMAN: I think you have made your point, member for Perth. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I refer to the non-seeking of advice from the National Trust — 

The CHAIRMAN: Which page and line item are you referring to? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I am referring to total appropriations on page 745. The government is giving $7.8 million to the 
National Trust. I refer to the dismantling and storage of the state heritage–listed Florence Hummerston house. 
Can the minister give any other examples of state heritage–listed buildings in Western Australia that have been 
put into storage; and, if they are still in storage, where are they? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: That has nothing to do with the National Trust. That is state heritage; this is the 
National Trust. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister has already answered the question by saying that he did not seek advice from it. 
Have any of the 57 buildings of the National Trust been put into storage or been allowed to be dismantled? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Not that I am aware of, no. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Is the minister aware that according to best practice in heritage under the Burra charter, state 
heritage–listed buildings should not be torn down? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am aware of the Burra charter. What is the member for Perth getting at? Spell it out! 
What is the member asking? Has any building under the control of the National Trust been torn down? The 
answer is no. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Or any state heritage–listed building. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: No; this division is the National Trust. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: Correct. The services and key efficiency indicators on page 747 indicate that the National Trust 
has responsibility for and is funded to provide advocacy. If we are talking about the advocacy of the National 
Trust on the heritage status of the Esplanade—which the minister has confirmed tonight will remain the 
Esplanade and will not be Elizabeth Quay or “Betty jetty”—I ask the minister: are there any other state heritage–
listed buildings that have been dismantled and put in storage, as he intends to do with Florence Hummerston 
house? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: We are on the National Trust division, not the Heritage Council division; we have dealt 
with that. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: Does the minister accept that the National Trust, which he is responsible for, is an advocate for 
heritage? 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Of course. The National Trust has no statutory authority under the Heritage of Western 
Australia Act. 
Mr J.N. HYDE: The minister has agreed that it is an advocate, but he is not going to take its advice. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: Of course it is. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: The National Trust controls a number of buildings. Which of those buildings are the next 
priorities for restoration or maintenance works? Does the trust have a list of issues that it is worried about that 
are not yet funded in this budget? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I think the National Trust has a list of the buildings that it is going to do some 
maintenance on. That will be subject to any unforeseen circumstance; obviously, if some emergency arises, that 
priority might change. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I suppose I could better phrase the question. Is there a maintenance backlog; and, if so, what 
is the size of that backlog? 

Mr E. Sirna: There is quite a significant requirement for maintenance and we do have a backlog internally. We 
have a major list. We can certainly supply that. We do have our priorities with reference to the places. In 
particular, at the moment we have a focus on places such as Old Farm, Strawberry Hill. We are very keen to 
make sure that the full program of conservation is followed through. Our costs for the conservation maintenance 
requirements are quite excessive. Although I do not have the full list here, I am certainly happy to provide that 
through the minister. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is the minister happy to provide that as supplementary information? I would like to know the 
size of the maintenance backlog and the works that contribute to that. 

The appropriation was recommended.  
Committee adjourned at 10.00 pm 

__________ 
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