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BARNETT GOVERNMENT — ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — MANAGEMENT 
Motion 

HON Dr SALLY TALBOT (South West) [11.46 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house condemns the former Liberal–National government for its mismanagement of royalties 
for regions as highlighted in the Langoulant report. 

I had prepared an introductory remark for moving this motion until of course the moment when I took to my feet 
15 minutes ago and the entire building was evacuated under an emergency provision. I have to say that I am 
inclined to change my introduction slightly and point out that it is clearly no coincidence that the security forces 
in this building recognise this as being a crisis situation. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! We have moved past that and it was not done deliberately just because 
you were on your feet, Hon Dr Sally Talbot. You are on your feet now and I encourage you to continue and 
ignore any distractions. 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Madam President. I certainly will. I shall address all my remarks directly 
to you. 
That is exactly the kind of sombre mood that I want to establish from the outset in debating this motion. My 
opening remarks, before the emergency evacuation, were going to be that it is with a grim sense of pleasure that 
I move this motion. It is grim because it is a dreadful situation that has been exposed by the two volumes of the 
Langoulant report. It is a pleasure, albeit a grim pleasure, to move the motion because we finally have close to 
a thousand pages of evidence that the Labor opposition was right for those eight and a half years when we asked 
questions about the propriety of the way that the royalties for regions program was operating. I want to point out 
at the outset of my remarks that it is not an unusual thing for an incoming government to commission a review of 
the practices and particularly the spending habits of the previous government. I would ask our colleagues from the 
newer parties in this chamber, such as One Nation, to look at those previous reviews. The previous Premier, 
Colin Barnett, had a 2008 commission of audit when he went over the previous Labor government’s spending. In 
2001, Geoff Gallop asked Costello to do a review of the previous two terms of government and of course before 
that, Richard Court put in place the Independent Commission to Review Public Sector Finances. I would remind 
colleagues that this is a well-established practice for an incoming government to have a close look at previous 
spending practices and for that close look to be done by somebody who has stature in their own right. It is not an 
insider’s view; it is not a partisan view of what happened before. 
When we asked the special investigator to undertake this investigation, it was on very good and well-established 
grounds. What is not so common, however, is for a report of this kind to expose such gross incompetence and 
financial recklessness. I am not making up those terms, colleagues; they are used in the report and in all the 
commentary on the report. This is the part that should be ringing our alarm bells. This is why, while I hear the 
pleas from the crossbenchers that we should be focusing on the future, I say to them that an intrinsic part of our 
job at being an economically responsible government is to learn from the mistakes of the past and to demonstrate 
in a concrete, active and ongoing way that we are doing things differently. That will give both members and the 
wider electorate of Western Australia confidence in our financial and economic management. That is what we will 
do and we will have to refer to what went on before to show members that there is a contrast. 
I will also establish at the beginning of this debate, which I suspect will probably go on for about the next 
three years, that the Labor Party has always supported royalties for regions. We supported the legislation—it is 
now a statute; it has been a statute since 2009—without reservation when it went through in 2009. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: We have consistently supported royalties for regions ever since, right up to and 
including the recent statements of the Premier, Mark McGowan, who said that royalties for regions will continue 
under the McGowan Labor government. It will also continue as a fully hypothecated fund, which I know is one of 
the intrinsic parts of the way that royalties for regions is set up. The Labor Party endorses both the material and 
the substance of the royalties for regions legislation. We will continue to fund up to the same limits as has been 
run by the Liberal and National Parties’ governments in their cap of $1 billion. That is legislated and will not be 
changing under the Labor government. 
I go back to the debate in 2009. Clearly, some honourable members who are now sitting on the opposition benches 
have a long way to go before they work out what they did wrong. It comes back to my original point about having 
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a sense of gratitude to the special investigator that we now have this thousand pages of evidence about exactly 
what was wrong. What was wrong was exactly what we pointed out in 2009 was likely to be wrong. We had to sit 
through years and years of financial incompetence and the squandering of the state’s finances. Gross incompetence 
was shown by each and every minister who sat around that cabinet table for eight and a half years. Members should 
not think that they can hang all this on the necks of the Nationals WA. Every Liberal minister who sat around that 
cabinet table between 2008 and 2017 will have to answer for their part in this gross incompetence. 
Let us go back to those original debates. What were the three things about the way royalties for regions was going 
to operate that we raised questions about? They were the way it was to be distributed, the commitment to fund 
over and above dollars that were in the forward estimates, and the branding. All three of those concerns have been 
shown by this special investigator’s report to have had a great deal of substance. 
Let us go first to the distribution of the money, which is something that I and my colleagues in the South West Region 
have talked about ad nauseam over the last eight years. Everybody heard us in the community; that is why members 
opposite lost the election. Everybody heard us except the members of the Liberal Party and the National Party. 
What do we find? Some of this material will come straight out of the special investigator’s report but I will refer 
first of all to a report that was prepared by the Parliamentary Library. It shows that total spending in the Pilbara 
region between 2008 and 2016 was $1 495 783 383. The Peel region got the least money with only $140 655 947. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Are you saying that’s wrong? 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: The honourable member should be very careful about this. 
If members opposite had taken the trouble to go back and read the history of this debate, they would have picked 
up the problem that we identified in 2009. Who knows? Because if they care most of all about the economic 
wellbeing of the state, they might have been able to fix it—if they had taken it seriously. But they did not. They 
just went with the drivel that circulates in their own party rooms. They never peeled away the onion skins to find 
out whether any of these criticisms had any substance. I am saying that is wrong. Hon Martin Aldridge knows very 
well that the grounding principle of royalties for regions was to return royalties to the regions where they were 
produced. He knows that was the founding principle. Brendon Grylls himself got up over and again and said that 
was the founding principle. The Peel region is the third largest royalty producer. Not only that but the Peel, the 
south west and the great southern are the most populated areas outside of the metropolitan area. Why did the south 
of the state get such dismal treatment? I bet members of the Nationals have not even downloaded the report, let alone 
gone through it to work out the bits that it should have fixed. Page 137 of the special investigator’s report states — 

The largest share of the funding has been distributed to the Pilbara (30 per cent of total funding), 
Kimberley (18 per cent) and Wheatbelt (11 per cent) regions, with smaller shares allocated to the 
South West (10 per cent), Goldfields-Esperance and Mid West (both eight per cent), Gascoyne and 
Great Southern (both six per cent), and Peel (three per cent). On a per capita basis, the Gascoyne region 
was the largest recipient of funds, with $35,670 of Royalties for Regions funding per capita allocated to 
projects specifically in the region between 2008/09 and 2015/16. Other substantial per capita beneficiaries 
were the Pilbara ($26,864 per capita) and Kimberley ($25,992 per capita). By contrast, the southern half 
of the State — 

The National Party has members in the South West Region. Not even its local members were able to focus its 
attention on the fact that this was so grossly unfair. The special investigator’s report continues — 

By contrast, the southern half of the State received comparatively less funding per capita, with the Peel 
($1,256 per capita) and South West ($3,182 per capita) recording the lowest per capita allocations in the State. 

That was the first thing we drew attention to in 2009. The second thing was this business of the funding being over 
and above the forward estimates. My friend and colleague Hon Alannah MacTiernan, who was then a member of 
the other place, was the one who knocked it on the head and saw right through this from the beginning. She put 
her concerns on record. I know she is keen to participate in this debate so she can tell her own story, but I can tell 
members that her comments in 2009 were bang on the spot. If members opposite had heard what she said and had 
taken it seriously, they simply would not have run royalties for regions as they did for all those years. But they did 
not listen. They were convinced that they were right and could get away with it. Although she will speak later in 
this debate, I want to share with the house what she noted. It links to my third comment, which was about branding. 
Half the pages in the Langoulant report address the subject of what due diligence consisted of when these projects 
were evaluated. Hon Alannah MacTiernan hit the nail on the head nine years ago. She said that it would not matter 
whether it was regional expenditure, but that it must be regional expenditure that the National Party could brand. 
That is exactly what it did for eight and a half years. There was no evaluation other than whether a project could 
have a royalties for regions cap, a royalties for regions T-shirt and a royalties for regions poster. If the answer was 
yes, it went straight through cabinet and got funded. It is an absolute disgrace. We can never ever run government 
again in this way. 
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Even the former government’s so-called friends at the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia 
expressed concern. If anybody is interested in seeing what it said, it was put on the record in the other place during 
the debate that the CCI said, “Be very, very careful here.” The RAC said, “Why are we funding projects to do with 
cows and singing toilets when we have regional roads that need expenditure?” Everybody tried to tell the former 
government, but it was so certain. The National Party was so cocky about what it was going to do for the bush. 
The reality is it only discovered the bush between 2001 and 2008. When the Labor Party came to government in 
2001, the National Party had nothing to do with the regions. When the Premier, Geoff Gallop, toured regional WA 
between 1996 and 2001, what did he find? He found regional and rural Western Australia on its knees. When the 
Labor Party came to government in 2001, what was the first thing it did? Look at the order of the press releases 
that Hon Geoff Gallop put out as Premier. Members will find that something like the third press release is the 
announcement of the $75 million regional investment fund. That was our invention. Royalties for regions took it 
to the next stage, but royalties for regions did not put in place one single safety provision to ensure propriety in 
the way that money was spent. I tell members that this is a tragedy for Western Australia. It is tragedy that the 
Labor Party will prevent from ever happening again. We are going nowhere near that path, which, as one of our 
colleagues in the other place referred to, is now known throughout the public sector as institutional corruption. 
That is what we saw for the last eight years—wasted opportunities. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): I call Hon Martin Pritchard. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Or me! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Sorry, Hon Martin Aldridge. What did I say—Pritchard? My apologies. The call 
goes to Hon Martin Aldridge. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.01 pm]: Thank you. I have been called many things, 
Mr Acting President, but not Martin Pritchard. 
It is a pleasure for Hon Dr Sally Talbot to bring this motion to the house and to be able to talk about royalties for 
regions. It is surprising because we have not heard much from Hon Dr Sally Talbot since the Labor Party won the 
election. Some of the observations she made today are interesting. I want to quote from the “Special Inquiry into 
Government Programs and Projects: Final Report”. The third paragraph of the introduction of the royalties for 
regions chapter states — 

The program itself led to one of the most profound changes ever to occur in regional development across 
Western Australia. Many good programs and projects have occurred under the umbrella of this policy. 

That is something that will not be said about this government and the way it manages royalties for regions. 
Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I will talk about the report in more detail; the minister will have his opportunity 
when I sit down. 
It is disappointing that this special inquiry did not look at many other royalties for regions projects. In fact, it 
looked at six projects of the more than 3 700 that were delivered under the term of the Liberal–National 
government. It is telling that the special inquirer did not visit the regions during the inquiry period. He did not 
travel to personally examine the projects that he was looking at. He did not call senior executives, both current and 
former, from the Department of Regional Development or the regional development trust. It is interesting that this 
special inquirer was chosen because I actually recall an occasion when he came to our party room and suggested 
that we should start cost shifting royalties for regions into ordinary consolidated fund expenditure, which appears 
to be something that the new Labor government agree with him on. It has gone all out to cost shift as much as 
possible royalties for regions into the consolidated fund and offset expenditure so it can deliver some of its very 
questionable projects. I did not think the Labor Party would have the gall to come here today and raise this issue, 
with its track record of just one year in government. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is disappointing that the special inquirer did not look at some projects like the 
very important Ronald McDonald House here in Perth and the important work it does to help regional kids and 
their families who have to come to Perth for specialised treatment. It did not look at the regional mobile 
communications project or the regional telecommunications project and how it brought mobile service to country 
towns for the first time. Can members imagine that in 2008 we still had towns in Western Australia—towns, not 
people living remotely from townships—that did not have mobile reception? That was the regional 
Western Australia the Labor Party left us. Telehealth won a Premier’s award for the life-saving innovation — 

Several members interjected. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, I cannot hear the member who is on his feet. I am sure the same problem 
exists for Hansard. Could you continue, Hon Martin Aldridge. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Telehealth and emergency telehealth have brought life-saving changes. That 
innovation is delivering health services differently in regional Western Australia. The list goes on: the regional 
infrastructure investment; the regional childcare support that we provided, which Labor cut in its first budget; the 
investment in our police and emergency services so that for the first time the police had a modern, safe radio 
communications network in Western Australia; not to mention the increased support for the patient assisted travel 
scheme and the boarding away from home allowance, which the Minister for Education and Training dismissed 
yesterday when she cut the assistance in half over the forward estimates in her first budget. Compare this—this is 
why I think it is so amazing that Hon Dr Sally Talbot had the gall to bring this to the house today—with the 
government’s cash-for-votes scheme. Widely canvassed by the media and the Parliament, and there is much more 
to come on this, significant investment has been put into the government’s cash-for-votes scheme, which it calls 
Local Projects, Local Jobs. As we understand it, projects were approved by cabinet without any business cases 
whatsoever. 

I would like to look at some of these, because I interjected yesterday on the Minister for Education and Training 
when she was saying that her education cuts were all about budget repair. We heard today from a member of the 
executive government, Hon Darren West, who finally admitted that this is not about budget repair; this is about 
funding the Labor Party’s election commitments under its cash-for-votes scheme. There are some very 
questionable things. I interjected yesterday on the Minister for Education and Training and said, “Are you using 
the money that you’re saving from Moora Residential College to fund Perth Chihuahua Rescue?” She thought 
I was joking and said that I was bad at telling jokes. The reality is the cabinet, of which she is a minister, funded 
a grant under its cash-for-votes scheme for Perth Chihuahua Rescue—I am sure it is a noble organisation—but 
there was no business case. Hon Darren West admitted today that this was all about funding election commitments: 
“We’re really sorry, kids who go to Moora Residential College. We’ll turn up on the steps of Parliament and tell 
you how sorry we are, but Perth Chihuahua Rescue is more important to us than you.” That is what the government 
is saying. 

Then we turn to the minister for regional destruction, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, and her recent record in that portfolio. 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I think the member is required to refer to the minister by her correct title. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): I believe that would be a good way for Hon Martin Aldridge 
to proceed. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I apologise, Mr Acting President. I am in a quandary about whether I would be 
misleading the house by calling her the Minister for Regional Development, but I take your counsel and I will refer 
to her as the Minister for Regional Development. 

Have a look at how she is now administering royalties for regions in government under this new paradigm that the 
Labor Party has in royalties for regions. In the budget, there is $7 million for Kalumburu swimming pool. 
ABC news reported that the community actually did not want a swimming pool. They did not ask for a swimming 
pool and they cannot afford to maintain a swimming pool, but there was $7 million in the budget nevertheless. Then 
we had the $15.75 million investment in the one-megawatt wave power project in Albany: “Oh, we forgot—we 
actually cannot connect it to the grid. It’s going to be a pilot project. We’re just going to test it to see how this works.” 
That is despite the fact that it is already being tested at Garden Island—something that the former Liberal–National 
Party worked with Carnegie Energy on—and now it is going to be done again! “We’re now going to do it again in 
Albany but we’re not going to connect it to the grid.” Who knows what we are going to do with one megawatt of 
power that is now isolated down there? That is a good investment. It will be interesting to see whether the minister 
is prepared to table the business case for that one. We will see how we go. 

There is plenty more to talk about. Yesterday in the debate we were criticised for significant increases under the 
former Liberal-National government’s term in the boarding away from home allowance. The minister said that the 
allowance was unsustainable and she cut it in half to bring it back to a sustainable footing, because we funded part 
of the boarding away from home allowance from royalties for regions. It is interesting that she takes that view 
because there is a paragraph about education in the overview of the royalties for regions chapter of Labor’s 
first budget. It reads — 

Extra support will be provided in classrooms across the State. Education Assistants and Aboriginal and 
Islander Education Officers will be employed throughout our regional schools. Additional dedicated 
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teachers will be employed in regional schools to support more students to complete years 11 and 12 in 
major regional centres. 

That was funded by royalties for regions. Is that not sustainable, Minister for Education and Training and 
Minister for Regional Development? It was okay for our government to support the boarding away from home 
allowance but now the government wants to start employing education assistants and teachers from royalties for 
regions. We did not support using royalties for regions money for ongoing FTEs of the department. It seems to be 
a double standard or perhaps the reality is that the Minister for Education and Training does not know that—and 
that is probably more likely. 

I turn to state debt. I listen with interest when the government keeps saying that we have just blown the money up 
against the wall and there is nothing left: “We left them with the best state of books—no debt”. I have heard that from 
members opposite. Apparently, they left us with no debt. Hon Darren West has just interjected and said that that is 
true. I thank Hon Darren West for that interjection. I turn to the 2008–09 Government Mid-year Financial Projections 
Statement, which states that at 30 June 2008, state debt was $3.9 billion. There was no debt. In fact, the last budget 
of the Labor Party showed state debt tracking at $9.1 billion across the forward estimates. The “2016–17 Annual 
Report on State Finances”, which was the last year that we were in government—not for all that year, mind you—
state debt was just shy of $32 billion. That is obviously different from the figure that Hon Mark McGowan flies 
around when he says it is forty thousand million dollars of state debt. There was not; there was $32 billion of state 
debt. Of course, when we look at Labor’s budget, it shows debt blowing out by $10.8 billion on top of what we 
left—$10.8 billion! That is a figure that the Premier does not quote very often. If members look at the presentation 
of the special inquirer about where the money went, they will notice that the former Liberal–National government 
invested $55.1 million in asset investment—things the state owns that will benefit taxpayers for many, many years 
to come. 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [12.12 pm]: 
I was so engrossed in the Langoulant report that I almost missed the call! 

It is a really important debate that we have here today. We are very clear that only Labor is capable of delivering 
royalties for regions and that regional focus that gives budget allocations because the senior partner of the coalition, 
which very helpfully Hon Martin Aldridge referred to today, has walked away from royalties for regions. There 
have been some pretty spectacular statements from Liberal Party members against royalties for regions. The 
member for Kalgoorlie, Kyran O’Donnell, talked about it being a lot of rubbish and said that there was so much 
waste in the project. Even regional members of the coalition appear to be happy to walk away from RforR. The 
Labor Party is the one outfit—the one show in town—that remains capable of delivering a regional focus. 

It is true that we will not do it the way it was done before. There will not be the recklessness of expenditure that 
was set out so clearly in the Langoulant report. When we got in there and we were dealing with it and trying to 
unpick what happened, very much part of the problem was the absolute push to get money out the door. No serious 
thinking was given as to how the government could best strategically use the opportunity to drive growth and 
development in the region. It was just, “Let’s get the money” — 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Like the wave farm. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, like the wave farm. I am really interested in talking about the wave farm 
because it absolutely demonstrates the lack of capability in the National Party to analyse what needed to be done 
in the regions to drive them forward. It is really easy to build entry statements. It is really easy to open the door 
and shovel the money out to local governments across the state and say, “Let the petunias lead. Let us have these 
entry statements and that is going to create people in the regions.” We are absolutely doing some strategic — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We do understand. Of course, we absolutely recognise that there is a place for 
the upgrading of town sites, but this was almost the previous government’s only solution: “We were going to turn 
Morawa into a super town because we were developing some planter boxes down the main street”. Of course, 
regional development is much harder. We have to start thinking about how to drive technology and change, which 
is what we have done in Albany. We recognised that we have to be technology makers, not just technology takers. 
We actually believe in the capability of Western Australians. We actually believe that we can do innovative things 
and that we can be leaders in a field. We have an area that has some of the richest wave resources in the world. If 
we look at the calendar, what is the natural advantage for Albany? Albany has an extraordinarily reliable large 
swell that comes from the Southern Ocean. It is also the case that we have three or four companies here that were 
developing wave energy technologies; indeed, some of them were on their way to Cornwall, Scotland and 
elsewhere after the British government had given them incentives to take their technology and develop it. 
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Hon Martin Aldridge: Can they connect to the grid in Cornwall? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: They will be able to connect to the grid here. That was not the point of it, and 
that is what members opposite do not understand. This was not a project to create renewable energy in Albany. This 
project was designed to develop wave technology to create a research facility and common-user infrastructure that 
will enable research in this vital area to continue. It has been supported by the federal government. It can see the value 
of it because it has given us a ream of funding for the project. It can see that it is important that we invest in this new 
technology. We have to be prepared to get out there and be on the forefront. We want that to happen in the regions. 
As I said, there were some good projects—no-one would deny that. The Doppler radar was a good project as was 
the mobile communications tower. But I make this point: both the Doppler radar and the telecommunications 
towers really should have been commitments of the federal government. It is a disgrace. This was never raised. 
There was never ever any advocacy. We constantly raised all these issues. 
Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Hon Martin Aldridge was not there. He was not there talking to his mate 
Barnaby or Fiona or any of the others. 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Mr Acting President, point of order. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): I am dealing with one thing at a time. There has been a lot 
of fairly vociferous interjection. I am sure it is very difficult for Hansard. I would like that curtailed a bit. Do you 
have a point of order, Hon Martin Aldridge? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Mr Acting President, you were cautioning me on addressing other members of 
Parliament by their appropriate title. I ask that the minister be given the same caution. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Accepted. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: They are not all members of Parliament, actually. They are certainly not 
members of this Parliament. I withdraw any allegation that the Western Australian National Party has friends in 
the federal government. That is clearly not the case. It clearly was not the case during the last term of the former 
Liberal–National government. There were some good projects. It is a disgrace that the Bureau of Meteorology has 
Doppler radars up and down the east coast, but this state is very poorly represented. However, there are also 
projects that had to be introduced to deal with the trauma that the former government wreaked on certain parts of 
government. The former government absolutely ripped the guts out of the Department of Agriculture and Food. It 
then came in on its white horse with some short-term funding to try to prop up the department and stop it from 
falling off the fiscal cliff. These projects had previously been funded from the consolidated account. The former 
government made it look as though the funding had come from royalties for regions. However, these were nothing 
but rescue missions to enable the department to maintain the level of activity that needed to take place. It is very 
evident that part of the problem was the blue-on-green wars within the former government—the fights between 
the Liberal and National ministers. Agriculture, for example, was spread over four portfolios so that the National 
Party could control some of the levers. That added to the dysfunction in this area and to the totally wasteful 
expenditure on many projects from which the former government did not get a return on investment. 
I think there is a special place for RforR. However, we need to look at what has happened in the Gascoyne. The 
Gascoyne has had the highest per capita rate of investment under RforR. When we read the analysis about the 
Ningaloo Centre, it is clear that the then Department of Regional Development in its last year tried to get hold of 
that project and draw the government back. The department provided advice that not only could water not be put 
in the fish tank, but also none of the tenants that the former government had claimed as part of the business case 
would go to that centre were going to go there, and it then got a call from a staffer in the minister’s office saying, 
“Forget that; just give the money to the council.” The problem with royalties for regions is that money was given 
to local governments that were way outside their skill base in trying to administer projects of that complexity. 

There has been a failure in the royalties for regions program. We want to correct that failure. We do not believe 
that investment in the regions started with RforR. We could talk for a long time about the things that were done 
by the Labor Party during the Gallop and Carpenter governments. This government will be keeping a regional 
focus. However, we want to make sure that we get the best value out of those dollars. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [12.23 pm]: At our briefing from John Langoulant on his “Special Inquiry 
into Government Programs and Projects” report, he said to us that no-one saw this coming. I think differently. 
Anyone not involved in party politics would have seen the red flag a mile away. From the time royalties for regions 
was proposed, I had reservations. The Greens have always supported regional areas. In fact, my honourable 
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colleague Jim Scott introduced a similar program in 1997. However, the political nature of how royalties for 
regions was introduced in 2008, and the Dutch auction to see which party would give Brendon Grylls the best 
offer, rang alarm bells from the start. I have seen the offers from both Labor and Liberal, and strangely, yet not 
surprisingly, Labor had the more lucrative offer. However, we knew that was never going to happen. 

We have all seen how royalties for regions has turned out. At 25 per cent of royalty income, what started out to be 
around $300 million per annum quickly rose to the cap of $1 billion per annum. It is no surprise, acknowledging 
the political nature of the fund and the lack of Treasury scrutiny, that National Party–held seats, seats potentially 
to be gained by the National Party, and significant infrastructure projects subsidising big mining interests, were 
prioritised. The Nationals said at the recent state election that royalties should be increased for the big miners. It 
seems that it would have been simpler to have not subsidised so much of their infrastructure over the last eight 
years. 

When it became difficult for the former government to find new projects that met the loose standards of the 
royalties for regions fund, the standards dropped. It gave up looking for good projects and funded whatever projects 
came in so that it could brand them with the royalties for regions symbol. I remember an overseas visitor who saw 
politicians associated with royalties for regions projects so often that they thought royalties for regions was the 
name of a political party. 

As Hon Martin Aldridge has said, John Langoulant pointed in his report to many good programs that have come 
out of royalties for regions. I am not surprised. There were 3 000 projects. We would expect some of them to work 
well, and they did. However, he went on to say, at page 131 of the final report, volume 1 — 

Conversely, it has also given rise to waste in expenditure, seen programs being implemented without 
sound planning—and in some cases, none at all—which has led to developments which don’t deliver 
their intended objectives and left liabilities for government at the State and Local government levels 

Royalties for regions funding was intended to be over and above existing or planned normal expenditure. The 
Royalties for Regions Act 2009 states that the royalties for regions fund can be used for three purposes: to provide 
infrastructure and services in regional Western Australia; to develop and broaden the economic base of regional 
Western Australia; and to maximise job creation and improve career opportunities in regional Western Australia. 
An amount of $1 billion a year was spent in regional areas to undertake those three purposes. If those outcomes 
had been achieved, we would not be discussing royalties for regions here today. The Nationals and the Liberals 
might even have been able to hold onto government had they managed that funding better. They did not. It all went 
pear-shaped. Those three purposes—infrastructure and services, a broader economic base, and career 
opportunities—are still the holy grail for the regions. Instead, we have in this state a depleted Department of 
Agriculture and Food that is still trying to broaden the economic base; a good number of infrastructure projects 
with minimal use and costly operations; and a continuing boom-and-bust mentality. The boom-and-bust mentality 
will not end until we finally separate ourselves from mining interests and a global economy based on those 
commodities. We need to increase the agricultural base. I know we have tried to do that over and over. However, 
by taking away so much funding and so many staff from the Department of Agriculture and Food and limiting 
what the department can look at and do, it has little chance. We need to make it easier for people to go to regional 
areas by encouraging them and giving them good ideas and good support. 

Royalties for regions was not just reckless spending without a plan. Royalties for regions is a fantastic program. 
We need to put funding into regional areas, as I have said. However, the problem was not only royalties for regions. 
The Langoulant report raised many other issues. I hear the Nationals and Liberals say, “We might have been bad 
economic managers, because this state has a large debt, but you were bad, too.” It is not a useful argument if each 
party just says, “You were worse than us, so we are okay.” We need to move on from that. We need to become 
good economic managers. We need to look at the business plans. We need to look at what has been done in the 
past and how we can do better in the future. It is ridiculous to keep having these tit-for-tat arguments, like 
schoolchildren, when we need to address the problem that we have today and work forward from today, knowing 
that we are in debt and there are many things that we want to do. Let us not throw the baby out with the bathwater. 
We know that we need to support the regions. We need to fix the Royalties for Regions Act and make it useful, 
use the blueprints that have been created by the regional development commissions, and set achievable goals to 
strengthen the regions. We need to attract people to live in healthy, sustainable, inclusive, supporting and caring 
communities in which they can earn a good living and lead a prosperous life. That is what we need. We do not 
need arguments in this chamber by a bunch of people who live in the metropolitan area and think they know what 
should be done in the regions, and take $1 billion a year and do not do anything useful with it. Yes, there were 
some good projects, but we need to do more. There are more things that can be done and I feel that we have been 
stagnant by sitting in here arguing with each other from day to day trying to figure out how we can keep our jobs 
in the next Parliament. That is not how it is done. We have this money that we have to put into the regions and we 
have to get more happening there. Unfortunately, royalties for regions has not delivered on the promises we 
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expected. It is interesting that in my previous role I applied for some funding from royalties for regions and the 
organisation I worked for is now the beneficiary of that and I will be opening one of the rooms. 
Hon Colin Holt interjected. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Like I said, out of 3 000, the government hit it right a few times and I am really pleased 
about that. It was really good, but $1 billion a year did not deliver what it could have if it had been used more 
thoughtfully, less recklessly and maybe less corruptly—not that I would suggest that about anybody. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: You want to be careful. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I am careful, but I think that rather than sitting in this room and arguing about the past, 
knowing that mistakes have been made, we really should be moving on into the future to do better things. That is 
what we have to do. I hope that over the three years we have left in this Parliament we will put some funding into 
the regions, support educational institutions, keep people out there in the regions and get people to move out there, 
because it is a good life. I spend a lot of my time in Perth now and I miss home, but it is home and that is because 
it is a good place to be, and a lot of people know that. We need to decentralise some of our services and put them 
into the regions and get people working out there. Next week we will be discussing the education issues on the 
notice paper. Aboriginal support officers are working in the regions helping kids get to school each day. It is not 
going to work if we have those officers in the schools. They need to be in the community talking to the parents 
and the grandparents who are looking after these kids, and encouraging them to get these kids to school, because 
we need to have kids in school so that they get a good education. I do not think that the funds, which were wasted, 
over the past eight years have done what they could have done had they been managed more effectively. I would 
really like to see somebody stand up and acknowledge that and say, “Yes, okay, we have made some mistakes, but 
we are prepared to move on. We know that some of the programs and projects were done without a plan, business 
case or forethought.” We need to get somebody to acknowledge that and then move on from it. But I have been 
here for a year and I just do not see it happening. I just do not see it working that way. To both sides: come on, 
guys, get your thumbs out; do something useful. We need to work together to get some good legislation through 
that supports the people we represent. Although sometimes by chance and sometimes by good actions that happens, 
many other times we are just in here passing the time and I just do not get it. 
HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural) [12.32 pm]: I thank Hon Dr Sally Talbot for her motion today. I did not agree 
with all her statements about royalties for regions. In fact, royalties for regions is a good program. As we have 
already heard from a number of members, the good work done under that program was far greater than some of 
the mistakes made. Nonetheless, mistakes were made and that has been acknowledged. It has been acknowledged 
in the Langoulant report and it has been acknowledged publicly by members of my party and others. A program 
of this size when it was first initiated and in its embryonic stages, and as it developed, certainly enhanced the 
prospects of all communities in regional Western Australia. I am very happy to see that the Labor government has 
kept that program to some degree, even though it is using it as a form of consolidated revenue, and we will probably 
have a discussion about that at a later date. 
Let us look at the big picture here. The Langoulant report was a significant report commissioned by this 
government to be used as a political tool. It was used as a political whipping boy to justify the Labor government’s 
expenditure and the 25 per cent increase in state debt. That is probably another debate for another time. However, 
the Langoulant report has some recommendations. Although Hon Dr Sally Talbot is a backbencher and probably 
does not have the ability or the authority to respond to my questions, we have two ministers of cabinet here. I will 
put my questions to them and I am more than happy for them to interject and respond with an answer. The 
Langoulant report made a couple of recommendations. Recommendation VII states — 

It is recommended that Government establish a Parliamentary Budget Office to enhance transparency and 
public understanding of election commitments … 

That relates to my first question to the two ministers here. Will the government initiate such an office and ensure 
that it is financed in the Parliament as such? This is a very important part of Langoulant’s recommendations to 
government. The Labor Party is in government. This has nothing to do with the opposition. This is the report of 
the ministers’ government. The recommendation for government decisions and implementation under the heading 
“Transparency” states — 

Information about Government programs and projects should be open for scrutiny including governance 
arrangements, project business cases, risk management information, procurement planning and 
contracts, options analysis, financial analysis, project progress reporting, and project closure reports 
with lessons learned. 

I would like one of the ministers over there, or even the Leader of the House, to respond whether this government 
is going to adopt those very important recommendations out of the Langoulant report, because at this stage it has 
not. It has not by its own actions. It has not under its Local Projects, Local Jobs policy. If the government is going 
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to call the kettle black, it should do that itself. The hypocrisy in regard to this report and those recommendations 
is breathtaking in its arrogance and the inability to address the issues that the government commissioned the report 
to deal with. I am going to sit down and I am — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! Hon Jim Chown is on his feet. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I intend to sit down and I would like to hear from the minister in regard to those questions 
I have raised in the report. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It is not question time. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: The minister is now saying that the government is not going to adopt those recommendations. 
I have given the minister a fair chance. 
HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [12.37 pm]: Thank 
you, Mr Acting President. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I note that members are trying to direct you how to do your job, Mr Acting President, 
but I am sure you are quite capable of doing it. 
Opposition members: Hear, hear! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: I do not think that was needed, but there you go. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I am very, very happy that Hon Dr Sally Talbot has brought this motion to the house 
today and I welcome her back, seeing as it has been 12 months since I have heard from her in this Parliament. I am 
not sure whether they were her speech notes or those of Hon Alannah MacTiernan. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, I am sure that Hansard is having a problem hearing, so if 
Hon Jacqui Boydell is on her feet, we will hear from Hon Jacqui Boydell. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Anyway, welcome back, Hon Dr Sally Talbot. 
It has been fantastic over the last two days to have had the focus of the Legislative Council on regional 
Western Australia. With all due respect, Hon Diane Evers, when you say that “we need to get on with the job”, 
actually, you are not part of the government. It is the government’s job to get on with the job. The Parliament is 
a meeting of ideas and members have the opportunity to debate that. That is what the Parliament is about. If you 
do not want to be a part of that, go home and stop feeling homesick; give the spot to somebody else! 
Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): Order! Hon Jacqui Boydell, please resume your seat. I do 
not think casting aspersions on whether people should be in this chamber is parliamentary. I ask you to withdraw 
that statement. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I would also ask Hon Diane Evers to consider withdrawing her statement that royalties 
for regions was administered corruptly, because that is not the case. If she knew anything about the fund, she 
would understand that. As a bit of history about royalties for regions, in 2008 the Labor government of the time 
was delivering $20 million into regional Western Australia through its regional investment fund. That was its 
policy position for regional investment. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, I am sure Hansard would like to listen to Hon Jacqui Boydell. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: In fact, I will table parts of the 2006–07 budget for the regional investment plan of the 
Labor government at that time, because it tells us that regional Western Australia was going nowhere under the Labor 
government in 2006–07. That is a fact, because it is in the budget papers. Ten years later, the National Party in 
government with the Liberal Party has rebuilt regional Western Australia. In the special inquirer’s own words, it has 
rebuilt and changed the face of regional Western Australia. That cannot be debated and, as part of the National Party, 
I am exceptionally proud of it. I stand by every single decision that was made by that government at that time. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
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Point of Order 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is like an illness with Hon Alannah MacTiernan. She just cannot stop herself. All 
we have is consistent interjection. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): Hon Michael Mischin, if you have a point of order, please 
raise it. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I do not think that is a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon Martin Aldridge: The clock is still running while the point of order is being taken. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I am going to keep going, because the clock is still running. At that time, my home 
town of Carnarvon, which produces 70 per cent of the fruit and vegetables for the Perth region during the winter 
recess, was struggling. There is absolutely no doubt about that. I was working, at the time, in local government. In 
the theatre in Carnarvon, we had lights falling out of the roof. We had no commitment from the government. I was 
involved in many community organisations there. We found a total lack of support from the Western Australian 
government at that time. For an area that is so essential to the Perth metropolitan area, I found it incredible, and it 
is one of the reasons I find myself here today. There was a ground zero starting base in 2008 for royalties for 
regions. When we want to achieve something in the Parliament, it is all about numbers, Hon Diane Evers. That 
means that, with the balance of power achieved at the 2008 election, the Labor Party and the Liberal Party wanted 
to join government with the National Party at that time. They were both absolutely scrambling to do it. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Not any more. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I find that hard to believe, Hon Stephen Dawson. 

This government now pretends to support royalties for regions, when it cost shifts, on a daily basis, projects that 
should be funded out of consolidated revenue. We heard that yesterday in the minister’s response to the education 
debate. I have a list of projects that have been funded previously out of consolidated revenue and are now being 
cost shifted into royalties for regions. That is supporting royalties for regions via stealth. The minister suggested 
yesterday that we should not continue to support the boarding away from home allowance, because it is 
a temporary measure and cannot be sustained. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You should have put in place a permanent arrangement. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: That is what the minister said, and education assistants are now being paid out of the 
royalties for regions fund, as well as water subsidies. How is that sustainable into the future for regional 
Western Australia? 

I want to touch briefly on the governance of royalties for regions, because that has been a focus of today’s debate. 
All royalties for regions projects were required to be accompanied by a business case that was then brought before 
cabinet for examination and approval. The then Department of Regional Development met with Treasury officials 
monthly to discuss funding and projects. All business cases were referred to Treasury prior to going to cabinet. 
Directors general, including those of Treasury and the Department of Regional Development, were meeting 
bimonthly as a reference group. All royalties for regions proponents were required to report quarterly to the 
department in order to allow further release of cash for their projects. I am going to run out of time, but I will say 
that royalties for regions is the most governed program of any government that has ever been seen by the state of 
Western Australia. One of the criticisms from people who tried to access the fund is that it is over-governed, and 
that they had so much red tape to go through to get access to the fund. That was one of the things that people 
always complained about in the program previously. The complaint we are now hearing is that there is no plan for 
how parties in regional Western Australia can access that fund, and that is a problem for regional 
Western Australia. 

Tabling of Paper 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I have a point of order. Hon Jacqui Boydell read from a document during her 
speech, and committed to tabling that document. I ask that she do so. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Yes. 

Leave granted. 
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[See paper 1140.] 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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