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FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES LEGISLATION (EMERGENCY SERVICES LEVY) 
AMENDMENT BILL 2002 

EMERGENCY SERVICES LEVY BILL 2002 
Cognate Debate 

On motion by Mrs M.H. Roberts (Minister for Police and Emergency Services), resolved - 

That leave be granted for the Bills to be considered cognately, and that the Fire and Emergency 
Services Legislation (Emergency Services Levy) Amendment Bill 2002 be the principal Bill.   

Second Reading 
Resumed from 25 September. 
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [7.02 pm]:  The Opposition is happy for the Fire and Emergency 
Services Legislation (Emergency Services Levy) Amendment Bill 2002 and the Emergency Services Levy Bill 
2002 to be debated cognately.  Although the Opposition will not oppose the legislation, it has a number of issues 
on which it will seek clarification.  I acknowledge the cooperation of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority 
chief executive Bob Mitchell and his officers.  This is very important legislation, when we consider that at this 
time emergency services would be at the forefront of a number of people’s minds, bearing in mind the recent 
situation in Bali.  People want to be assured about their safety.  The emergency services system in this State 
exists because of the dedication and support of many people.  However, the overall scheme has been fragmented 
for a number of years.   
The legislation before us this evening had its genesis in the previous Government.  It was discussed a number of 
times within the coalition Government’s party room and also at various local government conferences that I 
attended.  To its great credit, local government resisted the legislation because it was concerned about a number 
of issues, particularly about local government being forced to raise the levy.  Local government agreed to the 
legislation only after assurances from the Government - both the coalition Government and this Government - 
that it would be provided with resources to appropriately compensate it for the collection of the fire and 
emergency services levy.  The issue has been ebbing and flowing for a number of years.  It was only recently 
that local government resigned itself to the fact that this levy would become a reality.   

The minister, to her credit, rather than introducing the levy for only the career fire districts has extended it to 
cover the whole of the State.  That will probably meet with some opposition.  However, the Government has 
made an effort to ensure that local governments are advised of the ramifications of the levy.  I wonder whether 
the Government has gone far enough in explaining the levy to the grassroots.  Not only will every government 
department be required to pay a contribution towards emergency services in this State, but also every community 
organisation, including non-profit organisations, churches, schools, the Country Women’s Association of WA, 
the Australian Red Cross etc.  I wonder whether those people are aware of the implications of this legislation, 
bearing in mind they would be paying insurance on their buildings anyway.  My analysis of the situation is that 
the proof of the pudding will be in the eating.  A number of issues have come to light as time has evolved in 
which there will be some inequities.  I do not think we shall ever have an emergency services policy that is 
perfect; there will always be anomalies.   
The Government has again chosen to apply a property tax.  The Government is saying it is not a new tax because 
there is already some kind of a levy with local government and State Government providing a contribution of 
12.5 per cent towards emergency services, and the insurance industry, which loads its premiums, providing 75 
per cent.  I am sure that when people realise what will happen there will be some criticism, and it will be for the 
Government to bear those criticisms.  It is one of the reasons the Opposition, when in government, chose not to 
proceed with the legislation.  I know it must have been frustrating for the bureaucrats, but there were those 
unanswered questions about the impact it would have on the little people and on those who had not been paying 
a levy previously, and whether there should be a different kind of system in which the current arrangements 
prevailed, with an adjunct that required people who insured offshore, self-insured or who did not insure at all to 
certify that they were making a contribution.  That opened up another option for the Government to consider, 
although the bureaucrats considered that this was the best way to go.  It has had a chequered history in the past 
few years.   
Last year local government had not agreed on this; in fact, it formally resolved against supporting the levy in 
December.  There was toing-and-froing between the State Government and local government to try to convince 
local government it would be in the best interests of all concerned to have a more equitable system in which 
everybody made a contribution.  It was only a few weeks ago that a local newspaper in my shire carried the 
headline “Emergency levy is now inevitable”.  The article stated that the shire council had resigned itself to 
accepting the proposed emergency services levy despite a belief that it could disadvantage shire residents.  The 
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article also stated that the shire had a five-year equipment plan and had spent several hundreds of thousands of 
dollars.  It was referring to volunteer bush fire brigades.  It was a great concern to the shire. 
People who pay local government rates should obtain savings through this legislation.  Local governments 
contribute about 12.5 per cent of the budget of emergency services.  The insurance industry, which contributes a 
huge amount, should be able to provide a significant reduction in premiums when the levy is introduced.  During 
the debate, we will seek to ensure that insurance benefits are passed on to policyholders and that local 
governments pass on their savings to ratepayers. 
At the same time, other issues need to be addressed.  Only 80 of the 144 local governments in Western Australia 
contribute to the SES.  The SES provides services across the State.  People contributing through their home and 
contents insurance premiums will see a reduction of up to 23 per cent.  In addition, their shire rates will also fall.  
Commercial premises will receive a reduction of up to 33 per cent on insurance premiums.  The savings in that 
area of insurance will be about $65 million a year.  Local governments will no longer have to contribute to 
emergency services and will save about $20 million a year.  Properties owned by the State Government will 
attract a levy of about $8 million.  The Government is committed to continue funding fire and emergency 
services with an additional contribution of about $18 million, in recognition of the services provided by 
volunteers across the State.  One concern is that the property levy will give the Government the opportunity to 
strike a rate on the gross rental value of such properties.  In the future, that may be expanded and the 
Government may reduce its real contribution.  Consequently, property owners may end up with an increase in 
their levy.  I will give the House an example.  The previous Government introduced an infill sewerage scheme.  
It was a great success and was put in place across the State.  More than $800 million was spent.  This 
Government decided to terminate the program.  People in rural Western Australia - and I will talk more about 
this later - are being left to carry the burden of the infill sewerage program in small country towns.  We hope that 
will not be the case in this situation.  We are told that the maximum that householders will have to pay under the 
new system is $175, with an average of $94 for each householder.  Blocks in rural Western Australia and those 
that do not attract a gross rental value assessment will be subject to a charge of $30.  I do not believe that the 
general public is aware of the new system, particularly those people who own multiple lots.  Many such people 
are of pensionable age and are trying to survive through their own resources.  They do not realise that they will 
face a multiple charge of $30.  That has not been explained.  The minister and her department must assure those 
people that the funds for emergency services are being raised in the best interests of the general community and 
that they will receive something in return. 
The environmental services levy is based on five categories for different areas of the State.  Each category 
attracts a different emergency services levy rate.  The first category applies to the metropolitan area, in which the 
SES and a network of career fire and rescue service brigades staffed by career firefighters provide protection.  
The second category applies to the major city centres of Albany, Bunbury, Geraldton, Kalgoorlie and Mandurah, 
in which the SES and career fire and rescue service brigades staffed by career firefighters provide protection.  
The third category applies to the region on the periphery of the metropolitan area and in Northam, where 
volunteer fire rescue services and the SES provide immediate protection, with support often provided by career 
staff.  The fourth category applies to country towns throughout Western Australia in which services are provided 
by the SES, volunteer fire and rescue service brigades and, in some cases, FESA units or bush fire brigades 
equipped with breathing apparatus.  Those service personnel are essential in dealing with accidents on our roads.  
The fifth category will apply to the rest of the State where SES or FESA units normally respond. 
Documentation received states that these are the most fundamental changes in more than 100 years.  I think that 
is the case.  The Government is seeking - and the previous Government sought - to put in place a system that is 
more equitable.  Many people in Western Australia, in both metropolitan and country areas, have not contributed 
to the State’s emergency services.  That is particularly true of those in the central business district.  Owners of 
high-rise buildings often insure offshore.  In the case of a fire, emergency services have to deal with that 
complication at a cost to the taxpayers of this State.  The situation is similar with self-insurers and those who do 
not insure at all.  Despite people paying the new levy, there should be significant savings. 
There is no doubt that career fire and rescue services, volunteer fire and rescue services, the bush fire brigades, 
the SES and FESA units will be better placed under the new system.  In the past, the system did not provide 
equity.  As I mentioned, it will be difficult to find a system that is perfect.  There is no doubt that there will be 
cross-subsidies in the system; that is acknowledged.  The volunteer bush fire brigades have a concern that they 
will lose autonomy to FESA - the big brother - and that it will take over.  That will call for a public relations 
exercise above and beyond what has been conducted to date.  It is needed to assure the bush fire brigades that 
that will not happen.   
A range of services is provided in rural Western Australia to protect property.  Some local governments are very 
concerned about protecting their communities and some have spent hundreds of thousands of dollars in properly 
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equipping their brigades.  Unfortunately, there are also those who can ill afford to do it or choose not to do so.  
In some communities, individuals have spent significant personal funds to ensure that properly equipped vehicles 
are available on their properties.  In addition, the brigades have used the authorities to ensure that they are 
properly equipped.  I will give the example of a fire brigade in my electorate.  One of my favourite areas is Rosa 
Brook.  The Rosa Brook and Osmington fire brigades joined forces, and they have had a long history of support 
going back to Bon Arthur, who was one of the pioneers.  Dorothy is still there today.  Recently, we opened a 
brand new fire brigade there, with an articulated, eight-tonne vehicle, as well as two support vehicles - 
LandCruisers with slip-on units.  As well as that, some of the farmers have equipment.  They have regular 
meetings and fire drills, and their professionalism cannot be questioned.  They have had excellent cooperation 
from the Shire of Augusta-Margaret River and from FESA.  On the other hand, a number of brigades are 
struggling, and require protective clothing in particular to be provided.  Gone are the days when men could run 
out and fight a fire wearing a pair of shorts and a hat.  That is what happened in the past.  Many a serious fire 
was stopped in its tracks, right at its initial stages, because people were mobilised very quickly in those rural 
areas.  I do not need to tell the House about the situation in metropolitan Perth.  If the brigade does not get to a 
fire quickly, it will spread. 
Some of the concerns in rural shires are exemplified by the case of Kojonup, which we became aware of 
recently.  That shire believes that this program will adversely affect it.  It wants to be exempt, because it is pretty 
well covered.  What will happen to the money raised in that local government area, and in the shires of Murray 
and Harvey?  While they are rural councils, fairly significant areas of those municipalities are covered by gross 
rental value, and therefore they will raise significant funds.  If they already have significant plant and equipment, 
will they receive those funds back, or will they be siphoned off and used to cross-subsidise somebody else who 
has not done the right thing over the years, or could not do so?  For example, the Shire of Manjimup, in which 
there are 29 fire brigades at an annual cost of $300 000, will gain $13 000 from raising the levy.  That should be 
compared with the Town of Vincent.  The chief executive officer of Manjimup shire was once an employee of 
the Town of Vincent.  That town has no fire brigades, but will pick up some $50 000 to raise the levy.  Local 
governments see these inequities, and they are probably inevitable, when comparing a small local government in 
country Western Australia with a city council.  The difference is that one local government is physically 
providing a service to the community in every way - the chief fire control officer is a person of high regard in the 
community - whereas, in the metropolitan area, it will all be covered by - 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I point out to the member that the money raised in the Town of Vincent will be slightly over 
$200 000 per annum.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Is the minister saying that some of that money might filter back down to the brigades in 
other areas?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is right.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We hope that would be the case, because, if the minister looks at a range of other services in 
Western Australia - 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Can I correct that figure?  It will be $2 200 000.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:   I am not surprised.  Wanneroo and Joondalup would probably raise similar amounts.  
Stirling would be in excess of that.  I understand those arguments, and as the opposition spokesman, I will not be 
opposing this legislation, but a number of things still need to be explained to the people of Western Australia.  
Some of them are not very happy about it, but the alternative is to leave the current situation in place, or find 
another alternative that works better.  Only time will tell what the impact of this legislation will be on the 
community.  The Shire of Manjimup wrote in its submission - 

That Council advises Fire and Emergency Services and the Western Australian Municipal Association 
that it does NOT support the proposed Emergency Services Levy for the following reasons; 

1) Local Governments will be required to pay the levy, 

2) The public will perceive the tax to be another tax imposed by Local Government and Local 
Government will feel the brunt of most complaints, 

That must be explained very clearly, and it is proposed that a separate notice indicate that this is a separate state 
tax.  The document continues - 

3) The interest of Volunteers may wane if they feel the State Government is taking control of the 
bushfire organization, and withdrawing their ability to lobby council for the upgrade of 
facilities and equipment,   
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That is a genuine concern if people have ownership of an organisation.  I went to a medal presentation in 
Manjimup, where some of the people had given over 60 years of outstanding service to their local fire brigade.  
In my area, these are people like Jim and Andy Muir, and families like the Putticks and the Von Hofes, who have 
been there since early settlement.  They have provided excellent service.  If they think that big brother 
government intends to take away some of their autonomy and impose its will, then we know the story.  We face 
it every day in our communities.  Government is sometimes perceived as not acting in the best interests of the 
community.  We all know that we do not do those kinds of things, because we want to get re-elected.  The shire’s 
submission continues - 

4) The equity of the collection of the Levy between Local Government is yet to be decided.  

5) The levy will impose an increased cost burden on the Shire of Manjimup and most likely 
transfer rural resources to urban areas.  

6) Local Governments will have a reduction in financial control which would lead to inequities in 
local Bushfire Brigades and force amalgamations.   

7) Council is responsible for twenty nine (29) volunteer Bushfire Brigades and the predicted 
burden on Council officer resources for administration activities other than those associated 
with the collection are unacceptable.  There is no equitable basis of funding to reflect the 
different numbers of brigades managed by the different Shires.  

8) Council is obliged to acquit expenditure on behalf of Bushfire Brigades and without 
appropriate auditing (at a cost) are unable to determine exactly if expenditure by individual 
Bushfire Brigades is appropriate.  

9) Over recent years council has (50% of which has been at rate payers cost) improved the overall 
standard of fire fighting equipment and the proposed future level of expenditure is likely to 
significantly reduce.  The FESA proposal does not compensate for this and effectively rewards 
those councils who have neglected their fire fighting plant and equipment.  

These are genuine concerns, and it is up to the Government and FESA to placate them.  The Government, and 
FESA in particular, has tried very hard to communicate and consult with local government.  I wonder whether 
that has filtered right down to the grassroots level, where Mr and Mrs Brown, who have two or three small 
blocks, will now be paying multiples of $30, or, whether they have buildings on the land with gross rental values 
between zero and $175.  People will see that as a totally separate thing.  They will save money on their rates, and 
we must make sure that local governments pass on those saving, and that the insurance industry passes its 
savings to policyholders.  Those who have not been insuring at all will see it as another tax.  The concerns raised 
by those local governments are still current, particularly among those who feel they will receive no significant 
benefit.  I hope that the Manjimup, Bridgetown and Nannup shires in my electorate will be among the 
beneficiaries, as they are shires of limited resources.  Those councils have spent quite a lot of the money raised 
from their ratepayers.  I hope that this occurs at somebody else’s expense.  That is not unusual.  It is fair and just 
that there be some cross subsidy in Western Australia.  That is why we raise taxes.  The metropolitan area has all 
the services that one can think of.  It is the same as the one vote, one value argument.  Somebody said to me the 
other day that the country would support one vote, one value when it was given the same level of services, such 
as hospital, education and sports facilities, and the same opportunities for young kids as those provided in the 
metropolitan area.  There is a significant community service obligation for water, sewerage, energy and, in some 
cases, housing.  That is how it should be.  That is what governing the State is all about.   

Another issue of concern relates to the rating of rural properties, particularly of contiguous properties.  Will 
farmers be able to rate their contiguous properties as one property?  If so, will the separate lot locations be 
retained?  For example, if a farmer had six lot locations, which would not be unusual - a host of farmers own 
multiple properties - would he receive a levy for one $30 lot because the lots are contiguous, or would he have to 
forgo the status of his other lots as individual locations?  Members should bear in mind that those lots are more 
valuable as separate lots.  That is an issue.  Although $30 does not sound like a lot of money, when it is 
multiplied by five or six it can be a burden to someone who is close to retirement or who faces financial stress.  
Farming in the wheatbelt and across the State is fairly tough at the moment.  Costs of production have continued 
to rise and returns have remained static over the years.  Farmers are working seven days a week, and all 
members of their families are making a contribution to make ends meet.   
Another issue concerns pensioner rebates.  Under this proposal, pensioners will receive the full rebate, and 
justifiably so.  There is a cost associated with that.  In rural Western Australia, will landholders who own 
multiple blocks receive the pensioner rebate only for properties on which their homes are located - that is, the 
curtilage - or will the subsidy apply across all locations that they own?  Members need to understand that in rural 
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Western Australia, and particularly in the south west and areas close to regional centres, a number of farmers 
own a number of blocks.  This has occurred historically - the practice dates back to settlement.  All those 
locations are farmed.  In some cases, the blocks have been amalgamated.  Where they have not been 
amalgamated, the value of those properties has been enhanced.  This would be of some concern to property 
holders.   
As I mentioned earlier, I will not oppose this legislation.  Some issues still need to be resolved at the grassroots 
level, but until the legislation is introduced, I do not think we will understand its full impact.  The Minister for 
Emergency Services will need to be flexible, and if there are some anomalies, the legislation should be brought 
back into this place and fixed, rather than being left to create a burden on the community.   
As members would be aware, I asked the Premier a question the other day about whether state and local 
emergency services plans were up-to-date.  If ever there was a time that those plans should be up-to-date, it is 
now.  The Premier should give assurances to this Parliament and the people of Western Australia that everything 
possible is being done to ensure that our communities are safe.  We need a fully funded fire and emergency 
services organisation that has the capacity to ensure that volunteer and career officers are covered by insurance.  
For example, the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western Australia has had some toing-and-froing 
with marine services.   
Some anomalies remain, such as the issues I have raised.  Some rural local governments will be paying more 
than they need to.  I expect that the members who represent those areas have some concerns about this 
legislation.  Likewise, the councils that believe that they will not get a fair deal will expect their members in this 
place to make their voices heard and ensure that some assurances are given.  As the debate unfolds, we hope to 
hear about the Government’s plans.  We need a guarantee to ensure that the savings to local government will be 
passed on to ratepayers.  We need a similar guarantee that the insurance industry will pass on any savings from 
changes to premiums, and that people who take out insurance will be protected.  We need to make sure that the 
Government does not use the system to save itself expenditure by using the emergency services levy to cover 
costs that it would normally cover itself.  In other words, all funds raised by the emergency services levy must go 
into emergency services.  As far as I am concerned, the question of whether there should be a cross subsidy is 
academic.  That needs to occur to make the system work properly.  At the same time, the Government needs to 
give the Parliament those assurances.  I will be interested to hear the minister’s comments in response to the 
second reading debate.  I look forward to the debate in the consideration in detail stage.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [7.37 pm]:  I will keep my comments brief.  I am keen to place some general 
comments on the record as I dealt with this issue as Minister for Emergency Services between January 1997 and 
July 1998.  Based on my experience at that time, in general I support the legislation that has been introduced by 
the Government.  The legislation has been in preparation in one way or another for many years.  It was worked 
on during the first term of the coalition Government when Bob Wiese was Minister for Emergency Services, and 
also during the second term, when I initially was Minister for Emergency Services.  I was succeeded by Kevin 
Prince in July 1998.  The general principles embodied in the Bills probably have been discussed and under 
consideration for many years longer than that.  As the member for Warren-Blackwood and the minister in her 
second reading speech pointed out, as far as contributions by property owners are concerned, the current system 
is entirely reliant on those who insure their properties in Western Australia.  Those who insure offshore, which is 
the case with some multistorey buildings in the Perth central business district, those who self-insure or those who 
are underinsured either do not make any direct contribution or do not make an adequate contribution towards the 
cost of providing emergency services in this State, particularly in relation to funding the fire and rescue service.  
This proposal, therefore, will generally provide for a more equitable arrangement than is the case now.  The 
burden of funding emergency services in Western Australia will be spread more evenly across the community as 
a whole and, essentially, across all property owners.  That is clearly fairer than the present system, which allows 
people to opt out of making a fair and reasonable contribution.  
The fire and rescue service is funded 12.5 per cent by the State Government and 12.5 per cent by relevant local 
governments.  The other 75 per cent is funded directly by property owners, who are insured through a levy on 
their insurance premiums known as the fire service levy, if I recall it correctly.  That levy will be removed as a 
result of this legislation.  It is essential that the insurance companies are accountable and transparent to ensure 
that the whole fire service levy is removed from insurance premiums.  I believe that most insurance companies in 
Western Australia show the fire service levy separately on premium notices.  In that case, it should be fairly clear 
whether the levy has been removed.  A couple of companies do not show the levy as a separate item; it is 
incorporated in the total premium.  In both cases, it is essential that appropriate auditing be implemented and 
accountability exercised so that insurance companies do not profit as a result of these changes.  More than any 
other group in the State, the insurance industry has been seeking this change.  Clearly, the insurance companies 
are keen to remove from themselves the responsibility of collecting the fire service levy.  It is obviously greatly 
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to their advantage if the levy does not have to be incorporated into the notices they send to their policy holders.  
Its omission will lower the total cost charged through the insurance companies.  It will be a good thing for 
insurance companies.  Generally speaking, it should make it easier for them to sell insurance.  However, it is 
incumbent, firstly, on insurance companies to ensure they do the right thing and, secondly, on the Government to 
ensure appropriate auditing arrangements are implemented.  I hope the minister will give that assurance in her 
response to this debate.   
It is also interesting to note that these arrangements will be cost neutral to the Government.  Important policy 
decisions are part of the proposed arrangements; in particular, pensioners and seniors will be entitled to 
concessions, and the State Government will collect less stamp duty than would otherwise be the case.  In 
addition, the Government will provide some funds to assist in the costs attached to Homeswest accommodation.  
If the Government were a little less mean spirited, it would be funding those costs from its own revenue rather 
than transferring them to property owners in Western Australia.  The Government will not incur any expense as a 
result of these changes.  If the Government were genuine in its desire to help the people of Western Australia 
fund these new arrangements - in other words if it were prepared to put some of its money where its mouth is - it 
would fund some of those costs from consolidated revenue rather than transfer them to property owners.  The 
minister will have to address that in her response.  I believe one or two other speakers will raise the issue before 
this debate is concluded.  
In general terms, the legislation is worthy of support.  On the one hand it will implement a more equitable 
system and on the other hand it will provide greater certainty of funding and a greater funding base, particularly 
for emergency service organisations such as the Volunteer Bush Fire Service in some of the rural areas and the 
State Emergency Service.  I am not ignoring the needs of the Volunteer Fire and Rescue Service of WA, which 
also plays an important role.  However, it has been fairly well funded over the years with greater certainty for its 
continued role, although continued certainty of funding is always an essential issue.  I am in general support of 
the legislation.  However, the minister must address a range of details in her response and at the consideration in 
detail stage. 
MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.45 pm]:  As did the shadow 
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, I put on record our appreciation to the various staff who provided 
advice on this legislation.  One of the reasons this legislation has been touted not only now but also previously is 
that the system should be fairer.  People have referred to the fact, for example, that corporate bodies self-insure, 
inshore and off shore; that the levy does not apply to vacant blocks of land; and that there are a couple of other 
anomalies in the existing arrangements.  It is therefore questionable whether it is a fair system.  One would think 
that if we closed the loopholes and spread the net wider and included entities that had not been contributing fully 
towards the system, people would pay less towards their fire and emergency service insurance.  However, that is 
not the case.  The minister must answer some questions in her response to this debate, if not later.  Is this 
proposed system a fair system?  The first thing that has been pointed out to me by people in the insurance 
industry is that it is not directly related to the risk associated with each property.  For example, a couple of 
properties might be similar in a number of respects but one might have extensive fire proofing, a fire alert or fire 
dousing equipment fitted, and the other might not.  At present, insurance companies take those factors into 
account in accordance with the usual competitive principles.  This levy does not relate in any way to the value of 
contents.  If I were lucky enough to harbour the Mona Lisa in my lounge, my contents insurance cover would be 
extremely high and the fire levy component attached to that would be considerable.  Under this proposal the levy 
does not relate in any way to the risk associated with the value of contents in people’s homes or businesses.  It is 
clear, as was mentioned earlier, that under this system some councils will subsidise others to quite an extent.  
Much of it will depend on decisions about the allocation of funds and so on.  However, there is no doubt that a 
number of council areas in this State will subsidise other areas extensively.  That will set the levy aside from a 
user-pays charge.  The detail with which we were provided indicates that the legislation targets about nine per 
cent of home owners who do not insure.  We have heard that up to 31 per cent either do not insure or 
underinsure.  However, that includes contents insurance.  As I said, this legislation has no bearing on contents 
insurance.  The information with which we have been provided in our briefings on property insurance, which is 
the subject of this legislation, demonstrates that it will cover about nine per cent of home owners who do not 
insure.  In light of the total amount of revenue needed to operate FESA services, that is about four per cent.  This 
legislation covers insurance on vacant land.  As the owner of a vacant block of land I often wonder why I pay 
council rates, and this is about the only service I can think of.  I probably would not be too fussed if the grass 
burnt down at the beginning of summer, although the neighbours on both sides undoubtedly would.  Even then, 
the portion of revenue attributable to the levy to be derived from vacant land is about two per cent, which, again, 
is a very small component in the scheme of things. 

Interestingly, the system will be based on gross rental value.  We could debate gross rental value, but GRV does 
not in any way reflect a fire risk.  Interestingly, people in Geraldton, Bunbury, Duncraig or Balcatta will in most 
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cases pay a levy in accordance with GRV.  However, around 80 per cent of people in Peppermint Grove will pay 
a flat fee of $175.  I am not saying that is a good thing or a bad thing; I am just saying that they are treated 
differently from the way in which people living in other areas are treated simply because they live in a very 
expensive home and, in effect, they will get a discount.  People living in Peppermint Grove will receive a large 
discount and people living in Balga, Innaloo or Duncraig will in most cases pay the full whack in accordance 
with the gross rental value rate in the dollar. 

Non-profit organisations must pay this levy.  I understand that they have not been consulted about the levy, and I 
suggest it will come as quite a shock to them when they suddenly find that they must pay it.  Small businesses 
must pay the levy and it is difficult at this stage to determine the full impact on the business community.  No 
doubt, a number of businesses will pay considerably more and some will pay less under this proposal.  On my 
analysis, a number of businesses in the industrial category will ultimately pay less for their fire insurance needs, 
but many businesses will pay a lot more.  Although it is a good idea for the Government to close a loophole and 
make a system fairer, it must bear in mind that very often it imposes additional costs on the business community.  
A self-insured shopping centre, for example, that currently pays $3 000 or $4 000 a year for fire insurance might 
find itself paying the maximum amount of $100 000.  Members know that it is not building owners who will pay 
that increase; it will be passed on to small businesses in the form of overheads. 

It has been pointed out that under this system the 12.5 per cent of revenue from rates currently contributed to 
FESA by councils will not be required, and they will be able to reduce their rates.  Pigs will fly the day that 
happens.  I am unaware of any council that operates from zero-based budgeting.  A number of councils will no 
doubt take this legislation as an opportunity to use for other purposes the portion of revenue that they raise from 
the community for FESA and will not pass it on in the form of reduced rates.  My initial discussions with people 
in other States indicate that has happened elsewhere.  It has been suggested that insurance premiums should be 
reduced by 20 per cent or more because, after all, insurers are currently paying upwards of $53 million into this 
scheme and if their contributions are no longer required, the premiums should reduce by that amount.  I can see 
those pigs flying again. 

The Government has said it will provide an auditing arrangement for a couple of years to ensure that insurers 
pass on the savings.  However, this Government has paid a fortune to forensic auditors to audit the oil 
companies.  It was unable to achieve anything with that exercise, so much so that it ultimately abandoned the 
scheme because it could not work out what was going on in the books of the oil companies.  I wish the 
Government a great deal of luck if it believes it will have any joy with insurance companies.  I suggest that the 
big winners in this matter will be the insurance companies themselves. 

No doubt there will be good news for some country emergency services.  We have heard about uniforms for the 
Collie bushies and the people in Wyalkatchem and so on.  However, that is a matter of budget allocation, not a 
matter of changing a whole system; it is unrelated to the introduction of a levy.  I could say that it is a clever 
little distraction by the Government.  In itself it will be a good thing, but there is no certainty as to funding.  
Nowhere in the legislation does it state that Wyalkatchem will get some money.  Nowhere in the legislation does 
it state that the Australind bush fire brigade will get some new equipment if it needs it.  Some people in the 
volunteer system believe they will be able to write a business plan and receive funding to finance that business 
plan.  The reality is that the dollars will be somewhat limited. 

Unlike the legislation in other States, particularly South Australia, this legislation does not cover the full extent 
of emergency services.  Marine emergency services have been allocated $1 million, but that is the funding that 
would have been allocated to them in any event.  That amount has not been increased, nor is there any sign of an 
increase.  Surf lifesaving and police rescue services are not covered by the legislation.  The legislation, therefore, 
does not embrace all the emergency services in this State.  Not all shires and volunteer organisations are entirely 
keen on going down this path; they foresee some pitfalls. 
I will now talk about dollars.  On looking through this proposed system, and considering the way in which the 
Government is implementing the system and the conditions it is imposing on the Fire and Emergency Services 
Authority in the establishment and initiation of the legislation, it is hard not to reach the conclusion that by this 
levy the Government will transfer a financial burden from the consolidated fund to FESA.  In fact, I go further 
and say that until the minister can explain otherwise, I suspect the levy will be used by the Government - not by 
FESA - as a $21 million tax on the family home.  I will explain why.   
I mentioned earlier that the levy is unrelated to risk.  It does not reflect commercial or user-pays principles and it 
involves cross-subsidies.  It is not a user-pays charge and it is not a charge for a specific service.  However, it 
will enable the Government to transfer a budget obligation.  I am indebted to the minister’s staff for providing 
information that indicates that in the first full year in which the system will operate - 2004-05 - the current 
approved forward estimate for allocation from the budget will be $40.5 million.  One could say that is the 
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amount that FESA will receive from the budget to start the whole ball rolling and it will have to work out how 
much levy money it needs to raise from that basis.  However, the Government wants the exercise to be revenue 
neutral to the budget.  It has reckoned that it will miss out on $5 million in stamp duty and it wants FESA to 
reimburse that money.  The Government has found that it will cost $5.4 million for pensioner and senior 
concessions, and that it must foot a bill of $2.1 million for Homeswest rental costs.  Therefore, it wants FESA to 
reimburse that money.  The State Government will take $12.5 million from FESA’s allocation of $40.5 million, 
and leave it with $28 million.  That $28 million will be divided into $1 million to volunteer marine rescue 
funding, which is fine as that amount was allocated previously; $18.5 million to FESA services, which is fine; 
and $8.5 million that FESA must use to match the estimated contribution for state government property.  In other 
words, if state government properties were to be levied in the same way in which other properties are to be 
levied, the State Government would pay $8.5 million for the benefit of fire insurance through FESA.  However, 
the Government has said that it wants this system to be cost neutral and FESA must foot the bill.  The 
$12.5 million and $8.5 million represent a shifted financial responsibility; that is, the Government will take 
$21 million worth of a financial burden for FESA directly from the budget and foist that burden on the levy.  
That explains a few matters because I was quite foxed when I looked at the levy and read the information 
provided.  I found, for example, under the category of residential homes, that the levy will raise $65.12 million.  
Therefore, more than $65 million will come from the residential sector.  That is surprising, because that is more 
than the money raised from insurance policies, plus the money that goes directly to the Fire and Emergency 
Services Authority from local councils.  In fact, if we add those figures together, we arrive at approximately 
$53 million from the insurance companies, plus the $9 million that will come directly from the councils.  If the 
Government is making the system fairer and spreading the net, why will home owners alone contribute more to 
the levy than the amount they pay through their insurance premiums, plus the insurance premiums of small 
businesses, industry and local government?  That is odd.  I went on to read the next line under “commercial” and 
discovered that the levy will raise another $23.4 million.  It will also raise $10 million from the industrial 
category and $3.3 million from vacant land, and significant additional funding will be raised from the farming 
and miscellaneous categories.  All of this adds up to $107.4 million.  It is rather strange that $104 million will 
come from the above-mentioned sectors when the legislation is meant to be making the system fairer by closing 
the loopholes so that individuals, organisations and home owners pay less.   
I decided to consider some real life examples by randomly looking at houses around WA.  For example, I 
considered a house in Duncraig that is 25 years old - it has four bedrooms and one bathroom - and found that $91 
of the owners’ insurance costs goes towards the fire levy.  The amount they contribute to the local council is 
about $14, which adds up to $105.  Under the Government’s system the owners will have to pay $112.  Are they 
not the type of people who should be paying less?  I also considered a three-year-old house in Innaloo, which has 
four bedrooms and two bathrooms.  The owners pay $54 to their insurance company, plus council rates and the 
like.  Under the Government’s system they will pay $156.  I also considered homes in Geraldton and Albany, 
and found that, individually, they would all pay more.   
[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I decided to again look at the bottom line.  When I considered the tables with 
which I had been provided it became clear that under the new system there will be significant cost increases to 
not only householders but also many small businesses.  If we consider the median cost of the levy that was 
provided by the minister’s office we find that the cost in a number of areas is very significant.  If that is the case, 
how much money is being spent by the Fire and Emergency Services Authority?  Given the extra money that 
will be raised, FESA must have money coming out of its ears, and every bush fire brigade in WA will be able to 
buy gold-plated fire engines.  That is not the case, because FESA currently spends about $115 million on fire and 
emergency services.  Once that amount is adjusted over the next couple years in the forward estimates, the 
approximate figure will be $117 million.  A $2.3 million administration cost that goes through to council is 
included in that figure.  There is also the cost shifting of $21 million to which I earlier referred - it cannot be 
described in any other way - which brings the amount to about $140 million.  That is what it costs to operate the 
whole service.  Overall, it seems that there are no more funds to provide for additional fire and emergency 
services in this State.  In fact, it is quite clear that if an additional service is provided in one area, a service in 
another area must be scaled back.  The bottom line is that the levy will affect people dramatically.  It will be a 
massive slug on home owners, and many small businesses will pay considerably more, because the money being 
raised will cover not only FESA’s requirements but also the $21 million cost shifting to FESA, money that it will 
have to raise through a levy.  In other words, the Government, in effect, is imposing a $21 million tax through 
the levy.  I remember the hullabaloo that occurred when a premium property tax was suggested that would 
collect half that amount.  The levy will shift the burden from the budget sector, and, as a result, home owners 
throughout the State will be slugged with one helluva fire levy once the new system is in place.  I look forward 
to the minister addressing some of these points during her contribution to the second reading debate.  I am sure 
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that people will see through the Government’s measures.  The matter is complicated; indeed, it took several 
attempts to break through the ice.  However, when the Opposition eventually received the detailed information -  
Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I point out to the minister that, at the moment, insurance companies and 
council rates contribute $62 million.  Under the Government’s system home owners will contribute $65 million, 
even though the Government has supposedly made the system fairer by closing the loopholes and widening the 
net.  However, home owners will pay $3 million more a year.  That does not take into account the effect the levy 
will have on small business and the industrial sector.  The Government will be hitting home owners for a six, and 
it will have to explain why it has shifted the financial burden in that way.   
I am concerned that, in some respects, the levy will operate in the same way as a tax.  For example, the levy will 
be able to be amended at the whim of the minister.  I welcome the minister’s advice on this matter during her 
contribution to the second reading debate.  However, I cannot see any provision in the legislation stipulating that 
an approval to increase the rate in the dollar must come before Parliament.  Moreover, the rate in the dollar 
might stay the same but the revenue might increase.  At the moment we know that Perth and a number of 
regional centres have been experiencing significant increases in property values.  All the Government has to do 
is sit back and watch the dollars roll in.  Do members believe that the Government will put that money into extra 
fire services or will it reduce its budget commitment to FESA even further?  Based on the Government’s Bill, 
blind Freddy can see that it will reduce its budget commitment to FESA and allow home owners and small 
business to foot the bill.  As I said, on the estimates received by the Opposition, the levy on residential homes 
alone will raise $65.1 million.  I have provided real life examples in places such as Duncraig, Innaloo, Geraldton 
and Albany.  Some people will be in for a real shock when they realise the amount of money that the levy will 
raise.  In a category 1 situation it will not be uncommon for median levy amounts to be in excess of $100.  For 
example, the direct median levy in Canning will be $109; that is assuming that that is the only cost that will be 
imposed on home owners in Canning.  The reality is that if rates do not decrease, home owners will continue to 
pay a component of the rates that they now pay for fire insurance.  If they are currently insured and the insurers 
do not pass on the full whack, they will again pay that amount.  Instead of paying a median amount of $109, the 
people in Canning could be paying $120 or $130.  As was indicated by the shadow minister, there is no 
guarantee in the legislation that the cost savings will be passed on.  Given that the Government is shifting its $21 
million burden from the budget, the residents will not only pay more but also could continue to pay more 
through their council rates and insurance premiums.  The median figure in Joondalup will be $126.  The median 
figure in East Fremantle will be $139.  The list goes on.  The median figure in Stirling will be $109.  The 
Premier’s own electorate of Victoria Park will experience a median figure of $131.  In Albany the median levy 
will be $69; in Bunbury it will be $85; in Geraldton it will be $65; in Greenough it will be $83; and in Kalgoorlie 
it will be $95.  People would not mind paying that amount if they knew that it was the actual cost of providing 
fire services.  However, as I said, that cost on paper has been jacked up by $21 million because of some clever 
little footsy work by the Government.  It explains why the Fire and Emergency Services Authority will have to 
raise so much more money through this levy to fund the same level of services that it is providing at the moment; 
not more services, but the same level of services.  The Government has widened the net and closed the loop 
holes.  It is spending the same amount on the service, but it is charging home owners a darn sight more than is 
being charged at the moment.  This levy can only be interpreted as a tax on the family home.  When the rates go 
out to residents, a number of councils will be marking the fact that the levy is a state government levy or a tax.  
That is certainly what has happened in the eastern States.  I would not blame the councils if they did that.  If all 
this levy did was raise the money needed to run the fire and emergency services and the Government then said 
that it wanted its stamp duty back from FESA, that FESA had to fund all the subsidies and the Government was 
no longer going to pay FESA to provide fire insurance on government properties, then many people in the 
community would say that the levy more or less covered the cost of the fire insurance services.  As the shadow 
minister said, people can tolerate a bit of cross subsidisation but not when they know they are paying so much 
more because of some fancy footwork on paper by the State Government. 

I said earlier that some businesses will pay less.  I have no doubt about it.  Their insurance premiums probably 
will go down.  It is possible some businesses are not even insured, who knows.  Consequently, those businesses 
that are insured may end up paying less under this legislation.  However, that cannot be quantified.  The example 
that is commonly used is that of corporate entities, such as some of the big property owners in the central 
business district, that do not pay insurance to domestic insurers and consequently no contribution is made to 
FESA in relation to their insurance premiums.  However, that amount has not been quantified.  I do not know 
how serious that problem is.  More to the point, no alternatives have been suggested.  Let us fix the problem and 
sort out the vacant blocks of land for which no levy is collected.  Let us get these people who are insuring 
offshore or self-insuring and let us sort out these wicked home owners who do not insure.  We really do not 
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know the extent of this problem.  For example, only two per cent of the total revenue comes from vacant blocks 
of land.   

In conclusion, as the shadow minister said, we on this side of the House want more information on this matter.  
If that information is not forthcoming, a motion will be moved to refer this legislation to a standing committee.  
Without a doubt, important legislation of this nature that imposes a $107 million slug on small businesses and 
home owners needs proper scrutiny.  If we knew that this legislation was above board, that financial obligations 
were not going to be transferred from the budget to the levy and that the levy would cover the cost of fire and 
emergency services in this State, the minister might have a stronger argument.  However, I cannot comprehend 
how the Government has made the system fairer; it has closed the loop holes and spread the net even further, but 
it is still hitting home owners and small businesses for a darn sight more money than they are paying at the 
moment for exactly the same value of service.  The simple fact is that in broad terms, under this proposal, there 
will be no more money for fire and emergency services.  Home owners and small businesses will be paying more 
because the Government has done a little shift of $21 million worth of financial obligations. 

We look forward to the minister’s response and well may she scoff when the time comes.  If she would like to 
delay proceedings and go through this with us, I am more than happy to do so. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  What you have said tonight has indicated to me that you have not read the legislation 
properly.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Then I look forward to the minister’s detailed response.  All I am doing is 
basing my comments on the advice provided by her office.  Everything I have here stacks up. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am being constructive.  I am more than happy to run through this if the 
minister wants; otherwise the best way to scrutinise this legislation in detail is through a standing committee. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [8.16 pm]:  The minister has a fair idea of 
what I will say.  Nevertheless, I will put some points to the minister and hopefully she will respond to them later 
in her speech. 

I spent 18 years working in different areas of the insurance industry.  I was never an employee of an insurance 
company and usually worked as an agent or a consultant.  The current system of collecting moneys is an 
abomination and must be changed.  The previous Government had a couple of goes at changing it and was 
unable to get it through the coalition party room, which was a pity because I would have liked to have seen that 
legislation introduced when I was a part of government.  The current system is inequitable in simple matters.  If 
large corporations have overseas insurance arrangements, they do not have to contribute to the levy.  Companies 
or individuals who do not insure their properties fully do not contribute the full amount of the levy.  Therefore, if 
a person’s house is worth $100 000 and is insured for $50 000, he pays half the rate.  I saw some statistics a few 
years ago - I am sure they have not changed - that indicated that approximately 70 per cent of commercial people 
do not insure fully.  Therefore, they do not contribute fully.   

I will tell members about a nonsense that exists in my own town.  When there is a fire, the fire brigade roars 
through the town of Northam and across the border into the Shire of Northam, where no contribution is made to 
the service.  The fire could be located at a house just across the town boundary.  Obviously, we do not want to 
ask people at the time of a fire if they are fully insured or if they are part of the permanent system, as are 
residents in the town of Northam partially, or whether they are part of the volunteer system, as are residents from 
the Shire of Northam totally.  Therefore, people in this area contribute various amounts to the service. 

Six or seven years ago - the minister or previous ministers might be able to recall better than I - the Shire of 
Toodyay introduced a voluntary levy of about $30.  When I last checked, only three ratepayers were not paying 
the $30 levy, and that is because they value the service.  Toodyay is a dangerous place in which to have a fire 
and the Toodyay council contributes greatly to the equipment used by its voluntary fire brigades.  I would defend 
the system and FESA’s role in Toodyay at any time.  Over the years the service has been outstanding.  Toodyay 
has had some dangerous fires.  As people in Toodyay understand, the hills, the granite outcrops and the trees 
make it very difficult to get around.  The equipment in Toodyay is very good, but generally that is because of the 
attitude of the ratepayers who are prepared voluntarily to pay the $30 levy.  As you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr 
P.W. Andrews), would understand - you ran for the seat and campaigned in that part of the world - many of the 
people who live in this region have come from the metropolitan area.  Their understanding of fire is an urban 
understanding; if there is a fire, the fire brigade turns up.  They do not understand that if there is a fire, they must 
put it out themselves; they must be trained, they must have the appropriate equipment and they must work as part 
of a team to put it out.  People move from the metropolitan area to Toodyay and similar areas and suddenly 
realise it is a different world and just how terrifying fire can be.  We need a reliable and sustainable funding 
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system for emergency services.  I have spoken to the minister and to the Fire and Emergency Services Authority 
about the National Party’s wish that volunteers benefit from this legislation, even though the minister has not 
commented on that.  I think the minister understands that those councils that oppose the levy are yet to be 
convinced there will be a strong flow of resources back to them.   
I should declare half an interest.  Several years ago my home town of Wyalkatchem experienced its worst fire in 
memory.  It was one of those days on which the fire moved very quickly.  A local resident was severely burnt 
fighting that fire, and that young man, his children and other family members all live with the consequences of 
that day.  Burns are a terrible thing, and we have come to understand more about them from the events of recent 
days.  I would not wish that on anyone.  If that volunteer firefighter had had protective clothing, his 
circumstances would be substantially different today.  I and many others share a passion to ensure that volunteer 
fire brigades are resourced.   
I refer also to the State Emergency Service.  I do not understand how - I touch wood it continues - I have not 
come across more accident scenes than I have as I drive around my electorate.  I drive between 60 000 and 
80 000 kilometres a year, as many countries members in this House do, and I have only once come upon a recent 
accident in which a person had been seriously hurt.  Even on that occasion, I was lucky enough to be the third or 
fourth person who arrived at the scene.  The people who arrived before me were far more capable than I, and I 
simply did as I was told.  A priest had been very badly hurt at Clackline.  Luckily he survived, but only because 
prompt action was taken.  I have great admiration for volunteers all over regional, rural and coastal Western 
Australia who deal with those circumstances on a daily, weekly or monthly basis.  They attend road accidents, 
chemical spills and serious fires.   
Even in the town of Northam, which has three permanent members of the fire brigade, a retail store caught alight 
and one of the beloved women of the town and her daughter perished in that fire.  It was a terrible event that 
occurred a number of years ago.  It was important because even though one or two professional firefighters 
arrived on the site very quickly - in fact, it was across the road from the fire station - it was mainly volunteers 
who fought that fire.  They were faced with fumes and all those kinds of hazards.  It is important that these 
brigades be appropriately funded and that they operate with the necessary equipment.  Safety is a key issue.  The 
National Party feels passionately about safety issues and the need to provide breathing apparatus and protective 
clothing.   
The categories of the levy are appropriate and fair as they are based on the services available, although I agree 
there will always be debate about those areas.  The maximum residential levy of $175 is based on the availability 
of a career fire service and is not too much to pay.  The levy goes right down to category 5, in which the levy is 
$30.  Some of the people who have approached me were opposed to paying the $30 levy because they thought it 
was two lots of $30.  It is not and that will take a while to filter through.  The levy will raise about $110 million, 
of which government instrumentalities will be required to contribute $8 million, along with $18 million of 
taxpayers’ money, to support emergency services.  They are not the issues that concern me; I am concerned 
about the structure of the new body.  We will be fiddling around the edges for some time and that is not my 
concern.  I was keen to see an alteration to the procedure for funding these services, and I am pleased to see 
these Bills in the House.   
The levy will be collected by local government.  I think that some local governments will be appreciative of 
these changes when they compare their costs with the revenue they will receive.  Some of the very small 
councils are concerned about the software being compatible with their own software.  They have chief executive 
officers, but unlike the larger shires they do not have finance officers who can fiddle around with software 
programs.  Basically, they have a person who is trained but not qualified - if I can put it in those terms - to use 
their existing software.  Small councils are keen to make sure that the software is adaptable to their processes so 
that they do not have to upgrade that person’s qualifications, although they are happy to upgrade his skills.  They 
need to be assured that they can operate within their own processes.   
The matter of gross rental value is important.  It is important that valuations be made on the same basis as local 
government valuations.  However, the minister will be aware that certain issues within local government may 
cause some confusion, such as differential rating and a few other bits and pieces.  They are matters that can be 
worked out.   
I have five issues that have been brought to my notice, and I will run through them with the minister because I 
wish to put them on the record, although I am sure the minister is aware of them.  I have received a number of 
complaints relating to these issues.  The first issue is multiple charging for land owners who receive separate rate 
notices.  I do not think this is an end of the world issue but it is raised wherever I go.  The second issue, which I 
have already raised, is the compatibility of computer software for the smaller shires.  The third issue is the use of 
local government to collect the levy.  That issue has been put to the minister but some councils are still 
complaining about that process.  The fourth issue is appropriate payments to local government to collect the 
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levy.  That is the area in which the most genuine concern has been expressed.  Some councils are not convinced 
that they will get appropriate returns.  The fifth area is the distribution of the funds.  The two main concerns for 
councils are whether local government will do reasonably well out of this process and not have a burden that is 
beyond its capacity and also the distribution of those funds.  I have been convinced about the fairness of the 
distribution but others have not.  The minister will not convince people now on a few issues.  I know there are 
processes whereby we could make it work, but we need to ensure that insurance companies have a transparent 
process.  I will not try to convince people that that can be done.  I suggest that the minister not try either, as 
people will not believe her.  Other States have been successful in applying transparency to insurance companies.  
The application of levies to insurance companies has not been done in a methodical way.  I know from my own 
experiences, when I was an agent for numerous insurance companies, that some companies applied the levy 
correctly and others spread it across Western Australia.  Some people in the lower category areas had no idea 
that they were paying levies because the insurance companies did not tell them that part of the premium was a 
firefighting levy. 
I know the minister has the capacity to do this.  The Insurance Council of Australia Ltd is genuine in wanting a 
transparent process.  If it were not, it would be a very ordinary day for Western Australians.  At the end of the 
process, people who contribute through insurance policies must be able to see clearly on their insurance notice - 
or through some other mechanism - that their contribution has dropped as a result of these changes. 
The minister might be interested to hear that some months ago, when I was in my electorate office, I was visited 
by a gentleman from South Australia.  He was a farmer and a National Party supporter in that State.  The 
minister, her good friend Wilson Tuckey, and I - to a lesser degree - had been on radio talking about this issue.  
The gentleman had been visiting his daughter in Meckering and was feeling sad with the world because his wife 
had recently passed away.  He was visiting his daughter as part of the grieving process.  He told me that if we did 
not pass this legislation, we would be nuts.  He told me what happened in South Australia and went through all 
the debates.  As we all know, the Bill was passed some time ago in that State.  He told me that rural people were 
substantial winners in that process. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  We have followed closely the way it has been implemented in South Australia.  FESA has 
monitored developments quite closely.  We hope that we are starting ahead of them in having ironed out a 
number of their problems. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  How many times have we had problems with legislation?  The minister will have 
some pain with some of the fringe areas; however, that is not the issue.  We are making a structural change to the 
way emergency services are funded, which is long overdue.  It is a decade and a half overdue.  I appreciate that 
the minister has had the gumption to bring this Bill to the House.  I thank her for the cross-subsidy provided for 
in the Bill, although many of my constituents do not agree with it.  Once the Bill is enacted, the reaction will be 
similar to that to the Northbridge tunnel: before it was built 90 per cent of people were against it but after it was 
built 90 per cent of people were for it.  Despite that, there will be administration issues. 

MR J.L. BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [8.34 pm]:  I do not support this legislation.  I am aware of the 
anomalies in the system in Western Australia; however, it is a system that needs to be fixed some other way 
rather than by this legislation.  As has been explained by the members for Warren-Blackwood and Mitchell, this 
legislation contains grave anomalies.  It does not fix the problem, it creates more anomalies.  I do not like the 
system it will create. 

It appears that there will be no more money in the system.  I see the changes as another tax on the people of 
Western Australia.  More taxes bring more costs to the people of Western Australia.  The people of Western 
Australia and I are sick of it.  It is hard for people to get by on what they earn these days.  Another tax - whether 
it is $15 or $30 - is another drip, drip, drip that adds up to a larger tax. 

The Government will initially take $21 million from the system.  As premiums rise, that amount will increase as 
the amount of money recovered through the levy rises.  It will become another milch cow for the Government.  
Many shires have treated their fire and emergency services very well.  The shires of Harvey, Waroona and 
Murray have bush fire brigades scattered throughout them.  They are well-equipped and run and supported by 
keen people.  That is due to State Governments and shires contributing funds, as well as fundraising by the bush 
fire brigades.  It has been an efficient way to run the services.  I bought a property in December 1975, and in 
January 1976 a fire came onto the property.  It had started several kilometres away.  In those days a loose-knit 
bush fire brigade existed; it was not as structured as brigades are today.  Each area had its own firefighting 
equipment, as did each farmer.  It was amazing to see the number of people who turned up to fight that fire.  The 
shire turned up with a grader to back-burn my property.  The fire was stopped on my property but I lost about a 
third of my feed.   
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Since that time, there has been a proliferation of bush fire brigades throughout the shires.  Once established, they 
all want better equipment, even though they started on a shoestring budget.  They all want this and that.  Thirty 
years ago, I remember the Australind bush fire brigade trying to obtain breathing apparatus.  There was a big 
fight between the brigade and the Government about whether it should have breathing apparatus.  The 
Government felt that a bush fire brigade did not need it.  That conflict raged for a few years.  As it was not part 
of my electorate and I only read about it in my local newspaper, I am not sure whether it got its breathing 
apparatus.  I would not be surprised if it did; the brigades often just keep pushing until they get what they want.  
All these things add to our general cost of living.  As much as we need firefighting equipment and services, 
shires that have been prepared to fund efficient and well-equipped bush fire brigades will find themselves in a 
different situation when the money starts to roll in to shires that have not been so generous.  What will happen 
then?  The bush fire brigades in those shires may not have been very active in fundraising and may not be up to 
standard.  The shires that have done the right thing will be treated badly.   

The minister visited Harvey recently.  The local newspaper carried an article that stated that the Shire of Harvey 
was concerned about whether money taken from the shire would flow back to the shire.  The article states, in 
part - 

Harvey Shire CEO Keith Leece said the meeting was amicable and the council had received a 
commitment from the Minister and FESA that the money received each year would be commensurate 
with the money collected from within the shire.   

I cannot see anything in this legislation that backs up that claim.  I have also heard, though admittedly at second 
hand, that somebody in FESA has said that that is not true; the facts are that the money will go where they feel 
like putting it.  I would like a commitment from the minister tonight that the money that is raised in a shire will 
be put back into that shire.  I have not heard it directly from FESA.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Would you like me to do that for the metropolitan area as well?  

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  The minister can do what she likes, but will she give a commitment to the Shire of 
Harvey - 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I will respond at the appropriate time.  

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  That is what is quoted in this newspaper article.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I will respond at the end, but the whole system does not work with everybody getting back 
what they put in.  

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  That is right, so people in the Harvey, Murray and Waroona shires will put in funds, and 
the Government will put in its big hand and put it into the Treasury!  That is my concern.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It cannot go to Treasury; that is not allowed under the legislation.  However, there will be 
massive cross-subsidisation from the metropolitan area to country areas, which a number of members opposite 
have indicated they fully understand.  

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  Well, I do not.  All I want to know is that the money that comes out of our shires will be 
put back into those shires.  While I am talking about the minister’s visit, there used to be a protocol in 
government which determined that a local member would be notified of a visit by a minister to his or her 
electorate.  Obviously that protocol has now gone out of the window with this Government, because I certainly 
was not told when the minister was visiting, or when the Premier came to my electorate.  He got a bit of a shock, 
because he rocked up to have lunch in Harvey, and I was actually there having lunch myself.  I could see his jaw 
hit the ground as he walked through the door.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I did not attend any public events in your electorate.   

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  You visited the shire and the police station.  Under the old system, the protocol was that 
the local member was notified.  It does not refer only to public events. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You might like to talk to some of your former ministers, because I spent seven years in 
opposition, and I was not given those courtesies by most of the ministers in the previous Government.  

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I have a feeling it refers mainly to country electorates.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  If ministers carried out public duties in a member’s electorate, or there were a public 
meeting or forum, the local member would often be advised.  My office is good at advising people in those 
cases.  What I had in your electorate was a couple of private meetings.  They were not public meetings.  I am 
sorry that you were not invited.  

Mr J.H.D. Day:  She will invite you next time.  
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Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I doubt it, because this Government is so politically attuned.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Members, the question is that the Bill now be read a second 
time, and the member for Murray-Wellington has the call.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  If I had known you wanted to come to the meeting, there would not have been a problem.  

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I like to take an interest in things that happen in my electorate, and I like to attend those 
meetings.  The protocol was observed in the past, and some Government’s ministers are good at it.  They notify 
country members when they are coming to the electorates, but the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is 
not one of those, and nor is the Premier, obviously.  He was too busy stuffing about taking a photo on the Harvey 
dam, when he should have been at Stirling dam.  He was so keen to get a picture opportunity that he got the 
wrong information, and he has confused all the irrigators in my area.  They are all worried that the Government 
will be taking water from the Harvey dam, which is earmarked for irrigation.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Is there any possibility of dragging the member for Murray-Wellington back to the 
question before the House?  

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I will certainly get back to it, because it is very important.  I do not support this 
legislation.  I did not support it when the previous Government tried to bring it in four years ago, and I do not 
support it now.  I do not think it is fair, as has been pointed out very well by the members for Warren-Blackwood 
and Mitchell.  The points they raised were very important.  It will be interesting to hear the response from the 
minister to those points, because they were very important.  I do not like this idea of the money being ripped out 
of the system by the Government.  The minister said at one stage that that was not true, but the information that 
the Opposition has received is that $21 million will disappear out of the system, and more money will not be 
going into the system than is already being collected and distributed.  It will be interesting to hear how the 
minister responds to this.  At this stage, I certainly do not support the legislation and in due course I will oppose 
it.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [8.45 pm]:  I will make a brief contribution to this stage of the Bill.  The 
previous coalition Government had a lot of concerns during its time in office about a similar Bill to this.  It was 
not the same as this Bill; there have been many changes to the coalition Government’s Bill.  Many coalition 
members did not support what was being proposed at that time for very genuine and responsible reasons.  The 
Bill now before the House has been described by some members as a new property tax.  I can see where they are 
coming from.  I have no problem with ensuring that the costs of fire and emergency services are borne by the 
people who will use those services.  That is fair and appropriate.  The collection of the money through local 
government is not unique to Western Australia.  It happened in the United Kingdom.  My memory of the United 
Kingdom is becoming dimmer as I spend more years in Western Australia, but I recall that my rate notices for 
the London borough where I lived showed a separate line with a percentage that was attributed to the fire and 
emergency services.  There was also a line showing a percentage attributed to the Police Service.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Are you trying to give me some new ideas?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Not at all!  The minister may not like what I have to say, because the ratepayers in the 
United Kingdom paid only a percentage of the cost of running those police, fire, ambulance and emergency 
services.  The ambulance service in the United Kingdom is run by the Government, and is subsidised by the 
Government to a great extent.  I believe that every Government should be paying, on behalf of the residents of 
that country, state, borough or shire, a reasonable proportion toward those emergency services.  That is what has 
been happening for many years in Western Australia.  The figures that I have been given show that up until this 
year - one can assume that it will go further than this year, but there will be some clawback - just over 
$40 million has been paid by the Government for the fire and emergency services.  The rest has been collected 
through insurance levies and by local authorities.  The total cost of running the fire and emergency services was 
$115 million.  I would be the first to say that it is not fair that anybody with property who does not bother to 
insure it thereby does not pay in any way a proportion of the cost of running the fire service.  If that property 
catches fire, the fire brigade does not look to see whether the owners have made a contribution by way of 
insurance premium.  The fire brigade will attend the property, put out the fire and do its utmost to save lives and 
minimise damage.  A next door neighbour may well be more responsible and ensure that his property is insured.  
If there is a fire at that property, he will have paid a proportion of the cost involved in the fire brigade attending 
the fire.  That is fair and equitable.   

Some big businesses in the city insure properties offshore.  Therefore, they do not pay any of the compulsory 
levy that applies to property insurance in Western Australia.  That is a bit unfair.  It is unfair that a 20-storey 
property in Perth can be insured with an offshore insurance company, which means that the owner of the 
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building will not pay a levy towards the costs of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western 
Australia, yet if a fire occurs at that building, the fire brigade will put out the fire, save lives and so on.  Owners 
of properties such as that should obviously pay more than a person who owns a four-by-one property in one of 
the outer suburbs.  We must deal with that inequity.  Large corporations save money by insuring their properties 
offshore.  They should not get away with not paying a fair contribution to the cost of running FESA, particularly 
in the metropolitan area, because that is where it would apply more than anywhere else.   

I understand that the proposed levy will be based on the gross rental value of a property.  One could argue 
whether that is fair.  Two properties located within 500 metres of one another could have very different values.  
One could be a very small home of timber construction.  These days, that sort of home would be considered a 
much greater fire hazard than a newer, brick and tile property that is less likely to have the same inherent fire 
dangers as older style properties.  However, what will happen?  The person who owns the more expensive and 
newer brick and tile home, which probably has smoke detectors installed and so forth, will pay a heck of a lot 
more than the person who owns the property that is more prone to fire.  There is inequity in that.  I do not think 
that the Government has looked at that.   

Different avenues could achieve the same end.  A lot of time and aggravation could be saved by ensuring that 
people who pay the levy through an insurance premium are exempt from paying any further levy.  Those who do 
not bother to insure their properties or who insure properties offshore, such as big businesses, would have to 
validate whether they had paid a levy towards FESA by way of a certificate from an insurance company that 
operates in Western Australia.  The levy would be attached to that premium.  If the insurance company were to 
produce a certificate of currency to people who had paid their insurance premium, inclusive of the fire and 
emergency services levy, that would be fine.  Those people should be left in peace and no additional tax should 
be imposed on them.  Those who cannot produce that certificate would then have to pay what I believe should be 
the equivalent of the amount levied against other properties in the same street.  That should be paid through local 
authorities, so that FESA is no worse off.  It would be better off, in fact. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Do you think that the system you are suggesting would be welcomed by local government?  
That would be a very costly system.  How would you propose that local governments authenticate genuine 
documentation?  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Have you evaluated that? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It seems to be a rather strange proposition.  I can see a lot more problems with it than the 
existing system.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I took the minister’s interjection.  However, the minister has not responded to the 
interjection directed at her by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It is your suggestion.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I accept that.  I suggested it as a viable alternative.  It is something that should be 
considered, because at the moment the Government pays a subsidy of just over $40 million to the Fire and 
Emergency Services Authority.  When this legislation goes through, the Government will then claw back, in 
round figures, $20 million.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is not correct.  I will address that.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is fine.  If I have given some slightly incorrect figures, the minister can address them.  
That is the minister’s job when she responds to the second reading debate.  The Government will no longer pay 
the $8.5 million for government property.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  We will.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is my understanding that the Government will not give FESA that money in the future.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Treasury will provide that money.  The legislation provides for that.  Treasury will advance 
$8.5 million to FESA’s account as the contribution to cover government properties.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  On top of the normal $40 million allocation? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  As part of the Government’s usual contribution.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  That’s the whole point. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What is the Government’s usual contribution?  At the moment, it is $40 million.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You are suggesting that we are taking the money out.  We are not taking the money out.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am sorry, but the Government will be clawing -  
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Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You can’t have it both ways. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You’re avoiding your budget obligation.  That money will be transferred over to 
FESA, and it will be clawed back.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:   That is not correct.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Government will claw back the reduction in stamp duty -  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It is money from the consolidated revenue.  We are not talking about ripping money out of 
the levy.  That is not true.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  At the moment the Government pays $40 million a year to FESA.  At the end of the day, 
the Government will pay only $20 million, because it will claw back from the $40 million the loss in stamp duty 
revenue, the pensioner and senior concessions and Homeswest rental costs.  That is $12.5 million.  Immediately, 
FESA’s money will go down by $12.5 million.  Is that correct? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It is not correct to then add to that the contribution for state government property of 
$8.5 million, and somehow say that we are taking out something that we are putting in.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am talking about the other areas.  Out of that $40 million -  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I have said that I will address those issues when I give my reply.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I hope that the minister will correct me if I am wrong. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I do not think that you went to the FESA briefing that was offered to you.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I did not go to the FESA briefing.  Unfortunately, I had something else that I had to do.  I 
regret that I was unable to go to the briefing, but I have had a second-hand briefing from my colleagues who did 
attend the briefing.  The shadow minister and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition are both pretty familiar with 
this legislation.  They have briefed others and me on this legislation.  I do not mind taking interjections and the 
minister does not mind giving them.  I thought that the minister would have helped the situation by responding to 
my queries. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I don’t think you have a speech.  I am not about to help you by making further interjections.  
You should make your point and I will respond at the end.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Fine.  So the minister will not interject any further? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is what I just said.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is fine.  I wish the minister had made that clear at the beginning of my speech.  If she 
had, I would not have taken any interjections from her.  Quite frankly, they have not been worthwhile.  The 
minister has not helped the debate in any way whatsoever.  She has denied that, as a result of this Bill, the 
$40 million funding allocated to the Fire and Emergency Services Authority will be ripped out of the budget.  
The net effect of this Bill will be to make the State Government financially better off by at least $20 million, in 
round figures - the minister should not pick me up if I round up the figures and am a fraction out.  The State 
Government will no longer subsidise fire services to the extent it did in the past.  This legislation will transfer 
that cost of subsidy to the ratepayers of Western Australia.  They will undoubtedly have to pay more than they 
are paying now for their fire levy.  Somehow the Government must recoup the $20 million.  According to my 
information, the number of people who do not insure their properties is a single-digit number.  The minister will 
penalise 90 per cent of the population by whacking them with this new property tax.  It is the premium property 
tax in disguise.  What upsets me is the fact that the Government cannot help slugging the poor old taxpayers in 
Western Australia all the way along the line.  I am certain that in the next few months the Opposition will 
highlight to the people of Western Australia exactly what all its nasty little extra taxes will be imposed on.  On 
the eve of the last election, when he was the Leader of the Opposition, Dr Gallop promised that there would be 
no new taxes and charges in Western Australia.  That promise was found to be an untruth when the Government 
flagged a premium property tax.  It was a very short-lived promise.  This is a similar tax.  The minister is 
reintroducing the premium property tax in a different guise.  It will apply to not only premium properties but also 
all other properties.  Every property owner will be slugged with this tax.  I do not have a problem with property 
owners paying a reasonable amount of money towards fire and emergency services that will service them in 
times of need and distress.  I am happy as a ratepayer to pay my fair whack as long as I know everybody else is 
paying at the same rate.  

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will never argue that Governments do not have a primary responsibility for emergency 
services, whether they be State Governments or national Governments.  In this instance, the State Government is 
responsible for FESA.  In countries that do not have State Governments, it is a national government 
responsibility.  In the United Kingdom, for example, the national Government has a statutory duty to ensure that 
enough fire engines are available to fight fires and rescue people, that ambulances are available and that there is 
an adequate police presence within that country.  That is a central government role, although it collects a 
contribution from local authorities.  I do not have a problem with that happening here.  However, in this case we 
will be short-changed because property owners will be slugged with yet another property tax.  That is disgraceful 
because the Government will be opting out of a primary obligation.  The State Government will be $20 million 
better off after this legislation is passed because it will not make the same contribution it made in the past.  I 
would be happy if the State Government said that it intends to continue with the same amount of funding - 
namely, the $40 million that it has contributed in the past - so that it can improve our fire and emergency 
services.  However, that will not happen.  In future, the only way the service will improve is by property owners 
being slugged with a tax on their properties.  The State Government will not provide any more money.  The 
Government will be drawing out the money it loses from lost stamp duty, the cost of pensioner and senior 
concessions and Homeswest rental costs.  I will listen very carefully to the minister’s response to hear exactly 
what she is proposing to do about the $8.5 million attached to state government-owned property.  My 
information is that FESA will be required to collect that through this levy from local authorities and ratepayers.  
Taxpayers are ratepayers.  Although it will be a new property tax, and an increase, my colleague the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition has provided some very clear cases of inequity throughout Western Australia.  He 
referred to examples such as the four-bedroom one-bathroom home in Duncraig and properties in Geraldton and 
Albany.  I think he covered the whole of Western Australia.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has done 
much research on this.  He is a pretty knowledgeable chap - a brilliant mathematician, a good statistician and a 
good researcher.  In his previous career he did an enormous amount of research.  I have much faith in my 
colleague the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

It will be very interesting to know what many country people will be required to pay.  They will pay more.  
Metropolitan people will certainly pay more.  Not only does this Government clobber the people who live in the 
metropolitan area, but also it has a thing about country people.  This legislation is another example of the 
Government’s disregard for country people.  That is obvious given the electoral reform legislation that it wants 
to ram through this House, despite the fiasco it caused recently.  The Government should ensure that all Western 
Australians are protected against the evils of fire, flood and the other curses of nature that people suffer in this 
country at various times of the year.  Only recently, tornadoes tore through this State, which required the 
assistance of not only the State Emergency Service but also the Fire and Rescue Service of WA.  They do a 
tremendous job.  The State Government’s obligation to the people of Western Australia is to ensure that those 
services are adequate.  It should not act like a cheapskate Government that simply passes all costs onto the 
people of Western Australia.  It should pay its fair share, but it will not be doing so in future.  

I have some concerns about this legislation.  I made a suggestion that should be considered because it would 
provide a far more equitable arrangement.  You were not in the Chamber when I made that suggestion, Mr 
Speaker, which is a pity because it was a great suggestion.  The minister has not considered it but I hope she will, 
because it would create a more equitable system than the new property tax provided for in this legislation.  I wait 
with great interest to hear the minister’s response.  I hope that she will answer adequately and correctly all the 
queries raised by not only me but also my colleagues on this side of the House.  I am sure that the Opposition 
will seek more detail at the consideration in detail stage.  

Until now the minister has not answered some questions.  She is very good at making comments by interjection 
but she has not responded to questions by interjection.  We must now deal with all those matters in consideration 
in detail to get to the truth of who will pay these costs and how much the Government will save by the reduction 
in its commitment to fire and emergency services.  Until now that commitment was $40 million.  After this Bill 
is passed, it will not pay $40 million.  Why not?  What commitment is the Government giving to people who live 
in fear of their properties catching fire and other dreadful things that can happen to properties?  The Government 
to a great extent is abrogating its responsibilities.  It regards this legislation as a quick grab for money and as part 
of the solution to the problem, not the full solution.  It cannot possibly be considered the full solution because 
other options are available to the Government that would be more equitable to everybody. 

I do not know whether any other members of the Opposition intend to speak, but it would be interesting to hear 
from government members.  The silence from members on the government benches has been deafening.  I would 
love to hear what government members have to say about this Bill.  It is no good their sitting on the government 
benches; they must talk to the people in their electorates and explain to them why they must pay this new 
increased government tax on their properties, because they have not had to pay it in the past to the extent that we 
are considering today. 
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Mr P.B. Watson:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would love to hear why my friend and colleague the member for Albany supports the Bill 
in its entirety.  I would love to hear why my colleague the member for Joondalup supports the Bill; I would 
particularly love to hear from the member for Joondalup, who represents my neighbouring electorate.  He and I 
often cross boundaries; he is allowed to enter my electorate and I am allowed to enter his electorate.  I know that 
the people in Joondalup would love to hear why the member for Joondalup is happy that they will have to pay 
this new property tax to this Government, because that is what it is. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Sit down or say something intelligent. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Albany can stand and refute everything I have said.  I would love to hear 
his contribution.  My colleague the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has just said to me that the median cost for 
Joondalup residents will be $126.  I would love to hear the member for Joondalup justify his support for that 
median impost on the people in his electorate.  I know what will happen when this Bill is passed: the people in 
his electorate will come whingeing to me, saying that they cannot get anywhere with the member for Joondalup 
because his party is in government and they have to go to somebody who will try to do something for them.   

Mr C.M. Brown:  That will be a change. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  They come to me already saying, “Listen, we can’t get anywhere because he won’t speak 
up for us to any of the ministers because they are in the same party.”  They then come to me.  I desperately want 
the member for Joondalup to get on his feet and make a contribution to this very important debate.   

Mr C.M. Brown interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will not be shouted down by the bloke opposite.  He can shout as much as he likes and I 
can do the same, but I will not take an interjection from him because once he starts he never stops.  I want to 
hear from the member for Joondalup because his electors want, and have the right, to hear what he has to say 
about this legislation and about this new impost that they will be charged by the Gallop Labor Government. 

MR W.J. McNEE (Moore) [9.14 pm]:  I have been listening with interest to this debate.  I was thinking a 
moment ago that this debate reminds me of Julius Caesar when he was Emperor of Rome.  He was riding his 
horse through a field and a slave said, “He is riding in this cold weather without any gloves on his hands.”  
Another slave replied, “Why would he need gloves on his hands?  He’s always got them in our pockets.”  That 
just about sums up this show. 

I am torn between two loyalties.  I support the people who fight the fires in my electorate and elsewhere.  I am 
happy to give them a cash donation and I am more than happy to make sure they have adequate funds.  However, 
country Labor has not said a word.  When I am finished speaking, government members can stand one by one 
and state their case; otherwise they should just be quiet and not interrupt, because I want to get home too.  They 
should not keep me fiddling around in this place for too long. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They won’t say boo; they won’t say a word. 

Mr W.J. McNEE:  Of course they will not. 

I have listened to the minister’s comments.  She has not convinced me of the need for this Bill; in fact, she has 
caused me some concern.  Farmers with properties in several different shires who must pay this property tax - 
that is what it is - will be up for a substantial amount of money, presuming that the way in which the tax will 
work does not depend on the location of a property.  I dread to think what will happen if it does depend on 
location.  However, the levy will be expensive if it is based only on property, particularly for people who have 
properties in more than one shire.   

The minister will not say how much of the levy will help the country.  The Attorney General is trying to take our 
votes from us and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is trying to take our money from us.  We are 
not getting a very good run from this bunch.  The minister must clearly state by how much country areas will 
benefit from this property tax.  I have a great deal of concern for these organisations and I want them to be 
funded. 

The other day, a fellow, who has been a keen volunteer fireman for as long as I have known him, told me that he 
had resigned as a fireman at the last annual meeting.  When I asked him why he would do such a thing, he said, 
“Because there’s too much damned bureaucracy now.”  The problem is that the Government has an avaricious 
appetite for money, and the money raised by this legislation will not do anything to help fight fires.  People must 
have good equipment to fight fires. 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  And workers. 
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Mr W.J. McNEE:  Yes, and workers.  The fireman told me, “I get to a place now and it is called a unit 20 or 
something.  I always thought that the idea was to go and put out the fire.”   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Give them a bulldozer. 

Mr W.J. McNEE:  I would understand if they wanted a bulldozer and I would not deny them a bulldozer.  The 
minister must come up with a lot of better answers than she has to date.  She will throw the money into Treasury 
and it will be the old pea and thimble trick: we will never see it again.  I have been around too long to think 
otherwise.  I think the Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier said that insurance premiums would decrease.  
With my years of experience in business, I can tell him that if my insurance premium decreases, it will be the 
first time and I will invite every member to a party.  My money is pretty safe, because I know damned well that 
it will not decrease.  The minister is in charge of our money.  I cannot understand why, if local people want help, 
we are not allowed to help them and be done with it.  However, giving the money to the minister is not the way 
to do it.  
MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [9.21 pm]:  A few minutes ago 
I was told to smile and cheer up.  It is hard to smile, in light of some of the comments that have been made, when 
I know the motivation behind the legislation and who will be its beneficiaries.  As was stated by a couple of 
earlier speakers who made an excellent contribution to the debate, the proposal has been around for many years.  
The member for Darling Range referred to himself, the former member for Albany, Hon Kevin Prince, and the 
former member for Wagin, Bob Wiese, as having been involved in this issue.  Interestingly enough, when I was 
in opposition and took over the role as shadow spokesperson for police and emergency services, I spoke to both 
Graham Edwards and Ian Taylor about this matter, and they agreed that the existing funding system required 
change.  FESA has been working on models since that time.  When the Government released its model for 
change and announced that it was going ahead with the legislation, I was surprised to receive a call from Mr Les 
McCarrey, the former Under Treasurer.  He told me that he had not felt the need to speak to a politician since he 
had retired.  However, he had considered the Government’s proposal and thought it was excellent.  He told me 
that the Government had just about got it right.  He said that I might not be aware that people had been talking 
about fixing the system for 30 years, and he commended me for bringing the changes forward.   
The Government is proceeding with the legislation because it wants to help Western Australia’s emergency 
service volunteers.  There are 26 000 emergency service volunteers throughout the State.  It is all very well for 
people to refer to different systems in other countries; however, our system would not work without our 26 000 
volunteers.  Unfortunately, we have found that not all our bush fire brigades and SES units are equipped in the 
proper manner.  Some members do not realise that under the Bush Fires Act 1954, the responsibility for such 
brigades rests with local government authorities.  FESA’s responsibility is to the career fire districts, and the 
areas outside the career fire districts are the responsibility of local governments.  Some local governments do an 
excellent job.  The member for Murray-Wellington referred to the Harvey Shire Council, which has contributed 
much effort and resources to properly equipping its emergency service volunteers.  However, some emergency 
service volunteers are poorly equipped and do not have the basic protective equipment they require.  Some shires 
give volunteers a high priority; other shires do not give them much priority at all.  The member for Warren-
Blackwood referred to the 80 SES units throughout the State.  If there are 144 local government authorities and 
80 SES units - some authorities may be responsible for more than one unit - at least 60 authorities do not take 
any responsibility at all.  Again, the burden unfairly falls on certain authorities.  The SES volunteers, like those 
in the bush fire brigades, do not stop volunteering when they reach a certain boundary.  They do not refuse to go 
outside the boundary of the Plantagenet shire because the shire in which there is an emergency does not provide 
them with funding.  Rather, they willingly cross the boundaries.   
A number of people have misrepresented this issue by heavily focusing on fires.  Indeed, previous Governments 
have considered a fire levy proposal.  The legislation entails an emergency service levy and deliberately takes 
into account our SES volunteers, who are likely to be on the scene of a road accident in which the victims must 
be cut from their vehicles, and provide an emergency response.  However, many such volunteers have to pay for 
their own equipment and training.  If volunteers in the community are prepared to turn out at any hour of the day, 
any day of the year to an emergency situation on behalf of their local community, they should not be further 
penalised by having to pay for their own uniforms, protective equipment, training and the like.  Many such units 
carry out fundraising activities on the weekends; therefore, apart from being available to attend an emergency 
situation, they sell raffle tickets and run cake stalls to raise the money to pay for the essential equipment that will 
allow them to volunteer their time.   

One of the arguments put forward by the Opposition is that this legislation is all about the State Government 
saving money.  In round figures the State Government currently contributes $40 million, and it will continue to 
contribute $40 million.  There is no cost saving for the Government in this legislation; it is completely budget 
neutral.  It is not true that the State Government will be paying less money to emergency services.  The 
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Government will continue to make the same contribution that has always been made.  There is no net benefit to 
Treasury coffers from this legislation.  The only net benefit will be to our emergency service volunteers, 
primarily those in regional areas.  Mr Speaker, I note that after giving the proposal detailed consideration, the 
shire in your electorate has welcomed the proposal, because it can see that its local emergency service volunteers 
will benefit.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I will address those matters.   

Many country shires have supported the Government’s proposal all along, and more country shires are coming 
on board.  I have not entered into this matter lightly.  All the former ministers who have tried to put in place a 
better funding system for emergency service volunteers have genuinely had the interests of those volunteers at 
heart.  This legislation is about doing something for our emergency service volunteers and about providing them 
with proper funding.  It is not about the Government shifting a cost burden or shifting its responsibility.  The fact 
of the matter is that the responsibility for emergency service volunteers rests with local governments.  The 
Government is not proposing a Big Brother approach, and it is not proposing to change the way in which the 
units are managed or anything of that nature.  The legislation has been designed to put in place long-term 
funding for emergency service volunteers.   

The members for Warren-Blackwood and Darling Range raised a number of good points.  The member for 
Warren-Blackwood started his contribution to the second reading debate by saying that the proof of the pudding 
will be in the eating.  Of course, he is right.  Having put in much work, the Government is hopeful that its 
scheme is close to the best scheme that is available.  As was stated by the Leader of the National Party, a system 
has been put in place in South Australia.  The Government’s system is similar; however, it has made some 
modifications to ensure that we do not have the problems that were experienced in South Australia.  One of the 
problems South Australia did not experience was ensuring that insurance companies removed the levy from 
insurance bills.  I will look forward to going to the party held by the member opposite when people get the 
money taken off their insurance bills! 

Two transparent reports have been referred to in the South Australian Parliament.  In an independent audit of the 
books from insurance companies, it was found that money had been taken off the premiums charged to 
individual insurance payers.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Insurance companies might deduct the levy from their renewal premium advice, but all they 
do is put their premiums up.  They do not have a separate levy item.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member is expressing a point of view that was not proved correct in the South 
Australian context.  Another good point made by the member for Warren-Blackwood was that the Shire of 
Manjimup has a five-year plan.  Although I am not overly familiar with exactly what the Shire of Manjimup has 
in place, taking the member at his word, that shire appears to be one of the better ones.  Many shires have 
appropriate plans in place to locally fund their emergency services.  One of the chief criteria that the grants 
committee will need to take into account is the amount of money that is currently being spent in those shires.  I 
do not want any shire to be worse off.  If a shire can demonstrate that over the past three or five years, it has 
spent a certain level of funding on its volunteers and that it has a forward plan to continue spending money in 
that regard, our first obligation should be to it.  As a couple of people opposite have suggested, this is not about 
rewarding those shires that have done the wrong thing in the past by not appropriately funding their volunteers 
and punishing those who have done the right thing.  I have made it clear that we must continue funding the shires 
that have a track record of doing the right thing and have a future emergency services plan.  Therefore, in the 
future, that money will come directly out of the fund rather than be collected from the shire’s ratepayers.  

Reference was made to cross-subsidisation.  I may have already pointed out this evening that the cross-
subsidisation between the metropolitan area and the country area will be about $10 million.  The point made 
earlier by the member for Murray-Wellington was a bit like taking the “I’m all right Jack” approach; “We can 
look after ourselves within our narrow shire boundaries; why should we worry about anyone else?”  The Shire of 
Harvey may be one of the shires that puts more into the service than it gets out of it.  However, I assure the 
member - it will probably be of no comfort to him if he is concerned only about his constituency - that the vast 
majority of shires in the country will be much better off under the new system.  The real cross-subsidisation is in 
the order of $10 million that will go from metropolitan shires to the country areas. 

When the Government met resistance to proposals - it has had proposals on the table since it came into 
government - I asked the Fire and Emergency Services Authority to consider what would happen if we 
introduced the levy into just the career fire districts.  There seemed to be much support from the career fire 
districts; the metropolitan area and places such as Albany, Bunbury, Geraldton and Kalgoorlie - I have missed 
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one out - and we worked out the figures for that.  We could have made that proposal work well for the career fire 
districts.  The only problem was that it did not deal with the issue that FESA has been grappling with for some 
time; that is, improving the conditions for volunteers in regional areas.  Cross-subsidisation from the 
metropolitan area to the country area occurs in many services, be it associated with electricity or water supply.  I 
see nothing wrong with that.  Everyone in the metropolitan area should know that this is not just a fire levy; it is 
an emergency services levy.  People who travel south to Yallingup and Margaret River, across to Esperance or to 
the north of our State to Exmouth and beyond will be covered by the local emergency services in that area.  It is 
disappointing that members from country regions have been critical of what is being proposed because people in 
the country areas will be the clear beneficiaries under this legislation.   
This legislation will bring in extra money for local governments that have not been doing the right thing.  It will 
mean that, over time, we will bring those shires up to standard.  Unfortunately, some of the shires do not have 
the revenue or rate base to provide the emergency services needed in their areas.  One could say tough luck and 
take the “I’m all right Jack - we can look after ourselves in our shire” approach and show no concern for a shire 
that is two or three shires down the road.  The shame of that is that the emergency services volunteers in those 
communities would miss out.  We are trying to put in place a statewide system from which everyone benefits.  
We do not want emergency services volunteers or firefighters to have to turn out in thongs, shorts and a singlet 
to fight fires for the want of a pair of overalls that probably costs about $120 or $140.  One of our first priorities 
will be to make sure that all volunteers have the appropriate protective uniforms.  Although some of those shires 
say that they are okay, the fact of the matter is that shires such as Brookton and Pingelly probably thought they 
would be okay until they had an $8 million claim awarded against them as happened recently.  We are one State.  
We have a clear obligation to look after everyone in this State and not just the people in the career fire districts.  
This levy is based upon improving the situation for people outside the career fire districts.  I cannot reiterate that 
strongly enough, nor the fact that this levy is not just a fire levy; it is also an emergency services levy that covers 
a range of things. 
The member for Darling Range referred to discounts for seniors and the like.  Those discounts are a departure 
from the Bill that was put forward by Hon Kevin Prince, the immediate past Minister for Emergency Services.  
This Government has included that provision because it wants go about this as fairly as possible.  Some people 
have said that aspects of this system are unfair.  It is clearly impossible to get a system that will be absolutely fair 
in every detail for every person.  However, we have tried to make it as fair as possible.  We do not want there to 
be a hefty impost on pensioners, those with seniors cards or people in Homeswest homes.  The former 
Government was not planning on providing those discounts but we feel that they are important and make this 
situation fairer.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Are you are expecting other property owners to fund that rather than funding it out of the 
consolidated fund? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  No, that is not the case.  As I pointed out, a $40 million contribution will be provided by 
the Government and will come out of the Government’s commitment from Treasury, not out of the levies. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member for Mitchell seems keen to interject, but he was given the information.  
Unfortunately, despite the fact that the member for Hillarys reckons he is a good mathematician, he looked at a 
table that was given to him through my office by the Fire and Emergency Services Authority and added the 
reduction for stamp duty of $5 million, provision for seniors and pensioners concessions - maybe they do not 
want to give those - of $5.4 million and provision for Homeswest rental costs of $2.1 million and said that that 
was about $12.5 million.  He then estimated the contribution from state government property at $8.5 million and 
came up with $21 million.  The problem is that the $8.5 million the member referred to is a breakdown of how 
the allocation is made up.  It is not appropriate to add those figures together, because the $5 million, the 
$5.4 million and the $2.1 million add up to $12.5 million, which is deducted from the allocation of $40.5 million 
and totals $28 million.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Can you go over that again? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The allocation is $40.5 million, less the loss of stamp duty of $5 million, provision of the 
pensioner and senior discount of $5.4 million and provision for Homeswest rental of $2.1 million, which 
amounts to $28 million.  A breakdown of the $28 million is $1 million for volunteer marine rescue, $8.5 million 
as the estimated contribution for state government property and $18.5 million for the subsidy of FESA rural 
volunteers, making a net allocation of $28 million.  The total allocation of $40.5 million has been correctly 
identified by the member for Darling Range.  Once the excess is taken away for stamp duty, pensioner 
concessions and Homeswest costs, the net allocation is $28 million.  The other figures are part of a breakdown of 
how that $28 million is made up.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 22 October 2002] 

 p2192b-2213a 
Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr John Day; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Barron-sullivan; Mr Max 

Trenorden; Mr John Bradshaw; Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Bill McNee 

 [22] 

The Leader of the National Party raised a number of issues that he asked me to respond to.  Although he was 
supportive of the legislation, he advised of the concerns that had been raised by the small shires.  He raised a 
concern about software compatibility and mentioned that some of these small shires do not have a high level 
finance officer to deal with these matters.  FESA has given a commitment to work with those shires at the 
Government’s cost, rather than the shires’ cost, so that their systems are compatible and they are able to comply.  
It is not the intention that the shires should have to spend extra money purchasing compatible software or the 
like.  One of the other issues the member raised was that there could be multiple charges for some people 
because they receive separate rate notices.  It is true that the $30 flat fee in the category 5 areas is paid per rate 
notice.  As he pointed out, they are the kinds of issues that have been raised with me by some of the country 
shires.   
I should put on record that I have gone out and spoken to a great many shires about this levy.  I have spoken to 
councils in Broome, Derby, Halls Creek, Fitzroy, Kojonup, Katanning, Harvey, Collie, Broomehill and probably 
another half a dozen shires.  I have spoken with a wide range of shires about this.  I had previously spoken to 
some of the mid west shires, which are largely supportive of the levy.  The Government also set up two 
committees involving local government in which it worked through a lot of the implementation issues with the 
representatives of the Western Australian Local Government Association and other representatives from local 
government.  We have drawn on a lot of expertise from local government.  We are trying to make the 
implementation work as smoothly as possible.  I would like to thank people such as Ian Mickle and Ricky 
Burges and the CEOs and shire officers from some of the other shires who have been involved.  They are the 
people with the practical knowledge of how things can be best implemented at the coalface.   
The Leader of the National Party also said that one of the criticisms raised with him was the use of local 
government to collect the levy.  The Government is aware of that criticism and from the start it has said that it 
expects this to be a separate line item specifying that it is an emergency services levy, and the amount.  The 
Government is saying that the levy will be transparent.  It is not a charge that the Government is trying to hide.  
There are a number of advantages in putting the levy onto local government rates.  One is that it enables us to 
spread the burden more evenly across a lot more properties.  Another is that we can put in place relatively easily 
the discounts that people already get such as pensioner and senior discounts for their local government rates.  
Further, it allows the time-payment options that local government authorities provide.  That is the kind of detail 
we have been talking to local government authorities about.  Some variations exist between shires in the options 
they offer to collect their rates - perhaps quarterly or half-yearly payments - which will help ease the burden on 
people.   
The final issue of concern that the Leader of the National Party raised was that local governments should be paid 
an appropriate collection fee.  This issue has been raised by local government and WALGA in particular.  Local 
governments will be paid a fee per rate notice for collection.  That may vary slightly from shire to shire but 
WALGA and local government are working with us to finetune that so that it is as fair as possible.  Obviously, a 
large shire with a large number of rate notices can probably operate at a cheaper per rate notice cost than a small 
shire with a small number of ratepayers.  I expect the fee per rate notice to be more for a very small shire 
compared with a larger shire.   
I want to put to rest a number of furphies that have been put about.  One is the concern that insurance companies 
will not pass on the reductions.  The experience in South Australia is that they have.  Two independent audits 
have been conducted of those insurance companies and two reports to the Parliament have indicated that 
insurance companies have complied in full.  Further to that, I draw members’ attention to clause 15 of schedule 1 
of the Fire and Emergency Services Legislation (Emergency Services Levy) Amendment Bill, which requires the 
minister to report on the insurance companies’ compliance.   
Further to that, there has been some beat-up that somehow this is a government revenue-raising exercise.  Clause 
11(4) of the legislation requires that all the money collected from the levy be spent on FESA services.  There is 
no possibility of levy money somehow being gobbled up into consolidated revenue and used for other purposes.  
I would have thought it would be an amazing thing for any Government to contemplate, even for a moment, 
collecting money from the community for emergency services and then spending it in some other way.  I do not 
think the community would tolerate that; I certainly would not tolerate it.  That is why the Bill contains a clause 
that deals with that and requires all the money collected to be put in the FESA account and spent only on 
emergency services activities. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  It will mean that the Government is not paying the same contribution as it used to. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The Government will continue to make the same $40 million contribution that it has 
always made.  To suggest that the Government will pay less is wrong.  It will pay exactly the same amount that it 
is currently paying.  To suggest that it is going to raise bucket loads of money to be spent on other things is 
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wrong.  People can read the clause in the Bill that requires all the money raised by the levy to be spent on FESA 
services.   
I will make reference to the money that people will save.  Everyone currently pays the Liberals’ tax - the GST - 
on their insurance premiums.  Under this Bill, people will no longer pay GST on the amount they pay as their 
fire levy contribution.  The fire levy contribution currently appears on insurance notices, either as a separate line 
item or as an included amount.  The federal Government charges GST on the total amount of the insurance 
premium bill.  Only one Government in this nation is ripping off money raised for emergency services and 
putting it in its consolidated revenue - the federal Government! 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  This Government is benefiting from GST; revenue is returned to the State. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  That is an argument for another day.  It has been made very clear in this House a number 
of times that Western Australia is worse off under the GST for the foreseeable future.  As I said, householders 
will be better off because GST will not be paid on the emergency services levy. 

The member for Mitchell tried to bamboozle members with figures.  He presented an amount that he said was 
collected from household insurance premiums.  He then presented a higher amount claiming it was the amount to 
be collected from householders under the levy.  It was a higher amount because the new system takes into 
account all householders in the State, not just those in the career firefighting districts.  It is not fair to say that 
people outside the career firefighting districts are not paying, because they are.  They are making a contribution 
through local government rates.  Some shires, particularly those that well fund their emergency services, may be 
spending $100 000, $200 000 or $300 000 a year.  Although that money is not appearing on rate notices that go 
out to householders, it is part of the rate revenue and is being spent in that way.  The member for Mitchell did 
not make a fair comparison.  We must compare apples with apples; we cannot compare two things that do not 
equate.  He compared what people in career firefighting districts pay with what people across the State will pay 
in the future.  That is not a fair comparison. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Surely the principle was to try to ensure that those people who were not paying any levy on 
insurance premiums because they either went offshore or did not bother to take out insurance would have to pay. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I do not choose to take any further interjections from the member for Hillarys because he 
did not prepare a speech and has not had an appropriate briefing.  He has not asked questions beforehand.  Like 
the member for Mitchell, he has tried to scaremonger and score a few cheap political points at the expense of 
volunteers.  The three opposition speakers - all former conservative ministers - all know what are the benefits of 
providing an emergency services levy across the State and how it will help volunteers. 

I have demonstrated clearly that this legislation is not a quick grab for money by the Government.  The 
Government’s contribution remains the same.  All money collected from the levy is quarantined for emergency 
services.  The State’s volunteers will not have to undertake fundraising activities as they are currently doing in 
order to purchase emergency services equipment.  The legislation will ensure that, on top of turning out for 
volunteer work, the volunteers will not have to purchase their own protective equipment.  This legislation will 
benefit emergency services for decades to come.  As the member for Warren-Blackwood said, no system is 
perfect and nothing that is introduced is without teething problems.  We fully expect them.  The debate tonight 
confirmed that there are misconceptions about the levy.  Several members took up that issue. 

There is an obligation on the Government and FESA to properly inform the community about the legislation.  
FESA has made an excellent start; it has worked incredibly well with local governments in recent months.  The 
levy has been supported by both sides of this House for a long time; unfortunately, there are always one or two 
members who prefer to score cheap political points rather than put in place proper funding arrangements for 
emergency services volunteers.  I call on all members of this House to do the right thing by the emergency 
services volunteers and put in place appropriate funding arrangements across the State.  It would have been far 
easier for me to simply introduce something into the career firefighting districts that would have made premiums 
cheaper for people.  In doing that, we would have excluded country areas.  That would have left our emergency 
services volunteers and many local governments high and dry.  I admit that a considerable number of country 
authorities provide excellent support to their volunteers.  Some are of the opinion that they are all right.  Others 
have done the maths and worked out that their shires will be much better off because the amount of money they 
currently expend on their fire and emergency services exceeds - in some cases greatly - what will be collected 
from their districts by the levy.   

I urge all members to adopt a cooperative approach.  I have been very impressed by local governments over the 
past few months in being reasonably accepting of the levy.  Some have fully embraced the concept and cannot 
wait for the legislation to pass through the Parliament; they have worked with the Government in its 
implementation.  Members opposite have a role to play, because if this legislation falls over, it does not save the 
Government any money or make any money for the Government; it is a neutral position for the Government.  
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The big difference will be in the type of support with which SES units and bush fire brigades throughout 
Western Australia will be provided.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.   

House adjourned at 9.59 pm 
__________ 

 


