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SUPPLY BILL 2017 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 15 June. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [7.58 pm]: Our lead speaker on 
the Supply Bill 2017 is currently on urgent parliamentary business, but he wants to make some comments on this 
bill, because it is very important. 
Hon Sue Ellery: You can talk about anything. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I know, but I am very conscious of the fact that, even though this bill is very important, 
the necessity to have it passed by the time we rise for the winter recess is not imperative, but I would imagine it would 
be very helpful if the government wants to get this legislation through. That is why we will be accommodating with 
the government to get it through. The big issue we had, of course, was with the Loan Bill. We expressed some 
concerns about the magnitude of the loan and whether or not we could bring ourselves to pass that legislation, given 
the minuscule amount of information we received about what it was going to be spent on. 
Having said that, as far as Parliament is concerned, I think that each one of us will go back and look at our areas 
of responsibility — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): Members, there is only one speaker at the moment. Could 
we please give him some time? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No, they can talk amongst themselves. We will be looking at our areas of responsibility 
and forensically going through those areas of responsibility to ensure that that $11 billion is effectively and 
efficiently spent. 
I could talk for hours on this bill, but I would not want to deny my colleague the opportunity to speak on behalf of 
the opposition. Do not tell me I have unlimited time in this debate. Having said that, I do not think that we will be 
speaking too much more about this bill, but I have got great confidence in Hon Dr Steve Thomas to make some 
more comments on behalf of the opposition. 
HON Dr STEVE THOMAS (South West) [8.01 pm]: I expected the debate on the Constitution Amendment 
(Demise of the Crown) Bill 2017 to last slightly longer than it appears to have lasted. A little research has gone 
begging. It is with great pleasure that I address the Supply Bill 2017 as opposed to the Loan Bill 2017, to look at 
the next step in the process. As I said numerous times during my address on the Loan Bill, the critical part of this 
process for the Legislative Council is to ensure that we have an economically literate debate about the fiscal 
economy of Western Australia and the way we might improve that. The standard of the debate on the Loan Bill 
was exceptionally high, having listened to state and federal debates on the economy for a long time. That probably 
puts me in the category of a masochist, but it is funny what we get interested in over time. 
With this bill we move from the ability to borrow money to the actual expenditure of the money. This bill 
potentially gets a bit more interesting because we can look at where the money is going and how we might manage 
that for the best benefit of the people of Western Australia. Some members stood and spoke at great length about 
where better expenditure might be made. I mentioned in my address earlier tonight that during the debate on the 
Loan Bill the Greens spoke in particular about where expenditure might occur—that is acknowledged by 
Hon Alison Xamon. That should happen in the debate on this bill. The Supply Bill concerns where the money is 
going to go. I want to make a fair few significant comments about where expenditure ends up and how we manage 
that process. I look forward to making sure that that expenditure is well managed. 
Just before I progress, I have made numerous comments about the distribution of the goods and services tax and 
how that relates to Western Australia’s fiscal position. As I have mentioned, it is my intention to make sure that 
all our economic debates lift to a level that is far beyond the debate that I see in the public arena and the popular 
press. I will note, Mr Acting Speaker, that as a result there has been some — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Acting President. I am not an Acting Speaker. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Sorry, Mr Acting President. It is going to take me a while to move on from that habit. 
I apologise. 
I note with interest a couple of articles in The West Australian yesterday and today that are worth mentioning 
before we progress to the detail of the expenditure of the state. In particular, I note The West Australian story on 
page 6 of yesterday’s paper titled “No GST quick fix: Treasurer” and very similar comments from the 
Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party and Minister for Foreign Affairs, Julie Bishop. The article was written by 
Shane Wright, and to give him his due, as an economic journalist he is probably the best economic journalist 
floating around at the moment. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Why do I keep having to agree with you? You’re the most sensible person on your 
side. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Again, because Hon Alannah MacTiernan is trying to get rid of me by getting me 
out of my preselection the next time around. That is the problem. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is about the third time you have been right this week. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will quickly digress, Acting President, the Truffle Kerfuffle was an excellent event 
this year. It was good to see the Minister for Regional Development in the south west. I think it was an excellent 
event and we look forward to the minister visiting a few more agricultural events in the not-too-distant future. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It was excellent. Agritourism at its best. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It was excellent. We all behaved ourselves remarkably well and we were very civil 
and polite for the entire process. It was very good last weekend. I cannot promise it will last forever. 
I note that there is no quick fix to the GST issue for the fiscal position of the state. Those who suggest that if we repair 
the GST, that will simply fix the state’s economic problems are obviously living—dare I say it, because it is a movie 
now—in la-la land. Work can be done. The same article looks at an issue that Hon Alannah MacTiernan and I have 
both spoken passionately about—gambling revenue and GST. The federal government has always said that we 
should not necessarily assume that will fix the problem. I agree with that, but there are things it can do. As I have 
said in previous speeches, if we want to fix this, we need to look at a number of things, including a real-time 
evaluation of GST returns, rather than moving from a five-year to a three-year lag. That was very good. I am 
pleased to see that The West Australian has addressed the issue in a fairly sensible and non-hysterical way. I think 
even at some point The West Australian is trying to join the Legislative Council in engaging in a literate and 
educated economic debate. That is really pleasing, because otherwise we will degenerate into a group of minor 
parties that can simply come out with rhetoric and assume that they will get votes, to the point at which 
commentators are saying a couple of Senate seats might be picked up by a party with absolutely no credibility 
apart from rhetoric that will deliver something that is undeliverable. That frightens me. I would hate to think that 
we would degenerate into that. 

I note that the next day a similar article stated that the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia 
has suggested that we simply exclude sections of our mining royalties. For the same reason that I have suggested 
previously that that is difficult, I reiterate that it is very difficult to change the rules for some people but not for 
others and for some sections of an economy but for not others. Let us not get bogged down in saying that there is 
an easy fix; there is not. 

There is no easy fix for the economic problems facing the government in Western Australian economy. There was 
no easy fix for the previous government, I might add. No government has an easy solution to the volatility of the 
economy, but we need to do some things such as make far better predictions about the revenue streams from iron 
ore royalties and various other revenue streams. Whoever made those decisions probably should be removed from 
the position that they hold. 

The bill before the house tonight is one of supply. Where does the money go? I have to admit that in opposition it 
is obviously very difficult to go into much detail. The government will look at this. We will have a much greater 
degree of certainty when the budget is handed down and obviously we will come up with suggestions as we go 
along. I hope that my colleagues and the very educated and literate colleagues in the Greens will make 
a contribution that recognises both the economic imperative as well as where they might like to see additional 
expenditure, because I know that all the other parties in the chamber will do exactly that. I am certain that no party 
wants to see the state of Western Australia in a worse position. This will be a competition of ideas and 
a competition for every available dollar. I am glad that the Minister for Regional Development is in the chamber 
because I think that portfolio will be absolutely critical in the debate about where expenditure will go. I do not 
necessarily envy the job Hon Alannah MacTiernan has in working out where money that has been promised will 
end up. Hon Alannah MacTiernan might need some of my extreme “right wing-ness” over here to remove funds 
potentially from those places that I think are not necessarily the best investment for the state. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Do not tell me you’re opposed to singing toilets! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am not opposed to singing on toilets, but I am opposed to singing toilets. It depends 
on whether the lock works or not really, as to whether I sing on them! 

I have grave concerns about a great number of other areas. I raised one issue in question time this afternoon—not 
necessarily that any of that project is not a good investment—and the crux of my question related to the 
Minister for Regional Development investing the dollars that are controlled by the state government in projects 
that will make a good economic return. My question related to the business case and the economic return available 
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for that project. I think it is incumbent upon the minister and the government to make sure that all of those projects 
are gone through in an extremely rigorous manner. I am happy to support the minister if the government’s process 
looks at it to ensure that all that investment is reasonable and solid. I will be absolutely happy to assist in that 
process because we need to make sure that every dollar is expended in an appropriate manner. 

As demonstrated by the charts that I have tabled previously—I do not intend to display them again tonight—the 
boom is over. The reality is that the economic position is now one that is much more long term and stable, and of 
average growth; therefore, the expenditure of the state of Western Australia and the government’s capacity to 
manage that is absolutely critical. The questions arise: Where does the government think expenditure should go? 
Is that expenditure funded by debt? That generally always depends upon perception and preferred priority. If 
a person has no particular interest in regional development, it could be argued that the entire royalties for regions 
fund was debt funded. By the same token, if a person had no particular interest in health, it could be argued that 
all that money went to health. I do not propose to get bogged down in any debate about whether any particular 
section of the expenditure of government is responsible for the debts and deficits we face. All those arguments are 
based on personal priorities. The reality is that the entirety of government now has an expenditure issue that it has 
to manage. As the opposition said during debate on the Loan Bill, I am extremely interested to see how the 
government will manage that process. I was intrigued when the minister said that the election promises are 
intended to be funded by savings made in the budget. It is one of those Yes, Minister incredibly brave moments. It 
will be extremely difficult to do. If the government manages to do that, it will be extremely impressive. It would 
be an enormous task to make in the order of $5 billion worth of savings. Some of those things will no doubt come 
from the redirection of existing programs. Obviously, the Minister for Regional Development will be central to 
much of that process. That is not sufficient. Savings in that department will not be sufficient to make up and reduce 
the expenditure to a level that will meet the budget and will meet the government’s requirements to meet its fiscal 
target. It will be extremely interesting to see where cuts will be made. 

It will be very difficult to make further cuts in many departments. In my view, the Department of Agriculture and 
Food is pared down to the bone. It will be very difficult to make any further cuts. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Oh my God—fifth agreement! We have our fifth agreement for the week. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Does the minister think she can cut it down a bit further? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: No, no; I am saying it is pretty bad. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Plenty of departments will find it very difficult to make additional savings. Part of 
that process obviously is the wages policy. I was very intrigued to see the government come out with a $1 000 pay 
rise wages policy instead of a percentage basis. There are two key areas. On a personal level I do not oppose a set 
increase. On one level it makes incredible sense. If the government increases every wage by $1 000 or $2 000, 
those at the bottom end will proportionately get a much higher pay rise than those at the top end. Let us take a look 
at the government’s plan. If wages increase by $1 000, a low-paid employee on $50 000 will get a two per cent 
increase and an employee on $100 000 will get a one per cent increase. It is not necessarily a bad policy. The 
difficulty will be whether the government has the capacity to deliver it. The Minister for Environment is 
responsible for this bill in this house. It will be interesting to know what the average wage of a Western Australian 
public servant is. Potentially over the next couple of days we could find out. It would give us an indication about 
what the pay rise is. I would be a bit intrigued. If the average pay rate of a Western Australian public servant is 
$100 000, they will get a one per cent increase. Obviously that is not an average wage. There is a bit of a mixture. 
It will be interesting to see how that goes. The government’s pay policy is not automatically bad if it can be 
delivered. The hard part is whether it will be delivered. 

The government has made some small announcements about expenditure savings; some relate to power prices. Let 
us be honest: power prices were going up irrespectively. A Liberal government would have also included power 
prices. Major overhauls of that process were not unforeseen. 

Hon Peter Collier: Not 11 per cent, though. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No. The quantum of the price rises and the way they were applied would have been 
different. There will be some major expenditure in power. The government will need to assess how it does that. 
I am particularly interested to see what it does with its generation policy in the not-too-distant future. A lot of the 
state’s power stations are starting to get fairly old. I am particularly thinking of Muja power station. Muja A and 
B were built way back in the 1960s under Sir Charles Court’s purview. Muja C and D are a little newer, but it is 
still a 45-year-old, nearing 50-year-old, power station. Investment in that sort of infrastructure will be fairly critical 
going forward and whether the government can get private investment in that industry to pick up the pieces. I am 
a great believer that when we can get private industry to invest in the provision of those services, we should do so. 
Bluewaters power station is already the first step along that way but it will be very difficult in this state with an 
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interesting mix of fuels and a very isolated system. The grid cannot be tapped into anywhere else or on any other 
grid, so it will be interesting to see how the government manages the south west interconnected system’s upcoming 
fuel supply. The Minister for Environment and I differ a little. My view is that small scale and very small scale is 
probably where extra capacity is going to be developed. The minister said he thinks the government may look at 
larger scale renewables. The debate about that in this chamber in the next two years will be interesting. A biomass 
plant to generate power was an election commitment that was made in the seat of Collie–Preston. Here is a little 
prediction: the government will struggle to deliver that because the realities of size and the economics of biomass 
are very different from lots of others. On the other hand, a commitment to a solar plant can be delivered; it is just 
a matter of the cost to get involved. At this point it is still partly subsidised because of the issue of the 
interconnected system and the transmission. If that becomes a decision of government, the business case becomes 
absolutely critical. That is what we want to see. We want to make sure the business case works. I obviously think 
I have some of those solutions, and I am happy to work at a state and federal level to see whether we cannot deliver 
a bit more of that. 

This debate gives every member the capacity to stand and tell us where they think the additional expenditure 
should occur. The bill before the house tonight is, effectively, a half-year supply bill. The Loan Bill allows the 
government to borrow; the Supply Bill allows the government, effectively, to spend. So it will have a half-year 
expenditure that will get it past the budget, towards end of the year. The government has inherited some things 
that it has no capacity to change, but it will be very interesting to see where we go from here and where the 
government’s own investiture starts to make a difference. 

At this point we will see that the government can no longer have difficulty answering the questions about where the 
election commitments are going to come from, because it will have to start rolling them out. I am very keen to see 
how and where the quite significant election commitments in many seats—in many areas in the south west in 
particular—roll out. The delivery of a solar plant is a multiyear investment and the delivery of a biomass plant is 
a multiyear investment. The wave energy plant commitment down at Albany will also be a long-term investment. 
But the government will have some far more immediate pressing concerns about where its money will go. At this 
point we are a bit blind, honourable members, because we do not know where that investment will go. We are being 
asked to support this bill; with an appropriations bill at budget time we will be presented with a bill that is quite 
bland that states the government budgets $25 billion for general government expenditure, but the budget papers 
break it down into significant detail. I urge members to look at that in some detail. I know it is very easy to put that 
aside and forget because it is quite complex, but I urge members to look at the detail and the forward estimates. The 
forward estimates are quite critical and show where each department’s expenditure will go in the future. In 
opposition, the Labor Party looked at that regularly and found an inability to break down expenditure into 
departmental areas. I was quite interested to read the debate on the Supply Bill 2013. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, could I just ask that the conversation be kept to a minimum. Thank you. 
Continue. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am obviously keeping them up. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: But not necessarily awake! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No, I was not pointing at any particular side. 

During the Supply Bill debate of May 2013 the then shadow Treasurer, now Treasurer, said — 

What is interesting for me and for the opposition to note is the fact that the stand-alone bill gives a general 
monetary limit. It does not stipulate how much will be going to the Department of Education, how much 
will be going to the Department of Health et cetera; it simply has 40 per cent of the entire previous budget, 
recurrent and capital, allocated in a general pool, for the Treasurer to allocate as he sees fit. 

Those were quite prophetic words, because the now Treasurer who said those words is doing precisely the same 
thing. We have no idea precisely where the expenditure of the government will go over the next couple of years, 
particularly the expenditure in the second half of this year. It will be interesting to see whether we can get 
a breakdown from the minister during his reply to the second reading debate or an outline of where that expenditure 
is likely to go. It would be particularly interesting to see how much will go on interest payments, for example, and 
how much will go to manage the debt we discussed during the debate on the previous bill. Mr Acting Speaker — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Acting President. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I keep doing that. Sorry; my apologies. Mr Acting President — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I have no problem! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will eventually get out of the habit, Mr Acting President; I absolutely guarantee 
you! 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: I am actually keeping a tally up here! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is good! 

Let us look at the expenditure. I am particularly interested in the wages component and how the government plans 
to manage that into the future. The wages bill, as we said in the Loan Bill, has moved from around about 42 to 
43 per cent of general government expenditure and is now sitting at about 49 per cent of general government 
expenditure. It may, without some sort of management, move to about half of our general government expenditure 
in the not-too-distant future. I note with interest that some unions and workforces have accepted the $1 000 pay 
rise and that others are in some pretty significant negotiations to try to change that. As much as we would like to 
pay our workforce what we can legitimately afford, right at the moment what we can legitimately afford is probably 
not necessarily within the expectations of some of those people who would like to see significant increases. How 
the government manages that process is absolutely critical. 

Another thing we need to consider when we start talking about expenditure is how much actually goes into capital. 
As we realised and discussed during the Loan Bill debate, because we are an economically literate chamber, we 
know that around about 12.8 or 12.9 per cent of general government expenditure has been going into capital over 
the last decade to 15 years; that is, the period of the boom has managed about 12 per cent. I note that the Supply 
Bill has the percentage slightly under that, and about $1.2 billion going into the capital works bill out of 
$12 billion-odd in the bill. There has been a slight decrease in the expenditure on capital, and so it will be 
interesting to see where that comes out. 
Honourable members, there is absolutely no doubt that every member has a good idea for capital expenditure in 
their own patch. I certainly have. We can talk about the delivery of a number of significant capital areas in the 
South West Region, like the Bunbury Outer Ring Road, for example, or dualling the highway between Capel and 
Busselton. One day the government will extend that dual highway all the way down to Margaret River. It is an 
inevitability that we somehow have to start long-term budgeting for. We could also talk about the Albany bypass 
road, which, like the Bunbury Outer Ring Road, is about half-built. There is major infrastructure out there that 
requires a fair bit of investment, and it would be good to see, from my perspective obviously, that prioritised. 
Every member here today will have a number of those areas in which they want expenditure. I hope we are not 
going to basically end ourselves in some form of bidding war where everybody has their hand out for additional 
money. As my good friend Hon Aaron Stonehouse knows, we cannot just keep spending forever. As we said 
earlier, based on the current savings listed so far by the government, he will be 426 or 427 years old before the 
debt is paid off. He will have to work very hard to get there if the honourable member is going to get rid of the 
debt! We will have to try to minimise our demands. We will have to have a very sensible debate about where 
expenditure is absolutely required. 

I want to spend a few minutes talking about how we manage expectation in the process of budget expenditure. 
I have to be honest: I see politics as having changed over the last 20 or 25 years that I have been involved. I am 
perhaps old enough to remember a time when the driving force in the election of a local member and the policies 
of the day tended to focus on what was best for the country, and I think that has changed over time. More and 
more, I see us getting into a bidding war, and I think that is a very dangerous process. I see it at the state and federal 
levels. We get stuck in a bidding war in which people, instead of looking at the best management option, sit down 
and look at lists of promises from one side and the other and then decide what is best for them. I think we are in 
a very dangerous place for the management of budgets, because if we stay in a bidding war, the fiscal economy 
will never recover. It is easy to suggest that Australia is in a fairly good position because comparatively worldwide 
we are. With a $1.5 trillion to $1.6 trillion economy Australia-wide, even with gross debt nudging half a trillion 
dollars, it still has only a 33 per cent gross debt component compared with gross domestic product. There are 
plenty of countries with well over 100 per cent gross debt. 

One of the best statements I ever heard the then Treasurer Joe Hockey make was “but it’s not a race to the bottom” 
and I think we have lost track of that. When we say that we are a little bit better than everybody else, we forget 
that it is not a race to the bottom. Everybody else seems to be racing exactly there. We think as long as our debt to 
GDP ratio is not over 100 per cent, then we are not as bad as Japan, China or the USA, but there is still a reckoning 
coming over that process. Probably up until the Rudd era, governments in Western Australia in particular, and in 
Australia generally, recognised that we need to manage that process down to a point where we are not simply 
running up the credit card. I will use this example because I think it is particularly relevant. The Rudd government 
spent a fair bit of money on what it called “stimulus” during the global financial crisis, largely during 2008 and 
2009. It is very proud of the fact that it saved 200 000 jobs. I remember the press release that said that 200 000 
jobs were saved but, in that process, $100 billion was effectively spent. If we divide that, we discover that it cost 
not only more than keeping that group of people on employment benefits, but also significantly more than if they 
had been paid the average Australian wage. 
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The problem is that when governments start to engage in stimulus—when we make the economy subject to 
government rather than the government subject to economy—we make it far, far worse. It costs us far more money 
to prop up the economy and give out money, which people then use to spend on plasma TVs from China, than it 
would cost under almost any other system. That is the danger when the government starts to think it has all the 
answers. That danger is enhanced by the Keynesian economy that says whenever it gets tough, you just spend. 
Honourable members, let us not follow that process; let us manage our expenditure for the best outcomes for the 
state of Western Australia, recognising that the purse is not unlimited and the pool has a bottom. I think that is the 
critical path we need to follow. We will have some debate over the Supply Bill about how more money might be 
put into our own electorates and I absolutely understand that. I also get that we have a greater calling to look after 
the interests of Western Australia. I think all our contributions to the debate tonight and tomorrow should be based 
on the fact that we need to get particularly good outcomes. Ultimately, every dollar is precious. 

I will address a couple of issues. I will now do what I suspect everybody is going to do and look at a few issues in 
my electorate. In effect, an appropriations bill allows members to talk about the things that they really want to talk 
about. I promise not to be anywhere near as long as I was during debate on the Loan Bill. I want to talk about some 
of the patches where some investment in a small way, but more so, policy changes, might be significant. I would 
like to start in the town of Collie, which has had an extremely difficult time and will continue to have an extremely 
difficult time. The economics of the coal industry in Collie has come and gone for many years. The town has been 
through crises before. I have seen the closing of the underground mining system when hundreds and hundreds of 
coalminers were put out of work. There was a correction for a little while, but it went back down again. The town 
of Collie will continue to struggle based sheerly on economics. The price it receives for its coal at the moment is 
in the order of about $42 a tonne in both major companies. I will not go through the economics of each company 
in detail; I am happy to do that privately for any member who is interested. One of those companies is producing 
coal for about $42 a tonne and the other one is still in the $60 range. That means for every tonne of coal that is 
produced out of the ground, the best they can do is break even and they can expect, in many cases, to make 
a significant loss. That loss is impacting on not just those companies, but also on the community more generally. 
The town is really struggling. The member for Collie–Preston, who beat me in an election, so will be very nice, 
has recognised that fact. I note that the government’s election commitments were based on diversifying the 
economy. As I have said to the Minister for Environment, I think some of them are incredibly optimistic and it 
will probably be unable to deliver some, but at least there is a focus on diversification, which is absolutely critical. 
Those companies also need the capacity to have a workforce that allows them to be economically profitable, even 
in a small way. At the moment, both companies are going through an enterprise bargaining agreement negotiation. 
I am on record as saying that in some of those circumstances the negotiations are in good faith and in some of 
those circumstances they are not. I urge the community, the unions and the companies to recognise the economic 
reality of the production of coal at the cost that it is, with a calorific content of about 19 gigajoules a tonne, which 
is about two-thirds the value of the export coal from the eastern states. The economic reality needs to be 
acknowledged, and everybody associated with the negotiations needs to understand that it will not benefit Collie 
or the coal industry if those companies go under. I know there has been discussion about the need to have one coal 
company—the need for a merger—but both companies need to survive for the time being. One company cannot 
automatically usurp and take over the other. Even if that were to occur, the job losses in Collie would be 
significant—it could be in the hundreds. There is no easy or simple answer to that process that does not involve 
some heartache and hardship. I hope that the end of the negotiation might deliver one or two economically 
sustainable coalmines that can continue into the future because it is still critical for Western Australia that some 
of its energy production is based in the coal industry and around Collie. It will take some time for the economy to 
diverge, expand and diversify. We did a fair bit of work over the last few years looking at what other options are 
available. Some options included making better use of the water resources in that region. The area has a significant 
capacity to provide water-based recreation activities and there is the capacity to expand that. There will be some 
difficulties in the government releasing Lake Kepwari for recreational use and I fully understand that. It will not 
necessarily happen very quickly. The liability issue is still not sorted out. The government, through the local 
member, has pulled that on in a fairly big way. When our party was in government, it did a lot of work to try to 
make that happen and it struggled because of the liability issues. I wish the Labor Party well but I think it will find 
some very similar issues. There is a lot of work to be done in the Collie community. The transition will take some 
time and it will not be a simple process. We are committed to making sure that it can be done in the most 
appropriate manner and we will obviously try to support that community through the process as best we can. 

In other areas of the south west region at the moment there is a significant reliance on the tourism industry, but 
diversification is still the key to making those towns as bulletproof as possible. My question tonight to the 
Minister for Regional Development is about Denmark and the need for the light industrial area there to expand. It 
is the typical example that needs to be repeated in country towns across the south west and probably the entire 
state of Western Australia—that is, diversification out of a single economy. When we were young, a wheatbelt 
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town could just live off wheat or sheep. The south west could live off potatoes, dairy or one of those industries, 
and Margaret River or Busselton could just survive on tourism. Those days are gone. Diversification is critical. 
Government investment to allow that classification is critical, but government getting out of the way and allowing 
diversification is most important, so allowing alternative industries to develop is equally critical. We need to make 
sure that we are not impinging upon development, and that we are enhancing the economy and trying to make that 
deliverable in the most efficient way we can. 

The minister would probably be aware that, in relation to environmental outcomes, I could probably suggest 
a couple of billion dollars’ worth of environmental programs beyond just the control of arum lily, which I am sure 
we would both be highly interested in and which I would love to see happen. Members would be interested to 
know that when I was the shadow environment minister 12 years ago, it was not difficult to get media on an 
environmental issue. The media and the community were a little bit passionate about environmental outcomes. 
I thought I had a pretty good issue. The current Labor government, despite all its protestations in opposition, is not 
providing a state of the environment report. I was a little saddened to see that interest in the environment has waned 
in my absence and it has become a little bit more difficult to get people enthusiastic about environmental outcomes 
and programs. Having said that, we will be doing our best to make people care a bit more and be a bit more 
passionate about the environment in the future, and I would happily help the minister produce a few programs to 
allow that to happen. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I appreciate your offer of assistance, member! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Sure, absolutely. 

Invasive species will always be very difficult to manage. Government has always been of the view that it manages 
invasive species to the extent of its budget, and it has legal interpretation to support this. It is not uncommon for 
me to receive great outcries because of infestations of all sorts of things from blackberry to cotton bush, in 
particular around the south west region. They are very common invasive species. Unfortunately, I think it is too 
late for arum lilies to be eradicated and I suspect the same thing now applies to cotton bush, which is largely 
endemic. I suspect that the opportunity for its eradication is now largely gone, which is a shame. We could set up 
a program, but it is about reward for effort. I will never forget that some years ago I read a report on the distribution 
of blackberry around the south west. Members will probably be aware that two species of blackberry have invaded 
Western Australia; there is an American version and a European version. We used to have a separation zone based 
along the Collie and Preston Rivers where we tried to keep the two from getting together, because the theory was 
that there might be crossbreeding to make a super blackberry, as it were. I remember reading the report about 10 
years ago that stated that it was absolutely vital that the two species be kept separate. I think it was produced in 
conjunction with the South West Catchments Council at the time. There was a map at the back of the book. It was 
very lovely and glossy. We used to get very lovely and glossy environmental books on everything 12 years ago; it 
was quite an exciting time! 

Hon Stephen Dawson: We cannot afford any more! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, austerity has kicked in. Looking at the map at the back of the book, we 
discovered that where European and American blackberry were being mapped, they had already decided to cross 
over—they had already jumped the Preston River. The first 99 per cent of the book stated that it was absolutely 
critical that the two species be kept separate and the last page demonstrated that it was already too late. The spread 
of blackberry is just a prime example of where we might engage in some environmental activity, but, unfortunately, 
the eradication of the species now is largely impossible. Cane toads throughout the Kimberley are probably another 
example of a species that is now impossible to eradicate. The good thing about cane toads is that most of the rivers 
in the north west run largely east–west. The cane toad spread as it moves along the western end of the Kimberley 
will hopefully keep most of the cane toads above a fairly arid zone that sits at the top end of the Pilbara. I know 
we always talk about the passenger toads that arrive here and there, but the reality is that where toad numbers have 
expanded, the passengers do not generally result in an outbreak of toads. Maps of cane toad spread do not show 
a bunch of toads here and a bunch of toads there and the main front coming down; they all come down the main 
front. Some interesting research shows that the front toads are adapting and they are the biggest, strongest and 
most robust toads, so they are the hardest to get rid of and that is why they spread so quickly. It is largely a uniform 
spread and the only thing keeping the south west of Western Australia toad free is really the arid region.  

Having said that, looking at where they started in Queensland, we know that the population explodes and then the 
ecology re-establishes itself. Previously in the debate on climate change we talked about treating the world as 
a single organism that tries to adapt. I remember as a kid in Queensland that when people went to a sporting event 
and left the light on at the front door, they would come home and there would be 60 or 70 toads sitting underneath 
it. These days that does not occur because the ecosystem has adapted and we see only the occasional one. It is the 
front of toads that causes the greatest issue and does the worst environmental damage. I am happy to work with 
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the minister on a cane toad strategy, but the reality is that now it is about limiting their spread rather than 
eradication, which is a little sad. The reality is that we have not been very good over the last 40 or 50 years at 
finding invasive species and eradicating them. If anybody in the Legislative Council can name a species that we 
have managed to eradicate, please let me know, because I think we struggle. It is a saddening process. Outside of 
that, I think environmental investment is unfortunately a bit less popular than it used to be, but we will do our very 
best, minister, over the next few years to reverse that, give it a bit more impetus and have a bit more fun with it. 

I think that we can progress with the Supply Bill. I need to say that the opposition will not oppose the Supply Bill. 
The government needs to endorse its expenditure. It needs to be able to operate, it needs to be able to pay its public 
servants and it needs to be able to have its programs going through. I expect us to have a forensic analysis of all 
of those parts of government in which expenditure occurs. I commit to a forensic examination, I guess, particularly 
of those areas in which there has been some flexibility. It is very hard to be flexible in the education budget when 
there is a certain number of students and there has to be a certain number of teachers and a certain number of 
classrooms. At the end of that process there is this tiny bit of discretionary budget that allows us to do a few things. 
The health budget is a little bit similar, although the demands on health keep creeping up and it is probably going 
to be the most dangerous budget, the hardest to control and the worst to watch. The royalties for regions budget will 
be incredibly interesting because it is to a large degree the most flexible budget and government expenditure there 
will be critical to how it manages the budget into the not too distance future. I have no doubt that savings need to be 
made from that budget. Obviously, the Liberal Party went to the March election with a policy to reduce expenditure 
in the discretionary part of the royalties for regions budget and transfer some of that, effectively, to the general 
government budget. I have absolutely no doubt that the Labor Party will do something very similar. The opposition 
may support the government in parts of that and would have done something similar, and we might agree on areas of 
review, but it will be very interesting to see how the government manages that process. That will be the critical path 
in where we go from here. 

I urge members to look at where they think expenditure should be managed. Most importantly, I urge members 
not to turn this into a bidding war for government expenditure. As much as I would like to spend the entire budget 
on environmental outcomes and create the Western Australian environmental ark, or oasis, that will not occur. In 
engaging in debate on this budget, I ask members to make sure that rather than austerity, economic literacy and 
reality are at the forefront of our minds as we go through the process of strategically and forensically examining 
government expenditure. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [8.52 pm]: I rise to make a few brief comments on the Supply Bill 2017. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas will be pleased to know that I keep my cotton bush under control. I just wish my neighbours 
would! 

The Supply Bill is required because we have a late budget this year due to the election held in March. The 
Financial Management Act 2006 provides for only a two-month extension at the end of the financial year. We 
need the Supply Bill so that we can appropriate funds to government agencies and continue supply beyond August 
and into November. Supply will be 50 per cent of the 2016–17 appropriation or just over $12 billion. The Shooters, 
Fishers and Farmers Party supports this bill. 
HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [8.52 pm]: Pauline Hanson’s One Nation supports the Supply Bill 2017. 
The most important thing to remember is that we are supporting this bill because of the deficit of the previous 
government, and now this government. We are not necessarily in favour of the way the funds have been supplied 
to support this Supply Bill; however, we have no option but to support the motion. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [8.53 pm]: Here we are, going after $12 billion—it is going up! The Supply 
Bill 2017 is a very different case from the Loan Bill 2017 and it is something that we need to do. It is based on 
a budget that was put in place for 2016–17 and we are just continuing on with that. I look forward to debating the 
budget so that we know exactly what the money is going to. 

It seems that the process has a bit of a flaw. Every four years we have an election, so it should be no surprise to 
anyone that the budget is delayed until after the year has started. Do we have a solution for this? It seems like there 
might be an issue and that we should have a budget before we deal with the Supply Bill. 
As my colleague Hon Dr Steve Thomas said, he hopes that the more literate Greens members will look at this. 
I will look to the more numerate Liberal members to have a good thorough look at the budget when it comes out. 
I look forward to that week and to spending an entire week going through the budget line by line, if we need to, 
asking questions about every issue in there. That is where the crossbench might have its best opportunity to raise 
issues about individual budget items and try to make changes. My colleague Hon Dr Steve Thomas suggested that 
what the Greens are putting up is just spending issues. If he had been listening, he would know that much of what 
I have been talking about, and what I have been saying all along, is that we need to invest in things that will save 
on ongoing costs, such as putting more into health care so that we keep people out of hospitals. We need to invest 
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in renewable energy technologies, which will create more jobs and industry in this state and bring in revenue in 
the future. I intend to have some influence and provide some encouragement to the government to put into the 
budget things that will reduce our costs. We have been talking about debt. One way in which we can stop having 
to borrow money all the time is if we spend less than we take in as revenue. Many people have experienced that 
in their household or business budget. We also need to do that as a state. We need to look at how we can spend 
less than we are taking in and thereby reduce the amount of money that we need to borrow. There are ways in 
which we can do that. That may cost money in the first instance. However, the idea is to reduce ongoing costs. We 
need a healthier population, a better educated population and a more employable population. We need industries 
such as the renewable energy industry that will increase the prosperity of this state, rather than propping up mining 
companies with subsidies and rate relief and all sorts of other things, as has occurred over time by governments of 
all persuasions. That is what we need to look at. 

Just as a joke, I was talking to one of my colleagues about the $1 000 limit that has been put on wage increases for 
public servants. That is great for low-income people. However, if a person is earning $200 000 plus, they might 
say, “That is an increase of only half of one per cent. What about me?” If I had my way, I would look at a 10 per 
cent decrease in the wages of people who earn over $200 000. How much do people really need to live on? I am 
not proposing this as an item. I am saying we need to shake things up. If we are paying a person half a million 
dollars to do a job that someone else is willing to do, and do it just as well, for $250 000, why should that other 
person be paid half a million dollars? How did we get to the position in which a person thinks they deserve that 
much money to contribute to their community and to help run a very well managed state? I am hoping that with 
the support of the crossbench, we will be able to have some impact on the toing and froing and back and forth that 
we have seen between Liberal and Labor over the last several decades. That is what I am looking to do. 

The Supply Bill is for $12 billion. I am looking forward to a new budget with new ideas and new ways to reduce 
our ongoing costs. We need to pick up the revenue where we can. That may mean looking at the idea that was 
raised by the Nationals during the election campaign of trying to get more money out of mining companies. If we 
cannot do it that way, there must be some way in which we can do that. We need to encourage new mines. We 
want to see that happen. However, remember, the iron ore in the ground belongs to all the people of this state, and 
they are the people who should benefit from the sale of that iron ore. It seems simple to me. I do not understand 
why the Western Australian government has not figured that out. However, we will see. 
We need to invest in projects that will reduce our ongoing costs and bring in income in the future. We will look at 
the budget when it comes out in September. I do not know whether anyone is looking forward to the budget more 
than I am. That is where we need to start to make our mark. That is where we can rein in our spending and try to 
make a difference so that we will not have to sit in this place in four years and say that we need another $10 billion 
or another $15 billion. As my colleague Hon Dr Steven Thomas has said, there is no upper limit. We cannot say 
this is the ratio of debt to revenue that we should have. I am saying there needs to be some upper limit. We need 
to say at some time, “Enough is enough; it is time to rein it in.” If we do not start to pull back spending each day 
we come into his place, we will never be able to pull it back. It is like quitting smoking; we have to start the day 
we decide to do it; we cannot say that we are going to quit in a month. We cannot say in four years that we are 
going to start working out the budget; we have to start today. Yes, the Greens will go along with this Supply Bill; 
that is what you do. We need to keep government functioning but, just on notice, I am looking forward to seeing 
that budget. Thank you very much. 
HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [9.00 pm]: There is not much further for me to say on 
this matter. I think I articulated my view during the Loan Bill debate. My views on this bill are more or less the 
same. But given the broad topic of a supply bill, I might take this opportunity to make a couple of quick points, if 
I may. It is my view that we have a spending problem, not a revenue problem. I was talking earlier about the 
government’s plan to try to fix a lot of the problems in the economy—joblessness, for example—but the absurdity 
of this is that spending comes mostly from payroll tax, which, for those who are unaware, is essentially a tax on 
jobs. We are taxing jobs and using that money to create jobs. Of course, government does not really create jobs; 
four out of five jobs in Western Australia are created by the private sector. All government can really do is 
redistribute jobs in a much less efficient manner than the private sector does. Most government jobs are temporary 
through infrastructure projects and capital works. We may employ someone for 12 months or 24 months. Once 
that project is complete, those jobs are lost—they are gone—whereas if that money was left with the businesses 
that provide services to society, those jobs would be longer term and more sustainable. 
Western Australia has one of the lowest thresholds for payroll tax, at $70 000 a month. This tax affects small and 
large businesses alike, not just the big mining companies, but also small business. Western Australia also has one 
of the highest payroll tax rates. We are only just behind the socialist people’s republic of Tasmania and the 
bureaucratic hive mind of Canberra with our payroll tax rate, and that should cause some concern. Of course, the 
former government had eight years to pass some kind of tax reform and it did not, so this does not fall solely on 
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the shoulders of Labor. With the power of hindsight, the Liberal government certainly should have done something 
about it. I have every reason to believe that during the minerals and construction boom, the policy wonks at 
Treasury would have been pleading with the Liberal government to do something about stamp duty and payroll 
tax to at least soften the blow of GST when it was equalised, but that did not happen. That is probably why we 
have such a problem right now. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: It is very rare to see a Treasury official impose any tax. That is just something to bear 
in mind. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: That is a good point. It is not only capital works that are causing the spending 
problems. Last time I spoke, I talked about vanity projects, and quite a few people took the opportunity to rebut 
me and claim that they were all fantastic projects. I would ask what use a taxpayer in Bunbury has for 
Elizabeth Quay. It might be fantastic for the people in Perth and the central business district who live around this 
area, and maybe for some of the cafes that benefit from tourism, but I doubt that the rest of the Western Australian 
public who do not live in the CBD or around Perth get much benefit from things such as Elizabeth Quay or even 
Perth Stadium. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: There are a lot of AFL supporters in Bunbury. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Perhaps, but I think the sporting associations and the teams will be the main 
benefactors of Perth Stadium, and they have more than enough money to build such projects. It is not just capital 
expenditure or investments in infrastructure that have got us into this situation; it is those ongoing expenditures, 
especially in health and education. Hon Peter Collier was boasting a few days ago that we have the highest paid 
teachers in Australia. That is fantastic, but overpaying teachers is not necessarily something to be proud of. 
Hon Peter Collier: Would you rather have a teacher shortage? 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: No, not shortages, but I think we should pay them a competitive rate. In all 
honesty, boasting that we pay them more than any other state in Australia during these times of financial hardship 
is not something to be proud of. Again, our ratio of health expenditure to tax revenue is the highest in the country 
and is only matched by that bureaucratic hive mind of Canberra. Not only have frivolous vanity projects been 
constructed over the past eight years—some of them good, some not so much—but also ongoing costs in health 
and education have blown way out of proportion to the services that we actually receive. That being said, I have 
already done what I could about the Loan Bill 2017. It is my view that the Loan Bill should have sustained us only 
until the government delivered a budget. That is not going to happen. The Supply Bill 2017 is what I wanted the 
Loan Bill 2017 to be. It will give the Treasurer the ability to appropriate funds until we get to a budget or a little 
bit beyond that. I do not have an issue with that. The loan has already been approved, so at this point it is just 
a formality for the Treasury to spend it to keep the lights on, so to speak, until the budget is delivered. I have no 
issue with that. I will not vote against the Supply Bill 2017, although I think my objections have surely been noted. 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [9.07 pm]: 
I am pleased to be supporting the Supply Bill 2017. Our government is very mindful of the need to rein in 
expenditure and to bring the mess that is our current economic status under some sort of control. We need this 
Supply Bill so that we can continue to do the work of government. However, we are working very painstakingly, 
as I think I have said on numerous occasions, to try to ensure that we have—it will be over the long term—
a process of budget repair whereby we clawback from the banana republic status that we are now almost achieving 
with an 82 per cent net-debt-to-revenue ratio. 

After listening to the contributions from across the floor, I want to comment on something that I have noticed 
about royalties for regions. Quite aside from the merits of individual projects—I acknowledge that many projects 
have had merit—I think that the way the fund has been expended has really encouraged ill-disciplined financing. 
I believe that many projects were much more expensive than they should have been had there been proper, rigorous 
competition for the dollars. I have a sense that the availability of all this stuff led to some very good objectives 
costing much more to implement than they should have. Everyone was rushing to get the money and to employ 
people for the organisation. They had a chief executive officer, a general manager, and one person doing the project 
work and one person doing the administration. In the work of the organisation, what we saw very often was 
unnecessarily expensive projects being put in place. I think there have been problems with how royalties for 
regions has been dealt with. Now we have to go back and say that we want stimulation of economic activity within 
our regions, but that does not mean that we throw money away to create projects that are vastly more expensive 
and far less rigorous than they should be to achieve the stated end. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas, I am also a member of the Shane Wright fan club. I think that he is a journalist with a great 
deal of economic cred and he very brilliantly often manages to get to the heart of politico-economic issues. He is 
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a great asset. I always say to Shane that it is a great problem for him that his stories often appear somewhere 
between the ice hockey and the lacrosse reporting on page 76 of the paper, but they are good stories. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Minister, he has been up a bit since Andrew Probyn jumped ship. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Has he? That is good. 

I also want to comment on the gambling tax. I was intrigued to note that although we saw some posturing on the 
part of the federal government that it will look at the GST and it is very concerned about it and people started 
getting very excited, the government then said that it might not really be what we think. We have seen one step 
forward and three steps back from the Turnbull–Morrison government. I was intrigued to read the other day in the 
paper that Treasurer Scott Morrison claimed that he has looked at the gambling tax and there is no way that that 
can help Western Australia. I want to use this as an opportunity to not only set out the case for including gambling 
revenue in the calculation of GST, but also point out the fundamental error that has been made by people such as 
Scott Morrison in their view that this cannot help Western Australia. 

My calculations suggest that this will not totally solve the GST distribution problem, but it is probably worth 
something in the order of $450 million a year to Western Australia. It would not solve all our problems, but 
$450 million a year would certainly enable us to do quite a few good things. As we know, every cent of our iron 
ore revenue is included in the calculation of WA’s ability to contribute to the fund. When we think of the principle 
of horizontal fiscal equalisation, we recognise that the idea is that every state should be able to deliver the same 
amount of services. We have to look at two things—the revenue and how much it costs to deliver those services. 
The eyes of the Commonwealth Grants Commission are closed to the gambling revenue that is obtained by the 
eastern states. Indeed, there is some gambling revenue obtained by Western Australia, but it is minuscule because 
of our very principled limitation on the proliferation of pokies. I do not have the figures here, but somewhere 
between $5 billion and $6 billion a year in gambling revenue is collected by the eastern states. It is as though these 
things do not exist. 

Hon Aaron Stonehouse: Let’s legalise pokies in WA. Let’s get some of that revenue. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We would not do that. Just on straight economic grounds, putting aside all the 
social grief that might be created with that, it is interesting to note that the Productivity Commission found in its 
study from around 2009 or 2010 that the social cost of gambling to the Australian community is valued at $4 billion 
a year. That is the cost. That is the net negative of gambling in terms of social and economic difficulties and the 
grief and strife that it causes families. The Productivity Commission valued that as negative $4 billion. It is not 
a good solution for us to argue that we should follow suit and take the unprincipled line and expand pokies. 
Ironically, the whole system is encouraging the other states to do just that, because here we have this privileged 
class of revenue that is immune from the GST distribution. Why is this so? It was previously the case that, in one 
sense, gambling revenues before about 2009 were taken into account, but in a notional way. We looked at the 
nature and the structure of a state’s population and compared what it could have got with what it actually did get. 
If the state was not collecting as much as it could have, it was penalised. Western Australia was actually worse off 
under that situation. Under either the Rudd or the Gillard government—I cannot remember which—gambling taxes 
were taken out of the reckoning, because the way in which they were being brought to account discriminated 
against Western Australia even more than the current situation does. 

The fundamental problem is in treating gambling taxes like any other revenue. In assessing a state government’s 
ability to levy taxes, the assessors look at the ability to do it, not what is actually done. The reason for that is that 
we do not want to encourage Bjelke-Petersen-type behaviour—he started abolishing all these other taxes and every 
other state had to chip in. Gambling taxes are different. They should not be based on some notional average of 
what we should be able to raise. Gambling taxes, from a very fundamental policy principle, should be included on 
the basis of the actual revenue. In order to truly get horizontal fiscal equalisation, this is the one tax that should 
not be based on a state’s notional ability to raise the tax but, rather, on the actual receipts. If we said that gambling 
revenues were to be brought to account as actuals, we would start seeing the fundamental change take place. New 
South Wales and Victoria would start having to do some of the heavy lifting in supporting South Australia, 
Tasmania and the Northern Territory. We have done the calculations, and it was quite interesting. Those states did 
not actually have a diminution of their benefit, but New South Wales and Victoria in particular, and to a lesser 
extent Queensland, had to share a little bit more of the burden of supporting those other states and territories. 

I set this out at some length because I can see the argument being misunderstood over and over again. It is very 
important for all Western Australians to understand that there is a very principled way in which we should be 
bringing gambling revenues into account. I had a letter some time ago from Andrew Wilkie wanting us to do 
something—I cannot remember what it was; I think it was something we were going to do anyway. I wrote back to 
him acknowledging that, but also asking him, given his concern about poker machines, what his opinion was about 
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this privileging of pokies tax, and the fact that we are creating a great incentive for state governments to expand 
their base, because this is income that they do not have to share with anyone else. We all know that the problem in 
Tasmania is that they can continue to make anti-economic-growth cases within their own communities, because 
someone else picks up the tab. We are encouraging people to go down this path, with these sorts of taxes. Some 
months later I am still waiting for these very principled people in the federal Parliament, who are supposedly 
anti-pokies but come from South Australia and Tasmania, to put their hand up and say that this is wrong and we 
should not be doing this. Ironically, with Western Australia not having pokies, far from this prejudicing other states, 
we give them more advantage because they have more high-roller space and a greater ability to promote their 
products. All those traditional arguments about leveraging this tax on the basis of the capacity to leverage it rather 
than the actual leveraging of it simply do not apply with gambling revenue. I hope we will get the unanimity of view 
in this house that we demand from the federal government and bring this to account. This is something that can be 
done by the Treasurer alone. He does not have to get the consensus of other states to do this; he can do this by 
himself. It is well within his purview. Indeed, it does not offend the principle of horizontal fiscal equalisation. I argue 
that that fundamental principle demands that that be done. 

I have spoken before about the absurd remoteness rules and the fact that Melbourne has been made the capital of 
Tasmania for the purposes of GST so even more money can be shovelled across Bass Strait, and that Adelaide is 
now the capital of Darwin so we can subsidise the Northern Territory even more, taking on more of what was the 
federal responsibility for a territory that has now largely been deflected to Western Australia. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: I think you need to explain that again. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am sure members can read the Hansard. 

We should not just focus on the GST as the inequality that comes into Western Australia. There are many examples 
of how the metrics that are chosen for funding are biased towards the economic structures of the eastern states. In 
their business case analysis, moving Weeties packets up and down Hume Highway, we have this great volume of 
often low-value product moving up and down, which counts more than building a road to a relatively small 
community such as Port Hedland or Karratha in Western Australia. The actual economic benefit of the multiplier 
that enables us to exploit our iron ore and oil and gas resources is not in any way adequately captured by the 
business case metrics that the federal government put in place when comparing development on the Hume 
Highway to development on the Great Northern Highway. As I often used to say when I looked at the National 
Transport Plan that was developed federally when I was a minister, the east coast is like a game of snakes and 
ladders with the National Highway system running up and down the country and over to Tamworth, the country and 
western capital of Australia. That is a national priority. Mildura, with its grapes and sultanas, is a national priority. 
When I said, “What about the Burrup?”, the federal government did not even ask where the Burrup was. It said, 
“What’s the Burrup?” It just happens to be the place that brings home the bacon for the nation. We could not get the 
federal government to link Karratha to the National Highway linking Tamworth and Mildura.  

I have found some other fascinating examples since I came into this portfolio. Many of our country members will 
know the Grains Research and Development Corporation. Western Australian farmers are very successful grain 
farmers. Our market is largely for export. We export about 90 per cent of what we produce. Our industry is very 
different from the industry on the east coast, where the ratios are the opposite and most grain is for domestic 
consumption. The GRDC is funded through grower levies with matching levies from the federal government as 
a top-up. Western Australia contributes 35 per cent of the money that goes into the pool, but we get only 
20 per cent back. When we asked how that works and how it is that we put 35 per cent in and get 20 per cent back, 
we were told that we can take advantage of the research that is done over there. I told them that we would like to 
do the research over here and that they can take advantage of it. That is part of the capability that we are losing out 
on. All that research and development and the capacity to build our universities is being lost because of this 
absolute distortion. But no-one in recent years has rattled the federal government’s cage and said that this is wrong. 
We have to get our share back. At the moment, we are trying to negotiate the establishment of a grains institute. 
We have asked the GRDC to put in $10 million and we will also put in $10 million. But we will only do it if 
Western Australian grower groups—not the government—have control and the ultimate say about what is funded. 
We will not put in our money to have Canberra decide whether the projects that we want to fund will be funded. 
That is fundamentally important because, as I said, our industry has a very different structure. Western Australia 
is fundamentally an exporter. In the eastern states the situation is the opposite. It is an outrage. They tell us that 
we do not have the capability; however, we will not get the capability if all the money and research is taken over 
and the eastern states, very kindly, uses our money to do the research. Where do we develop the jobs? Where do 
we get the chance to develop that R&D and all the things that flow from it, such as the interesting jobs and the 
strengthening of our universities? 
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Working today with my very fabulous parliamentary secretary, Hon Darren West—who is here looking incredibly 
intrigued—we discussed the way that drought assistance is registered and how eligibility for federal drought 
assistance funding is decided. It is based on Bureau of Meteorology water readings and the farmer’s length of 
hardship. Farmers need to have two years of hardship, but they can anticipate a seasonal hardship in advance. 
Much of this system was developed in places with two growing seasons. We are advised that many places in the 
eastern states may have only a 12-month waiting period, whereas in Western Australia it is a lot longer. It fails to 
take into account our quite different climatic conditions in coming up with something that is inequitable. These 
things are multiplied all over the place. As I have said in this place before, it is very often exacerbated by a lack 
of action and a lack of ability to go in and leverage federal funding. We certainly saw that from the Barnett 
government. 

Another thing I want to comment on is the disadvantage. I have been doing some work on Doppler radars, and 
I have to say that the investment in Doppler radars was one of the positive investments of royalties for regions. It 
invested in three Doppler radars to improve weather forecasting within, fundamentally, our wheatbelt areas. 
Although, I have to say that I was incredibly disappointed. While climbing the 92 steps to the top of the radar, 
I was admiring the metalwork and saying, “Oh, great, what factory were these made in? These were obviously 
made in Kwinana”, and the answer was, “Oh, no. We had them made in South Australia.” That is royalties for 
regions. It was absolutely unbelievable. Three radars worth $23 million, and I was told that we could not make 
them in Western Australia and that we had to give our hard-earned taxpayers’ money over to South Australians 
who are already getting all our dough through the GST. How does that make sense? 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: And through shipbuilding. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: And through shipbuilding. As I said the other night somewhere, maybe we 
should just become a province of South Australia and we might start getting something! 

It is very interesting to look on the map at where the Doppler radars are located. Again, it is like the roads to the 
National Highway. There are 14 of them on the eastern seaboard, about four of which are inland on the east coast. 
Western Australia has had only two, and it is the only state that has ever provided its own, although the Victorians 
might copy us soon. There are 18 on the east coast, and only two on the west coast. The Bureau of Meteorology 
said that we do not have as many people, but we have. We have no Doppler radars north of Wallaroo. We have 
these massive investments in the north of our state—in oil and gas, shipping and iron ore—but the Bureau of 
Meteorology does not prioritise putting Doppler radars in Western Australia. Again, it is almost like the BOM’s 
Brisbane Line! The vast majority of Western Australia has been ruled out of coverage from the Doppler radars. 
As I say, notwithstanding the asset and money-making infrastructure that is here for all of Australia, we find an 
almost complete disinterest in providing any sort of equity. 

My good friend who has been right five times today—Hon Dr Steve Thomas—spoke about what a success the 
truffle festival was. I want to use the opportunity to talk about some of the things we can be doing and some of the 
prospectivity there is in Western Australia. We really have to dig ourselves out of this economic hole and work 
out where those industries are that we can expand to create more jobs. I want to give a bit of a shout-out to Jenny 
and Wayne Franceschi; I am sure Hon Dr Steve Thomas knows them. They run a magnificent business. They are 
pioneer avocado farmers in Manjimup who have now developed an incredible packing facility that seems to have 
almost artificial intelligence for grading the avocados. They do that for not only their own production, but also 
many of the other growers in the region. What is really stunning is the investment these pioneer horticulturists 
down in Manjimup have made in developing new products and targeting smart value-added products. They have 
been targeting Singapore, Hong Kong and Japan. They have been investing in processing that can take all the 
high-quality fruit and veg that is not as pretty as it needs to be to get onto the shelves of the supermarkets, and 
have developed that into great products that are entirely preservative-free, such as baby food and health drinks. 
They are now morphing into their big pitch, and we went down and made a small grant to them to assist with their 
thrust into the Chinese aged-care market. The product this couple delivers is of great quality and they have invested 
a great amount into developing processes, logistics and state-of-the-art equipment. They have done some very 
intelligent work in developing markets throughout Asia for their products. All the research that has been done by 
various advisers to government tells us that it is this sort of high-quality, premium value-add that we should be 
targeting. I really want to compliment this couple and their company for the work they do. They have a full-time 
staff of around 25, including food technologists, marketers and social media personnel, and during the season they 
employ an additional 26 people. They are really looking to take this forward. As I said, it is a great thing for all 
the horticulturalists in that area because it gives them an opportunity to use much of their fruit and veg that would 
otherwise be thrown away. I must admit that when I used to go up to Carnarvon and help my friend who had 
a plantation there to pick the squash, I was always very aggrieved that if any of them were not of the absolutely 
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perfect size, we would just have to leave them on the ground. That seemed to me incredibly wasteful. Now we 
have found this group that is really thinking very positively about how we might take this forward. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas also reflected on the future of Collie, and there will be a period of adjustment. Mick Murray, 
the member for Collie–Preston in the other place, has always been very conscious that this is going to be a big 
challenge. We are really looking very widely at diversification. Collie is a place where there is a lot of power 
infrastructure and we have made commitments to insert within that region both solar and biomass projects. We 
note that the Perdaman Industries project is still there and Vikas Rambal is still very interested in trying to develop 
that project, so we are working with them on that. There are also some other alternatives that we will see emerging. 
I know that the Greens have the mantra “coal—keep it in the ground”, and I can understand people not wanting to 
burn coal, but given the calorific value of coal, a lot of people have been doing some real thinking about what else 
we might indeed use coal for. It turns out that there are some very interesting technologies emerging in relation to 
coal. One in particular that both Mick Murray and I are looking at involves the use of coal as a bio-effluvient.  

If members talk to the local folk around Collie, they will learn that back in the old days they all used to put coaldust 
on their gardens and it was highly advantageous for the soil. There was a little problem with heavy metals doing 
it that way, but now there has been — 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Hang on; I’ve just got to google bio-effluvient. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It is bio-effluvient or bio-stimulant. A bio-stimulant, my good friend, refers to 
a product that is not necessarily a nutrient itself but enables the roots of the plant to take up more of the nutrients 
available. It makes the nutrients that are there more bio-available. It enhances a plant’s ability to extract nutrients 
from the soil. We think that technologies like this have very real prospectivity in Western Australia if we can get 
the product working for a modest price. Australia being such an old continent, we know that we have major 
problems with soil fertility; it is not any good for things like parsley or lettuces. Apparently, this bio-stimulant 
enhances the reproductive parts of a plant so it would be very beneficial for fruiting plants. It is just early days but 
we suspect that if we look at the fundamentals of coal, there will be other uses for this product. It is between turf, 
peat and diamonds. We are sure that other opportunities will emerge over the next decade. That is why we have to 
keep thinking about coal in different ways and looking at how else we may be able to use it and what other ideas 
there are. We need to invest in and be open to new ideas. We need to be open to research and development and be 
able to support our scientists and engineers who are coming up with these very interesting propositions. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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