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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN FUTURE FUND BILL 2012 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 September. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.20 am]: I think the year was around 
1977; my grandmother assembled my family around the dinner table one evening and proudly distributed bank 
account books to each of her grandchildren. She distributed savings account bank books from Perth Building 
Society, each containing $100. I was 12 at the time, and it seemed like an extraordinary amount of money. We 
were all very excited about what we could do with this amount of money. She explained to us that, upon leaving 
school, we would have access to these savings accounts and we would benefit from the interest that had accrued. 
I am not sure whether something was lost in translation at the time my grandmother applied to the bank for these 
accounts, but the money was invested at a low rate of return. When I was eventually able to withdraw the money, 
I think it had grown to about $150. Of course, that was around 1982 or 1983; the $100 that had seemed so much 
in 1977 had by then been whittled away by inflation and, in relative terms, by the loans I had taken out from my 
parents to participate in a very expensive rugby union tour of the UK. So there I was, proudly holding my five or 
six years’ savings of $150, comparing it with the debts I had racked up with my parents to undertake that sports 
tour.  
This anecdote relates to where we are at in respect of the future fund. The future fund has been set up for a 30-
year growth curve to deliver a $230 million dividend. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Can I just say about your grandmother’s very generous act that she would, I imagine, have 
been of that generation that lived through the Second World War and probably grew up in the Depression years. 
That generation did have that sense of saving for security. My parents were certainly like that; probably of a 
similar age. They had seen tragedy and disasters. When my parents passed away we found these little bank 
accounts all over the house! 

Mr R.H. COOK: Premier, I would love to be able to say I learnt from those lessons, but I have a credit card bill 
that is the envy of many a small Third World country! But I do have my savings account, and my accountant has 
pointed out to me on many occasions the folly of my small savings account versus my credit card bill, which is 
so large it almost has its own orbit! 

We find ourselves in a similar situation in respect of the Western Australian Future Fund Bill 2012. In 2011–12, 
net debt in relation to gross state product was at 7.5 per cent; that will grow to 8.75 per cent by 2014–15. Indeed, 
the annual interest bill was $305 million in 2011–12 and it will grow to $605 million by 2014–15. It is not 
surprising that people in this place question the government’s policy in respect of the future fund bill. Why are 
we borrowing so heavily essentially to construct an offset account? Perhaps the Premier and the Treasurer are 
guilty of the same romantic vision as my grandmother, although I suspect not! But as this debate has proceeded, 
many members have risen in this place to ask: Why are we setting this cash aside now when we are so heavily in 
debt and that debt is projected to grow? Why are we not using that money to invest in infrastructure now to 
realise a greater return on that investment into the future?  

The rate of return is a theme that I will come back to as I explore the three concepts I would like to discuss 
today, relating to how these public finances might otherwise be engaged to provide a greater return to the 
economy. Members who are more eloquent than I am can talk about the details of public finances in relation to 
the way the future fund will work, so I will not go over those details. However, I make the observation that 
analysis has shown that the rate of return on the federal government’s Future Fund is around 2.2 per cent. When 
we allow for inflation, that rate of return is reduced to 1.7 per cent. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: That is because the assets that went in were Telstra shares, and for most of the period, the 
Telstra shares collapsed, and they had to get out of it to diversify their assets; otherwise, they are up about six or 
seven per cent. 
Mr R.H. COOK: I also note from the contribution by the member for Victoria Park and from the second reading 
speech that the way in which the future fund will be invested will be consistent with the Financial Management 
Act, which is appropriate, and that act has a very conservative objective in how funding is invested. 

I think the future fund is, in large part, about political inoculation. That is, the government is sensitive to the fact 
that public debate around the level of debt is beginning to have an impact on the government’s credibility as 
manager of the state’s economy. The fact that we also have such a large unspent portion of royalties for regions 
funds is also having an impact on the government’s credibility. The government had to respond in a way that 
showed the Premier has an eye on the future, even though he is spending significant amounts of state money on 
what he regards as key projects in the CBD. He wants to get away from the perception that the government is 
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spending our future. One could observe that the government is responding to that polling in a way that plugs into 
growing community concern that debt is running away, that people are not benefiting from the boom and that our 
children and their children will look back on these boom times and say, “My god, what happened to all those 
resources? How were they spent?”  

The government has undertaken what I regard as the fundamentally political, rather than economic, exercise of 
creating a future fund. Is it good politics? That remains to be seen. But it is a response to the growing debate, and 
it is good to see that the government is at least sensitive to the criticism that debt is running away at an 
extraordinary rate, and that people are concerned that they are not benefiting from the boom, and in particular 
that we are spending our children’s inheritance by having debt spiral upwards in such an extraordinary manner.  
Today I want to talk about three particular themes in relation to the funds that will go into establishing the future 
funds. These three themes are around how that money might otherwise be engaged. I am not saying that this is 
necessarily how we on this side would proceed—that will in due course become part of a broader political debate 
around election time—but I would like to point out three key political issues that will arise as a result of this 
debate.  
I want to talk about the growing demands that are being placed upon our health system, in particular our 
secondary health system, and the decisions that governments make about their priorities. I also want to talk 
about, in the context of the health system, early childhood development, and the growing alarm about the unmet 
need in that area. I also want to again borrow from a theme that I have discussed previously in the health debate, 
and that is the use of sovereign wealth funds to produce key social and public policy outcomes from which we 
can derive an economic benefit. Finally, to take up the lead from the member for Mandurah, I want to talk about 
the role of key infrastructure, and in particular the way in which that impacts upon my electorate of Kwinana.  

There is growing data or evidence of the unmet demand in health, particularly in our secondary healthcare 
system. Let us look at some of the statistics in relation to that issue. Since this government came to power, the 
elective surgery waitlist has grown from around 12 500 people to over 17 000 people. That is a significant 
increase. Although the Minister for Health is keen to remind me on many occasions that that involves a reduction 
in waiting times, the fact of the matter is that waiting times have continued to climb after that initial fall, and 
there is now a significant blow-out in that area.  
The dental health waitlist is also of particular concern. The dental health waitlist has grown from around 12 000 
people in January 2011 to over 25 000 people today. That is a significant blow-out. Dental health has not taken a 
starring role in the health debate in this state. That is unfortunate, because, as we know, dental ill-health is a 
particularly debilitating problem. We know also that the people on the public dental health waitlist are primarily 
people on fixed incomes, such as pensioners, and age pensioners in particular. Those 25 000 people on the 
waitlist represent some of the most disadvantaged people in our community, and I therefore think this is a point 
to which the government should pay attention. 
The government recently released the waiting-to-wait list. That is those people who are waiting to see a 
specialist for referral, often to surgery. The number of people on that list has grown from around 36 000—that is 
the minister’s estimate—under Labor to over 47 500 people as at December 2011. We can imagine that since 
December 2011, there has been continued growth in that waitlist. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: As a serious question, why do you think that is happening? I would suggest it is due to growth 
in population, and maybe people ageing, but maybe also some changes in attitude in relation to public and 
private health. 
Mr R.H. COOK: I think all those points play a role in that, Premier, and in particular the ageing population. 
There is also, I guess, an expectation by people that they see a general practitioner, that general practitioner will 
refer them to a specialist, and ultimately they will have their situation remedied, usually by surgery. The Minister 
for Health notes that in only around six per cent of cases will people who see a specialist go on and receive 
surgery. So it is encouraging that there is a dampener in relation to that. But increasingly those people will need 
to rely on the private health system to complement the public health system, and that means that we will need to 
continue to encourage private health insurance to ensure that it can play that complementary role. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I had a recent example of a constituent—it was an elderly person—who required cataracts 
removed from both eyes. I have to say I was quite astounded, because both eyes were dealt with in a matter of a 
few months. I thought that was remarkably quick. So I guess that within that system it is not as though people are 
left waiting forever. For this person, it was recognised that this needed to be done, and it was done very, very 
quickly.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Part of my role as the shadow Minister for Health is to point out where the system falls down. 
But we need to remember that for all those moments of truth where there has been failure, in many thousands of 
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cases in Western Australia there have been great outcomes. That is great credit to the people working in the 
system. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, I think it is. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Indeed, part of the debate that we had yesterday around hospital parking—this is, I think, a 
contribution that the member for Churchlands probably would have made—is that we have many specialists in 
Western Australia who could quite easily focus just on the private health system and live happy, high-income 
lives but, instead, offer to work in the public health system. 

Based on current expenditure in the health system, the $230 million that we will receive from the future fund in 
30 years’ time would last about a fortnight. Based on a $6.9 billion annual budget, we spend around 
$18.6 million a day on our public health system. So, when we look at the future fund, the question that we should 
ask is: what impact will the $230 million that we will receive in 30 years’ time have on the system?  

Let us look at what else we could do with that $230 million. I am indebted to Hon Linda Savage for the work 
that she has done in early childhood development. In a question to the government in August this year, she asked 
about the current waiting times for access to a range of child development services in the metropolitan area. 
These statistics are telling—speech pathology, 10.9 months; occupational therapy, 8.8 months; physiotherapy, 
7.7 months; clinical psychology, 7.7 months; social work, six months; and paediatrician, 14.5 months. These are 
the average waiting times for young children to see a specialist in these areas. These are young people who are 
undergoing rapid development and growth. Those sorts of waiting times are clearly insufficient when it comes to 
meeting the needs of these people who interact with our health system. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr R.H. COOK: At the time Hon Linda Savage asked these questions, The West Australian observed in an 
article headed “New strategy needed on child health” — 

This alarming decline suggests the Government has taken its eye off the ball in this area. With the 
population increasing rapidly and 30 000 babies born in the State each year, it is not enough to give 
child health a one-off boost and move on to other things. 

The Government is spending $58 million in the current budget to employ 100 new community health 
nurses. This is a welcome move, but it should form part of a wider effort to repair a badly rundown and 
neglected system of child health services. 

The article says also — 

Closer attention from child health nurses should help identify problems but this is of limited value if a 
child is referred to a specialist and then has to wait more than a year to be seen. 

I draw upon the observations of the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee in its first report 
of the thirty-eighth Parliament, titled “Inquiry into the Adequacy of Services to Meet the Developmental Needs 
of Western Australia’s Children”. Finding 2 in that report states — 

There are significant economic benefits to be gained by investing in early childhood with reported 
returns on investment of up to $17 for every dollar spent. In particular, significant savings are achieved 
by investing in disadvantaged, or ‘at risk’ infants. Savings made include the number of specialist 
therapists required, the lack of need for remedial education and intervention for behaviour management. 
In addition there is a reduction in long-term human and social costs (including mental disability, 
increased medical service usage … 

I draw Parliament’s attention to the roughly 1.7 per cent expected return on investment in the future fund, after 
we have taken inflation into account, compared with the expected return on investment if we were to invest more 
strongly in early childhood services, which is $17 for every $1 invested. That is a significant increase on the 
expected return from the future fund.  
The Premier engaged me in an interesting discussion, so I am running out of time, but that is the nature of these 
things.  

The other area that I will refer to briefly is the use of sovereign wealth funds, which this is not; this is a short-
term payment program into a fund that, ultimately, will return $230 million, which will then move into 
consolidated revenue in 30 years. I support the use of sovereign wealth funds because they are really useful 
public policy instruments for those issues from which we expect to see a return over time. In particular, I 
acknowledge the Indigenous land acquisition fund administered by the Indigenous Land Corporation. That is a 
really important fund which was built up by seeding capital over a five-year period and which is able to deliver 
significant and good returns to the Aboriginal community through the acquisition of land.  
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A few months ago I spoke in this place about the importance of investing in medical research and the important 
role that plays in the improvement of clinical services and the availability of our best and brightest to the WA 
community. In particular, economic benefits are derived from a stronger investment in medical research. I 
remember the minister agreeing with me at the time that investment in medical research delivers important 
returns through the economic activity that medical research generates. In that speech I drew Parliament’s 
attention to the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund, which was started in 1980 with $300 million of seeding 
capital. It has had several top-ups since then in various iterations and subprograms. That sovereign wealth fund 
has been responsible for significant investment in medical research in that province of Canada. The outcome is 
that Alberta has become a focal point for medical research in Canada. It has continued to attract topflight 
specialists and medical researchers, which in turn produces dividends for people in that province in the clinical 
services that they receive. More importantly, the Alberta heritage fund is able to point to significant economic 
benefit as a result of its investment in medical research. As we consider locking up these funds for 30 years, it is 
important that we are aware of the opportunity costs that we might incur by not making stronger investments in 
not only early childhood services and the benefits that delivers to the community, but also other sovereign wealth 
funds that may have a better return in clinical services for our community, health research and economic activity.  

During this debate, a number of members in this place have pointed to the importance of investment in key 
economic infrastructure and the role that it plays in producing a better return on investment than they envisage 
that we will get from the future fund. Many members have stood in this place and talked about issues that they 
think are important in their community, although to be fair I think most of them have talked about the funding of 
ongoing programs rather than what might be described as key economic infrastructure. If any member can lay 
claim to key economic infrastructure that requires ongoing development and investment, it is me, the member for 
Kwinana. I have recently had representation from the South West Group, a collection of local government 
authorities in the south west of the metropolitan area, about the sorts of things in which they would like to see 
future governments invest. One of the key issues they talked about was the investment in key economic 
infrastructure to continue the development of the Western Trade Coast. For those members who are not familiar 
with it, the Western Trade Coast is that hub of development that takes place around Henderson and the 
Australian Marine Complex, right along the Kwinana strip to the Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd facility. It 
takes in the nickel refinery, the CSBP refinery, the Alcoa refinery and, of course, the BP oil refinery. Investment 
in this economic infrastructure will deliver particularly strong returns for the economy. The economic 
infrastructure in which the south west local governments would like to see investment includes the intermodal 
transport hub and the continued acquisition of land. They make the observation that the 70-hectare footprint 
envisaged for the intermodal transport hub may have to be revisited and a 120-hectare footprint may be needed 
for that piece of economic infrastructure. If that is the case, that would stand as an important alternative to 
locking away this money in a 30-year future fund. The group also notes that the investment in Anketell Road and 
Rowley Road would make an important contribution to starting to fulfil the vision for Latitude 32, which will be 
a key industrial estate in the south west of the metropolitan area.  

In particular, the local government group points to issues to do with the Kwinana Beach development. The 
Kwinana Beach development is a project that began in the 1970s. I remember it because my family frequently 
visited the Rockingham area and drove down south to Kwinana Beach. It is one of my earliest memories of 
compulsory acquisition of private property. At that stage the government acquired all the residential properties 
around the Kwinana Beach area because the area was earmarked for future industrial development. That patch of 
land around Kwinana Beach sits idle today. It has not been developed even though that acquisition and the 
clearing took place in the early to mid–1970s.  

The catalyst that the South West Group sees as being really important in moving these developments along is a 
bit of forward action or progress in the outer harbour project. The South West Group say to me that investment 
in the harbour project would in turn line up all the other ducks and we would see significant progress in further 
ongoing development of the Kwinana industrial strip. The development of the Fremantle outer harbour will be 
the thing that if we build it, they will come. That will act like a beacon and draw in ongoing public and private 
investment. It will be a really important step in continuing to develop that area and making sure that the Kwinana 
industrial strip, which contributes around $18 billion to the Western Australian economy each year, will continue 
to grow and continue to make that contribution. 
We have three examples of what the government may like to do with the initial investment in the future fund, 
which would potentially produce a greater return on investment than the government envisages under this bill. 
Firstly, it could be used for ongoing investment into early childhood services. As I said, the Community 
Development and Justice Standing Committee said that the return on investing in early childhood development 
services is $17 for every dollar spent today. This is a significant improvement on the returns expected from the 
future fund. Secondly, it could be used in relation to sovereign wealth funds, and establish them to leverage 
economic, good service and public policy outcomes such as Alberta did in 1980 when it established the Alberta 
Heritage Savings Trust Fund for its ongoing investment in medical research. Thirdly, it could be invested into 
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key economic infrastructure, and I drew the chamber’s attention to the development of the Fremantle outer 
harbour as an investment that, if it took place, would produce significant returns on investment that would be 
more enhanced than that envisaged under the future fund.  

I make these contributions to remind the government that although the future fund is clever politics, it may not 
ultimately be good economics. 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Nollamara) [11.52 am]: I rise to speak about the Western Australian Future Fund Bill 
2012. I have enjoyed enormously the debate and the contributions by my colleagues, and I have done quite a bit 
of reading of the well-structured speeches made by many of them. I do not think that the position taken by the 
opposition has been come to lightly. There certainly some reluctance to agree that the Western Australian Future 
Fund is a worthwhile thing—to save funds for the future. But that is how it is done. I do not necessarily disagree 
with a future fund or investing in the future.  

Before I rose to speak, I was reading an economic paper by Jason C. Hart titled “Dutch Disease and the 
Sustainable Management of Royalty Wealth in Western Australia”. It talks about that cyclical aspect of 
commodity prices and how to ensure that we do not wake up with an enormous headache that the Netherlands 
did after the natural gas boom in the 1960s—which was consequently given the name “Dutch Disease”—and 
how it is done in a sustainable manner that gives good and effective returns. He says that we need to consider 
how things are done because in Western Australia our total income through royalties is not necessarily 
maintained because of GST and other agreements regarding the national economy. I do not necessarily disagree 
with a future fund. The sad thing about this debate is that we have not discussed this in a bipartisan manner by 
going to a committee—such as the Public Accounts Committee—debating the legislation, and producing a 
recommendation about whether this is a worthwhile bill and a worthwhile path for the Western Australian 
Parliament to take. It seems that this has been done as a political ploy; not something for future generations.  
Some of the reading I have done about this has been fascinating. There was an article in The Spectator Australia 
by James Paterson from the Institute of Public Affairs—not necessarily a great friend of the Labor Party—titled 
“One savings account we don’t need” and he says no Liberal should support a sovereign wealth fund. He goes on 
to say — 

Advocates are typically vague about what specific purpose the fund would serve, beyond ‘saving for the 
future’. 

He then says — 
… ‘investment in the future’. Whatever that means, it is logically flawed. For starters, this is akin to 
poorer countries giving aid to richer ones, because every generation to come will be vastly wealthier 
than those before it if current growth trends continue.  

Then he says — 
But what is truly bizarre is the number of Liberal MPs who have been prominent among the sovereign 
wealth fund boosters. Because there can be no doubt that a sovereign wealth fund is utterly 
incompatible with any reading of liberal philosophy. 

So as members can imagine, it has been an interesting aspect when reading the debate. One of the other aspects 
that has come through in my research is that when looking at a future or a sovereign wealth fund, the issue that 
James Paterson raises—what would it serve; what is the purpose?—is that instead of setting up a fund that has 
undefined aspects of what it will be in the future, we need to set up a fund with an investment in either capital or 
infrastructure, or something that will be capital definitely in the future, or human capital.  

The previous Queensland government put out a discussion paper titled “From Mines to Minds: A Queensland 
Education Trust”, which would have gone into education in the future for schooling with a particular aspect of it 
being an independent review and an independent trust, and managed accordingly. All of those things should have 
been able to be considered, but here we are looking at something that seems to have a political emphasis, and not 
an emphasis on what is the best for our future.  

Although I understand that the future fund is not a sovereign wealth fund because it does not buy and sell shares 
like the federal Future Fund, it is questionable that the federal Future Fund is a sovereign wealth fund as the 
funds are not directly derived from resource royalties—which I understand is also an aspect of a sovereign 
wealth fund—and it has been established for superannuation liabilities; so it is more like a pension fund than a 
future fund.  

It is interesting in this debate, that some people point to the federal Future Fund and say, “Well, we are just 
doing what they did.” But that is not the case. That was established for a particular purpose. The Western 
Australian Future Fund will not be a growth fund like the superannuation funds, as the Minister for Planning—
the member for Kalamunda—talked about in his speech; that this is something like setting up for the future in 
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terms of a superannuation fund. It is not like that because it is quite a conservative fund, and I will say more on 
that later.  

As I understand, this is simply a budget line that this government is trying to restrict future governments from 
accessing for 20 years. It is a budget line that could have been done without the bill, but it is before us because it 
is political posturing that this government wants to undertake to deflect criticism of growing debt through 
arguing that the money will be locked away for 20 years. However, the member for Belmont pointed out that 
there is nothing to prevent a future government using the future fund as an offset to borrow money against the 
fund. Although the money may be locked away, it still has the capacity to be used to increase debt, and that is a 
concern.  

It is important to note that although the member for Kalamunda outlined a number of international funds to 
demonstrate why this fund is worthwhile, he neglected to tell the house the difference between these funds, and 
he outlined Norway as one of the examples.  

Phil Garton and David Gruen wrote an article titled, “The role of sovereign wealth funds in managing resource 
booms: a comparison of Australia and Norway”. The article clearly illustrates that if a sovereign wealth fund, or 
in this case a future fund, is to be established—this is the example that the member for Kalamunda used—the 
fiscal rules have to be changed. Without such a change in the fiscal rules so that in effect it is not used to offset 
debt and does not overemphasise the returns on the sovereign wealth fund, or in this case the future fund, it 
would not alter future levels of government saving or net financial worth. Without the sorts of changes that have 
to be made to the fiscal rules and without a budget that is based more on cash flow budgeting than on the 
budgeting that we do, the Norway example cannot be used as a proper comparison. 

The Treasurer put on the record on Tuesday that this budget line for the future fund will be a subaccount within 
the public bank account, and that it will be financed through debt. My understanding is that it is a bit like taking 
the credit on my housing loan—the member for West Swan likened it to borrowing more on the loan—and 
putting it in a separate account and claiming that I am saving for my future, while paying a greater interest rate 
on my housing debt than I receive in interest on my operating account. That then restricts me from using the 
money in any way that could increase the value of my house, such as a bathroom renovation, unless I borrowed 
against those savings, thereby causing more debt. The result is a lost opportunity for reducing my loan payments 
and/or increasing the value of my asset—that is, my house. 

I would like to reflect on the important contribution of the member for Belmont, who understands this area vastly 
better than I do. His contribution to this debate is worthy of reading by all members in this house. The concern 
he raised in his contribution was the growth in general government sector debt from a positive $3.14 billion in 
2008 to debt of $5.5 billion. That is non-asset-type growth. As the member for Belmont highlighted, this puts 
paid to the misconception that the Liberal government is a better manager than Labor. Clearly, that is not the 
case, as history will show that the WA Liberal–National government has increased debt, while WA Labor cut 
debt. Clearly, from an analysis of this debate, WA Labor cares about the financial future of our state. The 
member for Belmont hit the nail on the head when he stated that this was political trickery to reframe the debate 
to hide the financial reality behind the smoke and mirrors and political spin whereby the Premier will argue that 
his government is providing for the future and that WA Labor squanders it. The reality is that this government is 
only delivering debt that needs to be met by future generations, while WA Labor’s history is of reducing debt. 

This future fund is being established at a time when, on the one hand, we are told that the commonwealth is 
taking away our share of the GST and depleting our resources, while on the other hand we have been told that 
we have enough to put aside in a future fund for 20 years. There is nothing genuine to this other than to try to 
siphon funds from the royalties for regions fund without the community recognising that a bit of a dodgy 
deal has been done. In its opposition to future funds, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western 
Australia publication “Examining the issues of Sovereign Wealth Funds” discusses the opportunity cost of not 
doing infrastructure work now with these funds. It states that although the introduction of a sovereign fund will 
preserve wealth for future generations, it will not necessarily maximise it. Further, it outlines that debt levels 
in both federal and state jurisdictions also remain elevated and future surpluses must go first to reducing this 
debt. 
If the question before us is whether the best way to use the revenue collected in this boom or, as the Premier 
spins it, to preserve the mineral prosperity of today for the future is not to spend that revenue, we have to look at 
the argument put by the Treasurer that what we are doing with the future fund is not spending what we have 
now. The problem with this position is that the government is spending it at record rates and debt is growing 
from a manageable $3 billion to $18 billion, with debt estimated to reach $24 billion, to fund pet projects such as 
the Perth foreshore project. 
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The most telling comments in this debate were from the former Treasurer the member for Bateman during the 
budget estimates hearing on 30 May 2012. He said — 

It seems likely that at various points in time over a 20-year period for an instrument such as the future 
fund, there will be a gulf between the interest received from the investments in the future fund and the 
interest that is paid on whatever debt might be borne by the state at the time. I certainly accept that that 
is the case. 

In response to a question put to him by the member for Victoria Park, he went on to say — 
I would be happy to acknowledge, as I properly should, that, generally speaking, over a long period 
more will be paid on debt than will be paid on invested moneys in the type of conservative investment 
portfolio that we are talking about here. 

Further, the member for Bateman said — 

But I accept the fundamental point that the member is making; that is, between paying off debt to the 
tune of $1.1 billion and investing $1.1 billion, will there be a differential over 20 years and thereby a 
loss of some quantum between the interest being earned on the investment and the interest being paid 
on debt? I think the answer is that, yes, there likely will be. 

The member for Bateman, the previous Treasurer, said that when the return on the investment is compared with 
the interest paid on debt, it is quite likely that the government will be worse off over some period of time—
maybe the whole period of time. It is of significant concern that the future recurrent revenue that will be created, 
which is the whole purpose of the bill, will be minimal. The member for Rockingham outlined that fact, as did 
the members for Victoria Park, West Swan, Cannington and Balcatta. I think the member for Rockingham 
outlined that it was about $2.3 million, and that would barely pay for what is required in the health budget for a 
week. 
The member for Balcatta in his contribution went through the Treasury Corporation’s future fund investment 
framework document released by the Department of Treasury. Basically, given the assumption that everything 
goes well in the economy, Treasury predicts a growth rate in the future fund of 0.05 per cent—that is five basis 
points—which, as the member for Balcatta pointed out, is not enough to cover the $6 million running cost of the 
fund. Five basis points of $1 billion is $500 000, which leaves a running deficit of $5.5 million to even operate 
the future fund. Although we have put debt aside to deliver the political agenda of a legacy, after talking about 
the Mirrabooka light rail system for the past two years, it is yet to be delivered. That is something that could be 
invested in. In the CCI’s report into the issues of sovereign wealth funds, it referred to investing in that sort of 
infrastructure. There have been promises that an amount has been committed for planning, and I welcome that, 
but it is unlikely that the people of Mirrabooka will see the light rail delivered until, at best, just prior to the next 
election or, as is more likely, after the 2017 election. This is not what the people of the Mirrabooka area need. 
They need services and they need the delivery of an efficient and effective public transport system in the next 
year or so to relieve the congestion that they are experiencing. As a side point, although I welcome the 
$14 million for planning the Mirrabooka light rail, it would be good if the graphic that the Treasurer is using for 
the light rail reflected the diversity of Western Australia, let alone the diversity of Mirrabooka. 

[Member’s time extended.] 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: When I saw the graphic that was released, I made the funny quip that it appeared to me 
that it was not in Mirrabooka because it certainly did not reflect any of that area. I welcome the Minister for 
Transport outlining the light rail route for the member for West Swan. He said that $944 million of unallocated 
funds could be allocated to the Mirrabooka light rail. I certainly would feel a lot happier if the money had been 
allocated and committed to in the last budget. After such a long time of discussion, and although it is welcomed, 
this is something that the people of Mirrabooka want. If $944 million of unallocated funds could go towards it, I 
cannot see why that money cannot be allocated and the rail line begun. I am concerned that the minister alluded 
to the potential for this being partially or fully privately funded; the people of Mirrabooka want to enjoy the 
benefits that others in the community enjoy in having publicly funded transport. I would oppose a private 
transport system, as would the community, especially given the experience of the transport privatisation debacle 
in the eastern states.  

I was also concerned that the minister’s only commitment to the project was to do a business case; not the rail, 
but a case for the rail. Thankfully, that concern seems to have been quelled by the Premier’s interjection to the 
member for West Swan two days ago, when he said, “Yes, we made a decision”; let us hope that decision was to 
build the rail, not just for a business case. 

Building the rail is in keeping with the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia’s publication 
“Examining the Issues of Sovereign Wealth Funds”, which argues that improving our transport system and 
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investing in infrastructure that improves our economic growth should be the focus, not the opportunity cost of 
$130 million through locking away money in the future fund. The CCI states — 

Debt levels … remain elevated, and future surpluses must first go to reducing this debt. 

That must happen before setting up a future fund.  

I therefore agree with the Leader of the Opposition, who said — 

A future fund should be a priority when debt levels are low and when there is adequate social and 
economic infrastructure in the community. 

Had we acted appropriately and ethically in this place instead of politically, and sent this off to be looked at by a 
committee or had a proper debate instead of a political one, we may have come to that conclusion. Instead, the 
government determined that it wanted a political debate.  

When former federal Treasurer Costello set up the federal Future Fund, he used the surplus during a period of 
great growth because he needed to ensure that the surplus did not further overheat an economy that was growing 
at a probably unsustainable rate. He used it to plan for any future federal government serious liability. Again, 
that is not the case with the Western Australian Future Fund Bill. This is not a time of surpluses being used to 
reduce state debt or surpluses overheating the economy; in fact, reducing such debt would do our economy a 
great deal of good.  

Page 12 of the CCI’s document states — 

The State’s substantial infrastructure needs have also seen net debt rise to 7.5 per cent of Gross State 
Product (GSP) in 2011–12 and will rise to 8.7 per cent by 2014–15. As a result, Western Australia’s 
annual interest bill will rise from $305 million in 2010–11 to $605 million by 2014–15. 

That interest payment could go towards building efficient public transport in the Mirrabooka area, and is one of 
the reasons for reducing debt. My concern about the future fund is that it locks away funds that would be better 
spent now, and increases debt, which increases interest payments. It is not good management of Western 
Australia’s money. 

I live with the reality of a government department sitting on its own version of a future fund—that is, a vast tract 
of land bordered by Mirrabooka Avenue, Milldale Way and Chesterfield Road that the Department of Housing 
has sat on for 50 years, enjoying its appreciation. It has used the land to make its balance sheet look better, but 
the Mirrabooka region has suffered. I have repeatedly asked in this place and directly to the minister for the land 
to be developed; thankfully, it now looks like the Department of Housing is finally doing something. Signs have 
been erected by Croker Construction, and earth is being moved. Given that Croker is a specialist subdivisional 
contractor, I am hopeful this means that the foundations for housing are being established—an urgent need given 
the housing crisis. I have contacted the Department of Housing and asked what is going on with the land, and I 
have asked the City of Stirling, which is not sure. When I asked the Department of Housing, it told me it was 
unable to tell me what was going on, despite having had numerous briefings with it and the City of Stirling. I 
have had numerous direct exchanges with them over this land because it is of great interest to me. I have now 
spoken directly with the Minister for Housing about what is currently being done with the land; I have asked him 
to confirm that subdivision is being undertaken and that housing will be built. Given the urgent need for housing 
in the area, that would be a welcome announcement. But again, I am a bit concerned that we may get caught up 
in the political cycle, and that despite having spent three years arguing for this land to be developed, the 
announcement will be used for political point-scoring instead of what is good for the community as a whole and 
showing that we can work together on infrastructure needs.  

I welcome the Premier’s remarks on Tuesday on 6PR that properties around Mirrabooka could be redeveloped to 
assist in alleviating the affordable housing shortage being experienced in the community. I take it from those 
remarks that that is exactly what is about to occur on the land bordered by Mirrabooka Avenue and Milldale 
Way, and I welcome that. I also welcome the Premier’s remarks about the redevelopment of property in 
Mirrabooka meaning that a project like the New North project, which was established under the last government 
with the Satterley Property Group and was a great success in the Balga, Koondoola and Girrawheen area in 
redeveloping and revitalising housing in that area, could be established in the Mirrabooka and Westminster 
areas. I would certainly welcome that, and I believe it would also assist in going some way to meeting the 
demand for affordable housing in Western Australia. My only concern about the Milldale Way and Mirrabooka 
Avenue land is that the health department, having procured one of the lots at the south side of Milldale Way, will 
now sit on that land, and that the good work that the Department of Housing seems to have commenced on the 
northern site will be, I suppose, dragged down by the vacant land across the road. It certainly seems that the 
health department has no plans to use this land anytime soon, and locking up that asset to be used in the future 
will certainly not benefit the community.  
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During the estimates hearings this year I asked the minister a question—as I have in previous years—about what 
the land would be used for and whether there were any plans for it. The minister’s adviser detailed that the land 
was in long-term planning for health department activities in the area. Long term? How long does the 
community have to wait? That land has been vacant since the suburb was first developed 50-odd years ago, and 
the community is certainly over waiting for that land to be developed so that the economic prosperity that goes 
with having activities in an area is delivered to it.  

The submission I make to the Minister for Health and the Treasurer is that given it is unlikely that the health 
department will build on this for at least another 10 years, consideration should be given to allowing community 
organisations to build a facility on the land. The department could either vest or continue to own the land, but it 
would allow the land to be used in the short term rather than the long term, which would be much more 
beneficial to the community. If the land was used to deliver vital community services through non-government 
organisations, it certainly would benefit the whole community.  

I was recently able to assist five community agencies, led by the very able Northern Suburbs Community Legal 
Centre Service, to gain a lotteries grant to assess the feasibility of a lotteries house in Mirrabooka—what is now 
called a “shared facility”. The Health land would make this a reality, and that could deliver real benefits to the 
Mirrabooka community and wider eastern northern suburbs. If the government really wants to invest in the 
future, it needs to invest in people, particularly the people on the ground who create wellbeing in our community. 
This is an opportunity to create something for the future that can be delivered on the ground and be productive 
for the community; something concrete instead of sitting on those sorts of investments. We need to support 
organisations like the Northern Suburbs Legal Centre Service, which assists people to get licences and 
understand their rights; the Edmund Rice Centre, which works with youth and newly arrived migrants, assisting 
people to access affordable housing; the Metropolitan Migrant Resource Centre, which works with communities 
to improve governance; the Ishar Multicultural Women’s Health Centre, which works with women to give better 
independence in their health; the Muslim Women’s Support Centre, which although operating for 10 years 
recently lost its funding; the Smith Family, which works with the Communities for Children programs and helps 
deliver essential programs such as the Anglicare Community Parks Project; and MercyCare, which does great 
work with the community through training and hands-on work in the community. All those organisations work to 
deliver for our future. A community centre that uses that land in Mirrabooka would ensure that it is able to 
deliver into the community and make a productive community in the Mirrabooka area.  
One of my questions about the future fund—it is quite an interesting concept—is, I suppose, a philosophical 
question. Is it necessary? We are selling off or in this case transferring housing assets into the community and 
the private sector. Years ago a government future fund would have been the land we owned to build our public 
housing on—the assets that would grow in value and the development areas that we would purchase. They 
would be our future funds—those infrastructure investments in land that we would then develop or housing that 
we would develop. All of those things are being taken over into the private sector—our hospitals, our land, our 
community sector housing. We are now having to put money aside because we no longer invest in those cold 
hard assets on the ground. 

Real investment in our suburbs—action not words—would deliver a future for the people of Mirrabooka, one 
that addresses congestion and deals with day-to-day concerns such as the cost of living. That is the future for 
people in Mirrabooka, and that is the future they want to see. 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [12.21 pm]: I thank members for the opportunity to make my contribution to this 
debate on the Western Australian Future Fund Bill 2012. I will not cause any heart palpitations for the 
government Whip by counting heads around the chamber, because of the time of day it is and also for the fact 
that what I have to say will probably be nothing more than a repeat of what many have already said in this 
place—maybe a little more elegantly, I would like to think, than some. The important point to note, though, is 
why everybody on this side of the chamber who has spoken on this bill is fundamentally in agreement with the 
idea and concept of the future fund but so completely opposed to this future fund. It is an interesting insight, 
because we have had a dissembling of this whole argument by various members of various backgrounds and 
various persuasions, experience, thought and engagement on this whole issue, none less so than the lead speaker, 
the member for Victoria Park, who spent a significant amount of his time talking about the manner and form 
argument in relation to the capacity for this bill to do what it sets out to deliver in legislative form—that is, retain 
its shape and be untouched by any future government until the fund’s maturation in 2032. 

We also heard from the member for Cannington, who spoke quite well about the actual net proceeds that would 
likely accrue and all the risks that are associated around the likely accrual of income at maturation in 2032. It is 
particularly concerning. The member for Belmont gave the best rendition of why this is just nothing more than 
political pap—nothing more than, as the member for Kwinana said, an inoculation of the electorate to why the 
debt that has been rattled up under this government since 2008 is at a record high.  
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It must be absolutely galling for those in this chamber who believe in sovereign wealth funds and in the effect 
they can have in a range of ways if they have enough scale, particularly in offsetting and hedging our exposure to 
global markets, which a little state like Western Australia is increasingly exposed to and will continue to be 
exposed to as we have the rise of the Association of South-East Asian Nations capability in the Asian century, as 
is often talked about. It must also be particularly galling for those in this chamber who are professionally trained 
as economists and have actually worked as economists to see such a successful idea globally, the idea of 
sovereign wealth funds, butchered for pure political return.  

I hope we can hear from some government members to understand how they in good conscience can support 
something like this that is highly unlikely to deliver a meaningful impact. I do not have to go too far to find some 
commentary. I have never heard the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia quoted more 
often by my side of the chamber than in this debate. The CCI, as has been said, is not necessarily any great friend 
of Labor. We are often at odds with the tenor and substance of some of the things it says. It has certainly dealt 
Labor governments a harsh hand, but, again, members cannot deny the fact that somebody who looks at the 
economy of Western Australia from a commercial perspective, day in and day out, would come out so strongly 
against this particular sovereign wealth fund. Many on this side of the chamber have given unqualified support to 
the idea of the future fund but unqualified resistance to this particular fund, which is a sovereign fund you have 
when you do not have a sovereign fund—literally a Clayton’s sovereign fund. 
I will not leave my own speech without a quote from the CCI. It is quite telling. The CCI states — 

While there may be an argument for capturing some of the benefits of the depletion of non-renewable 
resources for future generations, productivity enhancing reforms — 

I underscore that — 

and investment today will deliver substantial benefits for both current and future generations. 

It goes on to say that basically the state debt will rise to approximately $24 billion. The CCI believes this will 
limit regular contributions from the government that are essential to give the fund its critical mass—it is about 
the critical mass—that it should deliver.  

Here we have a longstanding contributor to the economic debate in this state—in fact, I think it is the second 
oldest chamber in the state behind the Fremantle Chamber of Commerce—coming out so strongly in a 18-page 
document to disassemble the rationale and the likelihood of this particular sovereign wealth fund delivering what 
it means. 

As the member for Cannington and others in this place have already said—the Premier talked about it in his 
second reading speech—the projected income from this in 2032, with a lot of provisos along the way, will be 
approximately $130 million in today’s dollars. That raises the question: what will the same money buy now? 
Many members on this side have spent their time talking about a multiplier effect of a dollar spent now and the 
investment curve that would be delivered. It becomes a value-for-money argument. Is it more important to go 
into more debt and put that money away and think we are going to beat the market? We are going to take a AAA 
debt and invest it in a AA world. Who is to know the future of that investment market as we go towards 2032? 

On that value-for-money argument, the CCI also makes a good contribution — 

While the introduction of a SWF will preserve wealth for future generations, it will not necessarily 
maximise it.  

This is the essential contention. What is the best bang for buck? What is it that we could do, be it with the current 
debt levels and current income levels, that would be the best outcome? People in Western Australia and 
Australia do this every day of the week. They make choices between investments. They make choices between 
savings, equity markets, investment property and any other legitimate investment. The CCI continues — 

Excluding potential financial returns through investments, the creation of a sovereign wealth fund 
merely transfers wealth from one generation to the next. 

That is excluding potential financial returns. It is about the exclusion of those returns, and we have already 
identified that the best case, we believe, is $130 million a year from 2032.  
The CCI goes on — 

This effectively reduces the prosperity of the current generation under the assumption future 
Governments will spend the proceeds wisely. 

That is, under the assumption that future governments will spend the proceeds wisely. The question is about the 
gift, which is the income inflows that the government is getting from iron ore, let alone anything else. We 
concentrate on iron ore because it is the central theme. Since the Barnett government came into power in 2008, 
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iron ore has delivered $12.8 billion worth of royalties into the state budget; last year alone it delivered 
$4.2 billion. I do not think in our very best year in government we got above $1 billion worth of royalty take. 
That gives a sense of the scale of the gift that is being delivered. 

If we look to the past to give us a sense of what the future holds, we can see that those figures are on the back of 
record commodity prices. We are therefore in a price boom, and I think we still are. I stand corrected, but the 
historical mean price for iron ore is $US70 a tonne. Imagine when it comes back to the historical mean. It is a 
“historical” mean for a reason, meaning it will come back to that mean. What will be the impact of the historical 
mean? We know that every US dollar that comes off the price of iron ore has an effect on the state budget: the 
state budget loses around $33 million. I think in the last six months alone, and maybe for even longer, the price 
of iron ore has fallen by around $US30 a tonne. Although on one side there is a price boom, on the other side 
there is a structural step change both in Western Australia and globally on the demand-side requirements and the 
supply-side capacity of iron ore and other bulk commodities such as coal. The basics and equilibrium of 
economics dictate that global supply will match demand in due course, but it is along the way that we intend to 
extract some sort of dividend that will come long after this supposed boom has changed. I question the 
assumption that productive output and global demand will come back to the historical mean. Who would suggest 
that we will not see royalty inflows in excess of $2 billion or $3 billion well into the future and well beyond 
2032? 

The question that therefore comes to us is: what will we do with the dough from the proceeds of this gift? I give 
the government some credit for infrastructure investment, particularly economic infrastructure investment. In 
using this money it has made a reasonable stab at increasing spending. There is no question that to see that we 
need look no further than at state debt; as I said, it is projected to reach $22.866 billion by 2015. I have not seen 
the latest revised figure but I think that is close enough for the purposes of the argument today. The tax take 
therefore from that will be huge. When we contrast debt against revenue, the government is taking a punt that it 
will have continuing revenue inflows to support the assumptions of the state future fund. 

Another point I make, which is worthy of contributing to these things that we have not heard a lot about, is about 
good debt and bad debt. There are two things that a state government does: it delivers services and it enhances 
and manages its revenue. States are fundamentally service delivery agencies. Think of health, education and 
policing; they are all services. They are not income-generating services. In fact, in my shadow housing portfolio, 
housing is not an income-producing asset. The housing asset has about $7 billion worth of deployed capital, if 
we want to talk about it in those terms. It is in fact inefficient deployed capital, as the government has an 
appreciating asset in the land on which the houses sit but the houses themselves are depreciating. Members need 
only think about a 70-year-old fibro war service home in their own electorate to know that it is in a sense 
worthless. In fact, the cost of maintenance alone of one of those homes would make members blanch if they 
were the landlord. They would not want to own it and the first thing they would do is knock it over and put 
something on it because of the depreciation value they would get from building something new. The good debt 
argument therefore needs to be raised because that debt produces future wealth. 

This comes to the point about the future fund. Do we invest by good debt into the economic infrastructure of this 
state to ensure that it can deliver better for 2032? Imagine a poor kid coming out of university in 2032 and going 
out into the big wide world with this gift we have given them—$130 million a year, maybe recurrent. That is 
assuming it does not get taken by successive governments, as the manner and form provisions in this bill are 
questionable at best. In fact, this bill presupposes that we have a choice in spending this money. In fact, we are 
not given a choice. It is an attempt by the government to lock up a stream of revenue in a way that can do no 
good. The choice is therefore actually Hobson’s choice. For those who are not familiar with that cliché—I 
suppose it is a cliché now—Hobson’s choice says that you take it or leave it; it is either this or nothing. The 
assumption in the argument in this bill is that we must have this future fund or nothing. For those who might 
recall, the Hobson of Hobson’s choice was Thomas Hobson, born in 1544, who was the owner of a delivery 
stable of about 40 horses. The way the stable worked was people got there and thought they had a choice 
between 40 horses, but they could take only the horse closest to the door, because Hobson did not want people 
choosing the brilliant 17-hand steed. He wanted to rotate his fleet, so Hobson’s choice was taking the one nearest 
the door. People thought they had choice but they did not. That is, as opposed to Mawson’s choice — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Which one is that? 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: The fork in the road. I am sorry, it is Mason’s choice. It is about the fork in the road, which 
gives the impression that people have a choice between two quite different options, but in fact when they look at 
them, there is no choice between them. So there was Thomas Hobson sitting in Cambridge, England giving us 
his Hobson’s choice. Henry Ford also had a Hobson’s choice: people could buy a car in any colour they wanted 
as long as it was black! That was the way those people approached choice; it presupposed that the option was 
either this or nothing. 
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I contend that this bill is not about nothing; there is the other future fund. Many members on this side of the 
chamber have expressed an opinion about what the government could do if it chose the other; that is, if it chose 
to invest this record gift in the order of $4 billion a year in royalties alone in a way that would result in an 
income-generating or income-multiplying asset. The government said that it has made record investment in 
infrastructure. I would not necessarily disagree with that because the numbers are there. The government might 
carve out good debt from bad debt and talk about the sort of debt that is actually income producing and 
producing an economic multiplier, and then we might get to the nub of whether we can make a fair assessment 
about the investment choices that this government has made. What we see actually is an erratic set of 
unstructured choices. A high school in a marginal electorate will get a massive injection at the cost of every 
other high school; for example, Willetton Senior High School versus John Curtin College of the Arts and schools 
in my patch. 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member! 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: I thought there was an interjection but I was not sure. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: That was me! 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Did the Treasurer have his hand up the member for Riverton’s jacket or back? The Labor 
Party has always supported education in this state. The member for Riverton of all people should know that he 
cannot dissemble an argument like that from there—another member’s seat! 

Dr M.D. Nahan: You mention Willetton high school. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: I do, and I also mention John Curtin. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Riverton! 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: I also mention John Curtin. I will also mention Hamilton Senior High School, Mirrabooka, 
Balga and any other school, Port Hedland—you name it! In fact, Port Hedland has done well and has rebuilt 
itself. I wonder who did that. Who did that? I move on.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: The question is: if we do not accept the assumption that this is Hobson’s choice and it does 
come down to what we would do now. What would we do differently to ensure that we are not wasting time and 
sitting idly by twiddling our thumbs until 2032 waiting for $130 million in today’s dough? It is a question of 
choice and I am not so sure that this government has been immune from the idea that it can fund only those 
things that meet its peculiar set of criteria for measurement. The Labor Party, as we can imagine, has a plan for 
this. This is the other fund, a fund called “Infrastructure WA”, a fund for which we take the proceeds of this gift, 
which I believe will be a recurrent theme in the future. When in government, we will create a state infrastructure 
strategy that will establish priorities for infrastructure planning and investment across Western Australia for the 
next 20 years. We will establish with “Infrastructure WA” an independent body of senior, private and public 
sector representatives reporting directly to the Premier on all major infrastructure projects. It is only when we get 
to a situation in which we can transparently and methodically go through why we would spend one dollar on 
project X — 

[Quorum formed.]  

Mr P.C. TINLEY: “Infrastructure WA” is an opportunity for us to create once and for all a methodology by 
which we might choose projects that will deliver strategic outcomes to this state. We need a method that would 
go beyond the pork-barrelling that occurs when millions and millions of dollars are spent in particular electorates 
at the cost of economic infrastructure. Of course, spending money on schools is absolutely essential and 
completely supported, because that is part of the economic infrastructure of the state; that is called the soft 
infrastructure of the human capital that we need to invest in daily. I draw members’ attention to the idea that the 
architecture is already in place by which we could start a methodology for “Infrastructure WA”. 

There are various plans that look out into the future. For example, the Public Transport Authority put one out and 
there is Directions 2031, which I believe is a reasonable stab at assessing where we are going in terms of the 
built environment and refers to how we might be able to deliver the required infrastructure spend to have an 
economic outcome and a social outcome and to have a multiplying effect on the economy. A really good 
example of Directions 2031 is that it produces a number of activity centres across the city—just focusing on 
Perth—and we will talk about how it will deliver a housing solution and a liveable city solution for nearly 3.5 
million people on current estimates. An example of that worth delving into is the Stirling regional centre just to 
our north. There is also of course the Murdoch activity centre, which even more pressingly has a need for 
infrastructure spend. Why would we want to spend money there rather than put it into a future fund? The reason 
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is that we would get a massive uplift in valuations for property owners, private and public. I noted that the 
member for Nollamara talked about government landholdings and the effectiveness or the productivity of the 
deployed capital that is represented in those lands, and the Stirling regional centre is one such example. All that 
is needed to get stage 1 done is $300 million to invest in the Stephenson Highway redevelopment, and the 
redundant road reserve and the redundant government land alone would deliver a significant amount of usable 
land. 

Think of delivering the cost of infrastructure to Stirling or Murdoch in comparison with the cost of delivering 
infrastructure to Keralup, for example. There could potentially be 90 000 dwellings there, and this is not an 
argument about whether Keralup should or should not happen; that is for a different day and a different time. 
What I am asking is: do we deliver the schools, the transport and the utilities to Keralup or do we leverage the 
deployed capital in our zones already requiring them—for example, Stirling regional centre? If we already have 
services, public transport and usable land there, or as I like to call it, unproductive deployed capital, why would 
we not leverage that up? Why would we go to the edge of the city where it would cost a motza to deliver 
services, when we could actually deliver them in some small part? Relative to Keralup, it is only small, but there 
is more than one activity centre. 
We need something like “Infrastructure WA” that would assess all the activity centres on the basis of criteria that 
are completely transparent and that are completely comparative in relation to the business cases that each and 
every one of them would put up. For example, from my understanding of the investment in the Stirling regional 
centre, it has an aspired target population of 25 000 residents; 25 000 living in close proximity to the CBD would 
allow the centre to create its own world. It has a target dwelling floor space of 1.2 million square metres—that is 
just dwellings, not commercial space. Stirling city centre itself would accommodate about 30 000 jobs. A 
consultant engaged by the Stirling City Centre Alliance to quantify the sustainability performance for the Stirling 
city centre stage 1 development area showed that, compared with a business-as-usual development, the Stirling 
city centre stage 1 can achieve a 47 per cent reduction in energy-related greenhouse gas emissions and a 73 per 
cent reduction in grid electricity consumption. Imagine that—a 73 per cent reduction in grid electricity 
consumption and a 67 per cent reduction of peak electricity demand, which is probably the more important point. 
There would be a 36 per cent reduction in water consumption and a 31 per cent reuse rate of waste water. In 
addition, compared with an average resident of the Perth metro area—the Keralup example—a resident living in 
the Stirling city centre development area, stage 1 alone, is estimated to emit 54 per cent less greenhouse gas 
emissions, consume 76 per cent less potable water, drive 52 per cent less kilometres and save 34 per cent on 
energy, water and transport costs. If that is not an economic multiplier for investment now, and not waiting, I do 
not know what is.  

My next point is more like a question. We could go through the appraisal criteria and put into the debate the idea 
of how we would deliver such transparent criteria that allow people to see where the priorities of government are 
for spending and that could follow a contiguous theme in relation to the intellectual process the criteria went 
through. That is what “Infrastructure WA” will do, and that is what I would do. My question, which I put on the 
record for the economists in the room and those who are taking an interest, is: if we receive this $130 million 
revenue inflow, what effect, if any—it is an open question—will it have in the future in relation to fiscal 
equalisation? Will it be taken as part of the total windfall take or will we have just offset against GST? I would 
really enjoy the Treasurer’s contemplation of that, because I am not so sure he would immediately have an 
answer for us. What would be the impact of such a thing in relation to the future revenue inflows of the state and 
how will it affect the horizontal fiscal equalisation program? 
My final point is that “Infrastructure WA” is a very good example of the choices we have. It is not just a choice 
about whether we spend the money now in the helter-skelter fashion of this government; it is about investing the 
money now in economic multipliers that are, in a transparent way, delivering true economic returns for the 
state—true multipliers that will far outstrip the market. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 6327.]  
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