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CASINO (BURSWOOD ISLAND) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 August. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [12.09 pm]:  The opposition will not oppose the Casino (Burswood 
Island) Agreement Amendment Bill, but it raises many questions that I intend to canvass in the next few 
minutes.  In canvassing these questions, I note the support of the Burswood Entertainment Complex for the bill.  
Nevertheless, questions need to be asked about the structure of the bill, what it means and its genesis.  The 
second reading of the bill in this house was conducted on 14 August 2007.  If members and the public read the 
second reading speech to refresh their memories, they will think that it is a very minor and inoffensive bill that 
contains only a couple of small insignificant provisions; that is, there are some changes to the way that the 
Burswood Park Board can expend funds and to the composition of the Burswood Park Board.  However, there is 
very little detail apart from that in the second reading speech, which is only a couple of paragraphs long. 

To trace the true history of the bill, we need to go back a little in time.  Members will be well aware that the 
history of the Burswood Entertainment Complex began in about 1985 when the Burswood Park Board was 
established out of the construction of Burswood Casino and the associated facilities.  We need to acknowledge 
that the Burswood Park Board has done an excellent job since 1985.  It is responsible for the grounds of 
Burswood Park, which is a significant entry statement to Perth.  It has been funded over those years by 
Burswood’s commitment of $1 million or one per cent of revenue to the Burswood Park Board.  Of course, 
$1 million as a base figure was quickly exceeded by one per cent of revenue over the years, and that is the way it 
has been since 1985.  The Director General of the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor chairs the 
Burswood Park Board, which is largely responsible for the golf course, which, I am told, is pretty much self-
funding.  The board has other commitments to maintain the park in general and also to some capital 
infrastructure, including changing the magnificent flower displays, which are observed by people who drive past 
or access the park at various times.  I am told that the budget for those commitments is about $2.7 million to 
$3 million per annum.  The board does a very good job of maintaining and enhancing this entry statement to 
Perth, and we should acknowledge that. 

The bill contains a deal to provide extra money via the Burswood Park Board for the management of the Swan 
and Canning Rivers.  As I have said, we heard about this in parliamentary proceedings when the second reading 
speech was conducted on 14 August this year.  However, we must analyse the situation a little more deeply than 
that.  It is incidental to the bill, but, historically, the development of the Burswood Casino complex was pretty 
controversial in its day.  The genesis of the bill dates back to a media release of Hon Mark McGowan, who was 
at that time the Minister for Racing and Gaming and Minister for the Environment.  A media release was issued 
on 29 August 2006, nearly a year prior to the bill’s introduction and second reading in Parliament.  I will 
concentrate on these dates a little, because members will see that the media release came first.  It is not unusual 
that the spin came first.  I suggest that the spin was generated by the 70 or more people in the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet who are paid more than $100 000 of taxpayers’ money and who are responsible for nothing 
other than government spin and media manipulation.  The media statement of Hon Mark McGowan, who was at 
that time Minister for Racing and Gaming, states -  

The Carpenter Government has secured the future of the iconic Swan and Canning river system by 
making it the multi-million dollar beneficiary of an increased levy on casino gaming machine revenue. 

That is a very expansive claim.  It continues - 

Mr McGowan said the arrangement meant the river would benefit in the long term through access to a 
secure and growing pool of funds linked to the profitability of the Burswood casino. 

This is the introduction of Burswood’s financial support for this scheme.  However, we must ask the question, 
and I will dwell on this a little later on: is this really a levy?  It seems more like a corporate tax, because there is 
very little, if any, association between the money collected and the service delivered.  I am sure that, in this case, 
members of a particular standing committee of Parliament who know more about these issues will question this 
sort of funding of a particular service.  Who will pay for this?  Of course, the punter who plays the machines or 
the table games at Burswood Casino will pay eventually.  Here comes the deal to finance this -  

The Minister said the Government had negotiated the increased levy after the Burswood Entertainment 
Complex . . . applied to the Gaming and Wagering Commission for approval to refurbish the casino and 
for more electronic gaming machines to meet additional demand during peak periods. 

We need to understand the details of this deal. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Are you saying that we should not allow it to grow its business at all? 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No, I am not saying anything at the moment; I am just outlining the history so that 
members understand where this bill has come from.  It is not quite as simple as it appears on the surface.  The 
media release continues -  

It had sought an additional 50 new electronic gaming machines and 12 table games to be installed in the 
new $29million international room, opening in October 2006. 

This is the scale of the deal - 

Further, an extra 200 electronic gaming machines and 23 table games would be phased in - subject to 
the approval of the Gaming and Wagering Commission - during the refurbishment and expansion of the 
main gaming floor, due to be completed in 2009. 

If approved, this would mean that by 2009, the casino would be licensed for a total of 1,750 electronic 
gaming machines and 170 table games. 

Where the money will come from is detailed a little further on in the media release - 

Mr McGowan said the levy on gaming machine revenue would increase to 1.5 per cent on January 1, 
2007 and to two per cent on January 1, 2008. 

“The casino currently pays the Burswood Park Board - a State Government entity - a levy of one per 
cent to develop and maintain the Burswood Park,” . . .  

“This provides about $3.4million each year to fund the BPB’s costs and this will increase to $4.2million 
as the additional machines and tables come on stream. 

The media release goes on a little more and claims that the government remains steadfast in its ban on poker 
machines and so on, but it does not mention a single thing about the changes to the composition of the Burswood 
Park Board or the mechanics of how the extra money that will be collected will achieve the stated aim of saving 
the Swan and Canning Rivers.  That is the spin Mr - Madam Deputy Chair - sorry; welcome, Madam Deputy 
President (Hon Sheila Mills)!   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Get it right.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Third time lucky.   
That is the spin from 29 August.  A couple of days later, on 31 August, the minister actually saw fit to write to 
the Town of Victoria Park.  He had already publicly announced that he was changing the composition of the 
Burswood Park Board, which affected the Town of Victoria Park, but he did not see fit to write to the council 
until a couple of days after that public announcement.  A letter sent to the chief executive officer of the Town of 
Victoria Park explained the changes to the composition of the board.  These changes involve the two members 
currently nominated by Burswood Casino becoming one member nominated by Burswood Casino; the two 
members currently nominated by the Town of Victoria Park becoming one member nominated by the Town of 
Victoria Park; and the two members currently nominated by the Gaming and Wagering Commission becoming 
one member nominated by the minister responsible for the administration of the Swan and Canning Rivers 
Management Act, and two members, one of whom is to be president of the board, appointed directly by the 
Minister for Racing and Gaming.  They are pretty significant changes to the composition of the Burswood Park 
Board.  Under the proposed changes the Town of Victoria Park will miss out, and it is not too happy about that.  
In its reply dated 5 October 2006 to the then Minister for the Environment and Minister for Racing and Gaming, 
Mark McGowan, the Town of Victoria Park pointed out that - 

. . . Council has reservations - notwithstanding your re-assurance to the contrary - whether the current 
standard of maintenance of Burswood Park will, in the future, be maintained at its present high level.   

In view of this concern the Town believes it would be in the interest of all stakeholders that a 
comprehensive pictorial and statistical audit be undertaken of the Park’s current condition/standards as 
a benchmark against which future assessments can be measured or compared.   

My first question to the minister is: can the minister indicate to the house whether the Town of Victoria Park’s 
request for a comprehensive pictorial and statistical audit of the park’s current condition and standards will be 
undertaken as a benchmark for the future?  Has that been done?  If not, will it be done, and when?  If not, why 
not?  That is basically the history of the issue.  I do not know whether the Town of Victoria Park was kept 
completely in the dark about these changes until it received the letter from the minister, but it has some serious 
reservations about its declining membership on the Burswood Park Board, and so it should.   

The extra money that will be generated from the increased levy on gaming activities at Burswood will be handed 
over to the Swan River Trust at the direction of the Minister for Racing and Gaming.  I understand that the Swan 
River Trust will then determine project priorities.  Perhaps the minister could provide in her summing up of the 
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debate a little more information about how that process will work, because we all need to understand how that 
extra money, which will be a significant amount over the coming years, will be channelled into the stated 
purpose, which is the maintenance and enhancement of the Swan and Canning Rivers.  By the way, the 
opposition supports that aim.  Nobody should think that we do not support that.  In fact, the opposition has been 
very proactive in this area by promoting a Swan River rejuvenation policy prior to any of these announcements 
being made.   

This bill involves an obvious trade-off by Burswood to get extra electronic gaming machines and table games.  
In other words, the government had it over a barrel.  Burswood wanted to get some extra gaming machines and 
table games.  When it went to the government, the government said, “All right, we’ll grant you the extra 
machines and table games that you want, but in return we will screw your profits to an extra degree and channel 
that money to some other cause.”  That, to me, amounts to a corporate tax.  There is absolutely no relationship 
between the payer, which ultimately will be the punter who goes to Burswood and plays on the machines, and 
the service that will be provided, which is the cleaning up of the Swan and Canning Rivers or contributions 
towards their maintenance.  This is a cost-shifting exercise by the government.  The tax will be paid by a private 
business, which will collect the money from its punters.  Funds were formerly provided to the Swan River Trust 
from the consolidated fund.  Under this cost-shifting exercise, instead of using several million dollars from the 
consolidated fund, the state government will collect money from a private, commercial operation.  We must ask 
what will be next in terms of corporate responsibility.  Where will government go next to identify a need for a 
specific amount of money and a specific effort?  There are many such needs, as we know.  Rather than paying 
the funds out of the consolidated fund, will the government target a particular enterprise, business or sector of 
the community to pay a tax?  There is a whole lot of difference between a user-pays system and a targeted 
system under which a sector or an individual corporation pays taxes for something with which it has virtually no 
association or only a small association.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No-one has set a target.  If, at the end of the day, the number of people who are gaming 
at Burswood is reduced, the revenue from gaming will be reduced.  It is not as though a predetermined target has 
been set.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Does the minister think that that is going to happen? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I am just saying that it is subject to variation in terms of product demand.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is subject to variation.  I do not have the figures in front of me, but I would be 
confident in standing here and saying that the variation has been in a continual upward trend since 1985.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  And has the population been static since that time?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No.  The minister said that there is a possibility that the figure may go down.  I am a 
very conservative punter, but a punt that I might be willing to take is that that will not happen.  It is not likely to 
happen.   

I wanted to point out that, ultimately, the punters at Burswood Casino will pay this extra levy, which will then be 
translated by a certain mechanism to achieve the stated aim of saving the Swan River.  I hope the minister will 
explain that mechanism for us in a little more detail, so that we can all understand the accountability of that 
money chain to its final purpose.  We have some idea from the figures that have been provided of the number of 
extra electronic gaming machines and table games that have been allowed as a result of this trade-off.  Perhaps 
the minister will confirm for us whether there has been any change to the information that was released publicly 
in August 2006.  That might then make the minister hesitate a little when she stands and has a shot at someone 
else for promoting - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That’s just not my character that you’re talking about! 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  No.  I hope that since the minister made those comments in this place some months 
ago, after recently taking on this portfolio, she has realised a little more about her portfolio and that it involves 
the approval of significant gaming activities in this state. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Honourable member, if anyone has experience across many portfolios, it is I, I can 
assure you. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Don’t worry, you’ll find one that agrees with you one day! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I think this is it!  I think we’ve hit the jackpot! 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I could say that the minister’s experience with the education and training portfolio may 
not have been the experience she wished for.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It wasn’t all bad. 
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Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It was not all bad!  That may be so from the minister’s perspective. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  They’re still recovering! 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Mind you, you spent longer in that portfolio than you probably did at school! 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Madam Deputy President (Hon Sheila Mills), rather than get distracted further, I will 
wind up my comments. 

Perhaps the minister will also address the very important question that she introduced about the potential for 
some variation over the years.  If there is a variation, and if there is a downward trend, what mechanism will be 
involved in the system to protect the amount of dollars available for the Burswood Park Board?  If that threshold 
sinks below the amount required to be outlaid by the Burswood Park Board for its current projects, which is 
roughly $3 million, what protection will there be in the whole scheme of things to maintain that funding to the 
board?  As we all acknowledge, the board does an excellent job on the significant public facility and entry 
statement into Perth.  We do not want any extra money raised by the levy hived off to the Swan River trust or for 
it to become a convenient cash cow for more projects in the future by raising it an extra one or two per cent, 
which may not sound very much, but it would be a significant amount of dollars.  Raising the levy by one or two 
per cent would virtually double the amount paid by the punters at Burswood, the end result being that the returns 
on their gaming activities would be reduced.  The minister cannot have it any other way; that is the fact of the 
matter.  The punters at Burswood will now know that two per cent of their money going into the machines or 
onto the table games will go towards this levy, whereas it was previously one per cent.  They all hope for a 
return, of course, but the returns in a macro sense will be diminished as a result of this bill. 

The opposition does not oppose the bill.  However, I must say that the government has been a bit sneaky in 
promoting it as something that it is not.  It was promoted as a saviour for the Swan River.  No-one has a problem 
with that; the Swan River needs attention and funds are needed to achieve that.  However, the government was 
deceptive in promoting the bill as the saviour of the Swan River without a clear indication in the initial public 
announcements about where and from whom the money was coming.  Now, hopefully, the public will 
understand fully what this bill means to the state of Western Australia. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.34 pm]:  Madam Deputy President (Hon Sheila Mills), 
welcome! 
I want to make a few comments on this bill.  I have listened with interest to Hon Barry House’s comments and 
agree with a lot of them.  It is an interesting bill in that it appears not to do very much.  The Greens (WA) 
certainly will not oppose the bill.  The two main measures in the bill are to expand the purpose on which the 
Burswood Park Board may expend its funds and to change the composition of the board itself.  On one level I 
accept that it is a welcome addition to the funds that go towards the environmental management of the Swan 
River.  However, on another level, I agree with Hon Barry House that when the media statement was released in 
August 2006 I thought it was a bit over the top to claim that the Carpenter government had secured the future of 
the Swan and Canning river system.  Those sorts of statements always make me somewhat nervous because 
certainly it will take money to achieve that, but it will also take a long time.  As I said, we do not oppose the idea 
of providing funds for environmental management; however, it does concern me that this particular arrangement 
is linking gambling to environmental outcomes.  I, in fact, wrote an article for the newsletter of the Conservation 
Council WA and made a comparison with a historical decision of the government in the United Kingdom.  Back 
in the 1950s and 1960s the UK government decided to take a heavy toll from the sales of tobacco and tobacco 
products for the health budget.  I guess there is a more direct link between tobacco and health, but that income 
stream became very important to the health department in the UK and it resulted in the government being very 
reluctant to tackle the issue of the impact of tobacco.  This bill, I suggest, could present the same scenario.  There 
is an incentive to ensure that people continue to gamble or continue to pump - and waste, quite frankly - an 
enormous amount of money into gambling.  We know that gambling is addictive for some people.  I 
philosophically would rather not see benefits for the environment linked to the harm that gambling can cause.  
However, the Greens (WA) will not oppose the bill. 

I perhaps do not share Hon Barry House’s concerns about the one or two per cent of the turnover that will go 
into this levy.  I understand the argument about it being a tax on business, but I do not have a philosophical 
problem with that.  This is a sector of business that makes an enormous amount of money and - what can I say? - 
I think some of it is questionable.  Of course, the Greens have always had a question mark about the casino itself.  
I remind members that it is the only place in which smoking continues to be allowed in an enclosed public 
space - the international gambling room - and I believe that is wrong.  The Greens argued against the legislation 
for that at the time of its proposal, because if we agreed that passive smoking should not be allowed to affect 
employees, it equally applied to employees working in the casino.  I know that at that time the relevant union 
also had a lot to say about that.  Hopefully, one of these days that issue will be addressed and smoking will be 
banned from all parts of the casino.  Those comments are not quite related to the bill, but as we are discussing 
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the Burswood casino, it is important to remind members that in dealing with health matters there is unfinished 
business. 

The Greens (WA) will support this bill.  However, we acknowledge that the way the funding stream has been 
brought about has been done with a bit of sleight of hand.  It certainly was not clearly laid out at the time the bill 
was first announced, and we express our reservations about linking a fund stream to what is often a social ill, 
which is gambling. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [12.39 pm]:  I thank 
members for their contributions.  Quite clearly, they have gone to some length to look at the detail of the bill.  
Hon Barry House raised a number of questions, however, I will now quickly summarise the aims of this 
legislation.   

The Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Amendment Bill 2007 will ratify the eleventh supplementary 
agreement and, under its requirements, we are unable to amend the agreement.  We have to accept it in the form 
that it is or reject it.  I am, therefore, pleased that members have put on the record their acceptance of this 
agreement.  It gives effect to the other changes required to implement the strategy.  For example, it expands the 
purposes on which the Burswood Park Board may expend its funds to include the protection and the 
enhancement of the ecological and community benefits and the amenity of the Swan and Canning Rivers and 
associated lands.  It also changes the composition of the board that manages and controls the Burswood Park 
C-class reserve to better reflect the changing role of the Burswood Park Board.   

Hon Barry House focused on a number of issues around the proposed changes to the composition of the board.  
First, I will point out that the Town of Victoria Park is not a signatory to this agreement.  Burswood Park does 
indeed rest within the boundaries of the Town of Victoria Park; however, the town council has no direct financial 
or legal relationship with the Burswood Park Board.  In fact, a couple of weeks ago I had to make a decision 
about where the Burswood Park part of the peninsula should sit.  I had to decide whether it should fall within the 
boundaries of the Town of Victoria Park or sit within the City of Belmont.  Apart from a very short stint as a part 
of the City of Perth, the park has historically been a part of the Town of Victoria Park.  However, the Town of 
Victoria Park is not a party to the casino agreement.  The state government and Burswood Casino are the only 
parties to the agreement.  Burswood is satisfied that the board has sufficient control to maintain the standard of 
the park.  Members were also concerned that there was no diminution of the park amenities provided to the 
public.   
The supplementary agreement provides for the Minister for Racing and Gaming to nominate two board 
members, one of whom will be the president of the board.  The Minister for the Environment, Burswood Casino 
and the Town of Victoria Park will each nominate one member for appointment to the board.  These changes to 
the composition of the board will give the government greater control over the expenditure of the Burswood Park 
levy including the funds expended on the Swan and Canning Rivers.   

During consultations on the draft wording of the agreement, Burswood reiterated its view that the Burswood 
Park Board should, as a result of its obligations to the Swan River Trust, never be left in a position where it has 
insufficient funds to meet any unforseen costs over and above the requirements of its operational and 
maintenance budgets.  In other words, the Swan River Trust will make use only of those funds surplus to the 
requirements of the Burswood Park Board.   

The Town of Victoria Park also raised its concerns about the ongoing maintenance of the park as a result of the 
proposed changes.  Although this bill does not statutorily fix a set amount for the Burswood Park Board to 
expend on the Swan and Canning Rivers, it is estimated that the amount expended will be in the order of 
$3 million a year.  However, that amount is not guaranteed because it is understood that the needs of the 
Burswood Park Board will be met as a priority and those funds left over and above the money required by the 
board will then flow through to the river trust.   

Hon Barry House specifically raised the Town of Victoria Park’s request for a pictorial record.  The then 
minister indicated that the benchmark was a matter for the Burswood Park Board and that at a meeting the board 
had made the point that it considered it had sufficient evidence to ensure that it could maintain the standard of 
the park.  The board would have made that statement understanding that the arrangement in place was such that 
the Burswood Park Board had first dibs on the available revenues.  Therefore, I will not do anything further 
about this matter.  I will not make changes because I am satisfied that sufficient system checks and balances are 
in place.  I would have concerns if the agreement contained a guaranteed return to - or percentage for - the Swan 
River Trust.  However, because this agreement is not structured in that way, I am satisfied that the amenity and 
the standard of Burswood Park will be maintained. 
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I agree with honourable members.  Burswood Park is a lovely part of Western Australia and an icon for many 
international visitors.  I share members’ concerns that the standard of the park amenities should in no way, shape 
or form, be reduced.  I thank the honourable member for raising that point in the house. 

Hon Barry House:  Minister, just on that point, before we go into committee, if there is a one-off cost, for 
example $1 million is required for a music shell in a particular year, will that money still come out of the base 
rate and as a result the flow-on money to the Swan River Trust will proportionally decline? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes.  It is always going to be “surplus to requirement”.  If the money is 
available it will be met, but if the quantum of money is not available, then the surplus-to-requirement rule will 
still apply. 

I want to assure the house that, when we compare Western Australia to the rest of the nation in terms of the 
number of electronic gaming machines per thousand adults, we have maintained, and still maintain, a ratio of 
0.99 machines per 1 000 adults.  That is less than 1 per cent in terms of the adult population.  In comparison, the 
Australian Capital Territory ratio is 27.4 per cent and the New South Wales ratio is 19.44 per cent.  This 
government is committed - in the same way the previous government was - to that ratio not being exceeded.  I 
hope that brings some comfort to members. 

I thank members for their contributions to the second reading debate and for their support at the second reading 
stage of this bill.  I signal my intent to seek leave to proceed through all stages of the bill on this day’s sitting. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Racing and Gaming) and 
transmitted to the Assembly.   
 


