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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair. 

One Industry - No Limits Careers Promotion Program - Statement by Minister for Education and Training 

Resumed from 15 September on the following motion by Hon Barry House - 

That the statement be noted. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Regrettably, I was out of the house on parliamentary business and I did not hear the 
debate that was held earlier today to do with training.  I did want to say something today following the debate on 
this report last week. 
I was fortunate to be the Minister for Training for four years and during that time there was quite a significant 
change to the way training was delivered in Western Australia.  I was a bit offended by the notion put forward by 
the minister that somehow or other nothing happened during the Court government’s period in office.  When I 
became the Minister for Training and inherited TAFE, I was also fortunate to be the Minister for Education.  I 
inherited two departments - the Department of Training and the Department of Education.  Those two 
departments had been set up under former minister Dowding, who had decided to separate the TAFE sector of 
the Department of Education into a separate Department of Training and to retain primary and secondary 
education in the Department of Education.  I have said publicly that the decision to separate the two parts of 
education into two departments was a very good move.  I congratulated Hon Peter Dowding for that decision, 
because it lifted TAFE out of a morass that it had been in for many years and gave it a new dimension, a new 
vision and a new way to go.  The Department of Training, which was run in those days by Ian Hill, was a very 
successful department that gave the government of the day a significantly increased focus on what TAFE was all 
about.  Instead of TAFE being seen as the poor relation to the Department of Education, some serious attention 
was given to it and some serious money allocated.  At about the same time - I think Hon Kay Hallahan might 
have been the minister - the government joined with a national organisation called the Australian National 
Training Authority, which saw federal government money, with strings attached, being given to the TAFE 
systems in the various states.  That was the scenario that I inherited.  We decided that some serious surgery was 
needed to TAFE; albeit making it part of a separate department was a step in the right direction. 
Following significant consultations with people in industry, with training providers both private and public, and 
with employers and union groups, we made the decision in 1966 to bring in the Vocational Education and 
Training Act.  That act was the first major rewrite of vocational education and training legislation in Western 
Australia.  It was a very significant piece of legislation and fortunately it passed through this Parliament virtually 
unscathed, unlike the School Education Act, which was seriously mangled by this chamber, as was the 
Curriculum Council Bill following the 1996 election when the government lost its majority in this chamber.  
However, the VET legislation survived relatively intact and it was a very good blueprint for the future of TAFE 
colleges in Western Australia.  It created independent statutory authorities for each TAFE college.  The intention 
was for those independent colleges to be funded by the government, state and federal, but for their independent 
councils and the members of those councils to be in touch with their constituents, clients and people who 
particularly wanted to use the types of courses that were being provided by the various TAFEs in the 
geographical surrounding areas of each of the TAFE colleges.  By creating an element of competition and 
independence we were able to get away from the notion that every TAFE college was simply a government-run 
organisation and would carry out its functions based on some legislation without any imagination, drive or 
vision.  I think the decision taken during the 1990s to give the TAFE colleges this relative degree of 
independence was a most significant move in the history of technical and further education in Western Australia.  
I was very proud of that legislation. 

At the same time we set up the State Training Board, which was designed to become aware of what the state’s 
training needs were and to make sure that the funding allocations to the TAFE colleges were provided on the 
basis of the needs of industry in Western Australia for skilled tradesmen and women.  A process was put in place 
that, hopefully, would make the whole TAFE sector far more relevant to industry and able to respond quickly to 
the changing demands for skilled labour in the community.  It takes a long time to move a big organisation like 
the whole TAFE sector, and some of the people who work in the TAFE sector and the teachers’ union that was 
looking after their interests were not prepared to move too quickly, either.  There was a temptation in some 
places to run courses based on what the lecturers could do rather than what the students wanted to learn.  Until 
we have a more flexible training system in place, we will always have that problem.  If we employed staff on a 
permanent basis - I could be facetious and ask what if we started employing people to teach students to fix 
horses’ shoes, that is all they could do but no horses need to be shoed any more, although people would be 
trained to do that anyway - that is the sort of scenario that could occur.  Somehow the system must be dragged 
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further into a more flexible future to ensure that courses delivered in our TAFE colleges represent student and 
industry demands rather than the capacity of lecturers to deliver courses.  

I do not know how well the TAFE system is performing these days.  I know only that I implemented that 
significant change, which was dramatic for the times.  However, I took exception to some of this government’s 
decisions when it took office, one of which was to amalgamate campuses such as the Port Hedland and Karratha 
colleges.  Both colleges were established under legislation during the Charles Court government.  Their roles 
extend beyond simply providing TAFE courses; they are community colleges that have a community focus for 
all sorts of educational opportunities in their communities.  I have always argued that they should be kept 
separate because they represented the east and west Pilbara and had their own history, culture and traditions.  It 
is regrettable that they have been combined and I think that has been a failure.  Pundulmurra College has been 
merged with Hedland College and that too has been a failure.  The notion that Karratha and Port Hedland should 
be amalgamated because they are both in the Pilbara ignores the fact that they are two and a half hours apart by 
car.  It is like saying colleges in Bunbury and Perth should be amalgamated because they are a couple of hours 
apart.  That is nonsense and that amalgamation has not been a great success.   

The next decision I have difficulty with is Hon Alan Carpenter’s decision to again combine the Departments of 
Training and Education into one department.  I said at the time, and I will repeat it now, that TAFE will finish up 
being the poor relation to the primary and secondary divisions of the Department of Education and Training.  
The person in charge of the TAFE sector who, in the past, would have been the head of the Department of 
Training, Mr Ferenandez, has been moved on and will not be replaced.  In answer to a question I asked about 
that the other day, the minister said that Mr Albert was in charge of training and education because they were in 
the one department.  That job is far too big for one individual.  I would prefer that the government returned the 
department to the old system of two departments with one minister responsible for both to facilitate the flow-on 
of policy issues.  The departments should be separated, given the significant differences in the way delivery of 
services should take place.   

I took some exception to the minister’s suggestion that she was the only person in the history of training 
ministers who had taken any interest in this issue.  That is not right.  The Court government made a number of 
decisions, which I have just described, that took TAFE out of the nineteenth century into the twentieth century.  
The TAFE system now needs to get into the twenty-first century, which is where it should be if it is to be flexible 
enough to deliver the outcomes industry needs and to overcome the skills shortage, which is as much to do with 
people having inappropriate qualifications as lack of manpower and tradespeople.  I support the motion.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I thank the chamber for an opportunity to say a few things about this ministerial 
statement on the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund’s One Industry - No Limits Careers 
Promotion Program.  I did not intend to make a contribution to the debate; I am very supportive of the ministerial 
statement and I applaud the program that has been launched.  I was quite happy to allow it to be noted by the 
chamber and to move on to other business.  When this ministerial statement was discussed, some fairly negative 
comments were made by a couple of speakers about the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and 
its performance over the years.  Those comments were neither worthy nor warranted.  The Minister for 
Education and Training’s comments in her statement about Hon Norman Moore’s performance as the minister 
who was responsible for training might explain why he felt “a bit miffed” and considered that he had been 
misrepresented by the minister.  However, I was, frankly, surprised to hear him comment negatively about the 
BCITF because it has been largely a success.  It is now substantially building on its past successes.  At page 
5433 of Hansard of 15 September, Hon Norman Moore states - 

It was set up for one very good reason; to give the unions and the then Labor government control over 
money for industry and to play with it under the guise of providing training.  It was a nice little number 
when I became the Minister for Employment and Education and discovered this organisation.  It had 
vast sums of money that was and is taken out of the pockets of business people who take it out of the 
pockets of people who are employing those people, ostensibly to provide training for people in the 
building industry.  It was just a little rort.  

He states further - 
 . . . there were millions of dollars sitting in the BCITF account.  This is under a government whose 
predecessors set it up in the first place. I am pleased to read the minister’s statement that says something 
is being done . . .   

Hon Peter Collier was probably less strident but he was critical of the take-up of apprenticeships in Western 
Australia - but we probably had that debate before question time.  Overall, the BCITF has been a success.  I refer 
to what Hon Norman Moore discovered about the BCITF when he became Minister for Education, Employment 
and Training in 1993.  At the time, the fund was in its infancy because the Building and Construction Industry 
Training Levy Act was implemented in 1991.  The then minister inherited a board of 10 members comprising 
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four government representatives, three employer representatives and three union representatives.  It was a 
tripartite board established to spend the money on training.  His characterisation of the board as a rort is unfair 
on the members of the board because it performed very well in its early years.  Ironically, it performed very well 
when Hon Norman Moore was the responsible minister.  As he said, he was training minister for four years - the 
longest serving training minister during the life of the BCITF, given the number of ministerial changes over the 
years.  He was wrong to make those claims.  The original board membership was not changed until, I think, 1999 
by Minister Kierath.  The board’s composition was changed to comprise one employer representative, one 
government representative, a public sector union representative - for a building and construction industry 
training board - and an architect, an officer from the Water Corporation, a representative from the Western 
Australian Farmers Federation and someone from the banking industry.  That membership does not reflect the 
principles on which the BCITF was established in the first place.  I question the effectiveness of a board with 
that make-up as opposed to a board that was essentially industry based and comprised key industry players, 
which it has reverted to.  It now has an independent chair, three employer representatives from the Master 
Builders Association, the Housing Industry Association and the Construction Contractors Association of 
Western Australia, and it comprises also an independent person from the Equal Opportunity Commission and 
two union members.  The board is now reflective of the industry in which it operates, and it comprises peak 
persons from the industry.  It is not fair to characterise it as a rort.  In any event, the initial membership of the 
Building and Construction Industry Training Fund that Hon Norman Moore inherited as minister was sustained 
throughout that period and was not changed until the late 1990s.  If it was what he claimed it was, he seemed to 
be quite happy to accommodate it for the four years during which he was minister. 
Hon Norman Moore made the observation that the capital reserves of the BCITF grew over time, which is true.  
Those who were members when we dealt with the sunset clause provisions of the BCITF bill know that some 
time was spent on examining its accumulation reserves.  Again, I make no criticism of Hon Norman Moore in 
this respect.  When he became the responsible minister, the reserves of the BCITF were around $5 million after it 
had been provided with some establishment money.  After his term as the responsible minister, the reserve was 
around $3 million.  Clearly the board was operating in a sustainable way; it was spending the money it received 
on training, which is to be commended.  The reserves then grew slightly during the period of Minister Edwardes’ 
term as Minister for Employment and Training, and when Hon Graham Kierath was the responsible minister, the 
reserves jumped significantly from $5.5 million to $7.2 million, even though he was the minister for only 17 
months.  After Minister Kierath put in place the new board, which did not comprise industry players, the reserves 
of the BCITF continued to grow.  That board was not replaced until 2003.  By the time that board had changed, it 
had accumulated a surplus of between $12 million and $14 million.  The reserve certainly grew during the tenure 
of the second board that was appointed by the previous government.  I am critical of the basis of those 
appointments because they neither reflected the industry nor operated effectively enough to be of great assistance 
to the industry. 
Notwithstanding the fact that the BCITF was given a board for a number of years that in my view was fatally 
flawed, over the entire period of the BCITF members would have to agree that it has functioned very well.  Hon 
Norm Marlborough chaired the committee when it produced the “Ministerial Review of the Building and 
Construction Industry Training Fund and Levy Collection Act 1990” in July 1992, which contains some 
interesting conclusions.  The report deals with the effectiveness of the board to increase the number of skilled 
persons in the industry.  I will refer to a couple of statistics.  At that time the BCITF had been operating for about 
11 years.   
The review states in part - 

The number of building and construction apprentice commencements has increased from 210 in 
1990/1991 to 701 in 2000/2001, an increase of 234%. 

That statistic is not meaningful unless it is compared with other apprenticeship commencements in Western 
Australia during the same period.  The percentage increase for all other apprentices during that period was 66 per 
cent.  The building and construction industry had an increased number of building and construction apprentice 
commencements of 234 per cent.  It had the benefit of the BCITF, the levy, the industry paying for training and 
employers being paid to provide training for apprentices.  That is a key reason that apprentice commencements 
had increased in the building and construction industry by 234 per cent, whereas all other apprentice 
commencements had increased by just 66 per cent.  I note that the number of apprentice commencements had 
increased from 701 in 1990-91 to 1 033 in 2002-03.  Again, that is a dramatic climb in the past few years. 
Yesterday the minister talked about the number of building construction apprentice completions, which is a 
critical statistic and is an area that we want to improve.  Building construction apprentice completions has 
increased from 257 completions in 1990-91 to 453 in 2000-01, which is an increase of 76 per cent.  The 
percentage increase for all other apprentices over that same period was 49 per cent.  I note that the number of 
construction apprentice completions has increased from 453 in 2000-01 to 531 in 2002-03.  That is another solid 
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climb over the past few years.  For comparison purposes the review states also that the total building 
construction work force over the 10-year period increased by 50 per cent and that the increase for the rest of the 
work force was 22 per cent.  Between 1990-91 and 2002-03 the number of apprentices in training increased by 
55 per cent.  Those statistics augur very well for the fund.  They show that compared with other apprentices and 
other take-up and completion rates, the existence of the levy and the board and its training programs has been of 
demonstrable benefit to the industry. 
I note that in the past couple of years the board has put in place a number of programs that are building on the 
successes it has had over the past few years.  I refer now to the “Building and Construction Industry Training 
Board Annual Report and Audited Financial Statements” for the year ended 30 June 2004.  At page 6 it states - 

The BCITF has responded to a significant review - 
That is the Marlborough review - 

and reform process undertaken by the BCIT Board and implemented significant changes to existing 
programs.  In addition, it has established a number of new initiatives and programs, which are detailed 
as follows: 

I will mention some of those because the BCITF undertook a vast array of initiatives.  The board at that time had 
- 

•  Increased the subsidy for supplementary skills training (upgrading skills of existing workers) from 
45% to 80% of course costs. 

That is a direct financial inducement to carry out supplementary skills training.  It also - 

•  Increased the subsidy for directly indentured apprentices from $7,000 to $9,000. 
Interestingly, it changed the schedule of payments to employers so that each of the three payments was $3 000, 
and the last payment was a completion payment.  Again, that is a direct financial incentive to employers to 
encourage their apprentices to stay with them for the duration of their apprenticeship so that they complete them.  
Essentially the payments have been staggered to later on in their apprenticeship period so that they do not get the 
money at the front end and clear off 18 months later. 

Hon Peter Collier:  What was the total? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  It is $9 000 for an apprenticeship. 

Hon Peter Collier:  For four years? 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Yes, it has gone up from $7 000 to $9 000.  When one considers the relatively low 
wages of apprentices, it is a substantial commitment from the fund to their training.  The changes implemented 
to existing programs in the report continues - 

•  Established a uniform subsidy for all apprentice employment whether through direct indenture or 
group schemes at $9,000. 

I think that is because the group schemes were getting a little less and it sought not to discriminate because an 
apprentice is an apprentice and training costs are training costs.  The point I make is that the fund acknowledges 
the successful completion of the training and the completion of the indenture, and that is how the payments have 
changed.  The report continues - 

•  Recognised Cabinetmakers and professional people, such as Architects for some support under the 
supplementary skills program. 

•  Increased subsidies for traineeships . . .  

•  Established a Research and Development program and initiated research into reasons for attrition 
of workers . . .  

That is a critical issue.  The fund is now considering carrying out its own research so that it can identify and 
target these critically important issues.  The report continues - 

•  Commenced development of a career promotion program aimed at encouraging more school 
students to consider career options in the industry. 

That is part of the program that we are talking about in this ministerial statement.  The board has undertaken a 
number of other initiatives, and I refer members to pages 6 and 7 of the 2004 annual report, as it is very helpful. 

The Building and Construction Industry Training Fund has been going for only 14 years, but it has put in a 
record amount of money for training.  It has increased the subsidies for employment of many thousands of 
apprentices in the scheme.  There was a significant percentage increase on last year’s figure.  The 2004-05 figure 
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suggests that it has increased subsidies to employers by 39 per cent on the previous year.  That is explained in 
part by the increase from $7 000 to $9 000.  The other increase is the increase in the number of apprentices.  

There has been an increase of 58 per cent in the previous year’s expenditure on occupational health and safety 
training.  There are scholarships for pre-apprenticeship students, safety training and there are smaller amounts of 
funding for work experience support for kids.  There is also career information materials, a school visitations 
program and a research undertaking.  The fund is on target to reduce the accumulated reserves that this house 
debated a year ago and acknowledged was too high and continuing to climb.  The fund is on target to bring down 
those reserves within the next two to two and a half years to at least under $5 million.  I believe the fund is 
aiming to bring it even lower than that. 

The BCITF over the longer term has been a very good success story.  It is a very good model for training in this 
industry.  The building and construction industry is an itinerant industry that needs a critical funding level of this 
type dedicated to training and I believe it has a very bright future. 

Question put and passed. 
Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance - Tenth Report - Local Government Rating System 

and Distribution of Funds 

Resumed from 19 November 2004. 

Motion 

Hon ED DERMER:  I move - 

That the report be noted. 

Before starting, I want to thank a number of people for their work on this report.  From my point of view, this is 
a personal appreciation, because, in the course of preparing this report, I learned a tremendous amount in areas 
with which I was not familiar prior to this inquiry that led to the report.  I particularly thank the staff who 
assisted committee members with the report, Lisa Hanna and Jan Paniperis in the committee office.  I also pass 
on the committee’s appreciation on behalf of the committee chairman at the time, Hon Barry House, who is 
away from the chamber at the moment on parliamentary business.  In thanking the staff, I also extend my 
appreciation to the other committee members and each witness who contributed to the hearings. 

I regarded it as a privilege to be asked by the committee to chair the subcommittee that conducted the inquiry.  
The other members of the committee also became actively involved after the subcommittee reported to the full 
committee.  The inquiry opened up to me a clearer understanding of some very important areas of the Western 
Australian government’s responsibility and of how the Western Australian government related to the 
commonwealth at the national level and to local government authorities.  It clearly illustrated and enhanced my 
understanding of the relationship between the state, the commonwealth and local government.  In that sense I 
saw our pivotal role at the level between the commonwealth and local government in providing governance that 
promotes a peaceable society. 

The crux of the report actually is money.  Clearly, money is the essential requirement for activity and the 
essential resource for government at any level.  In this report we considered very important aspects of the 
relationship between the distribution of money between the commonwealth, the states and local government 
authorities.  The report focuses on state agreement acts settled between state and resource companies for 
particular resource projects over a long period.  Many of the state agreement acts contain conditions that restrict 
the capacity of local government authorities to levy rates against the resource companies that operate within the 
boundaries of their particular local government authority.  I recommend to members pages 6, 7 and 8 of the 
report to provide a clearer definition of the restriction that is common among various state agreement acts.  
Paragraph 2.7 of the report states - 

Under the provisions of State Agreement Acts, local government authorities may only charge rates 
based on the unimproved value . . . that is, the valuation of lands within State Agreement projects are, 
for rating purposes . . .  

Basically that means that if a state agreement act covers a particular area in which a resource project is being 
pursued, the local government authority covering the area in which the restriction applies can charge rates to the 
resource company only on the unimproved value, rather than the rating that would apply on the actual 
infrastructure of the mining site if there were no restriction.  There are also other provisions listed at 2.7 in the 
report.  I quote - 

Further, the land covered by a State Agreement Act may not be subject to ‘discriminatory rates, taxes or 
charges’. 
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The definition of discriminatory rates, taxes or charges is dealt with elsewhere in the report.  I recommend a 
thorough reading of the report to members of the Legislative Council who believe their performance would be 
enhanced by a clearer understanding of the financial relationship between the three levels of government. 

Many local government authorities and their regional representative bodies and the Western Australian Local 
Government Association gave evidence and took the view that these restrictions on their capacity to levy rates on 
resource companies affected by state agreement acts was an unfair restriction on their income stream and their 
capacity to meet the needs and wants of the people living within their local government authority boundaries.  
The evidence we received from resource companies and the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western 
Australia in its role in representing the resource companies made two interesting counterpoints.  I am 
paraphrasing in a very reduced form quite detailed evidence I recommend to members to examine.  I am doing 
my best to recollect clearly what they said.  The main thrust of the evidence from the mining industry was that 
the resource companies had made a very significant contribution to providing for the needs of people living in 
the affected local government authority boundaries.  From the point of view of the resource companies, it was 
also very important to have a prior knowledge of what the costs were likely to be during the life of a mine or the 
duration of a project that was the basis for the state agreement act.  I can certainly understand both points of 
view.  We had very interesting evidence from local government authorities to say that they provided the essential 
support that made life for the personnel of the resource companies bearable.  One of the areas that we 
investigated in some detail was the formula used by the Western Australian Local Government Grants 
Commission to distribute money between local government authorities in Western Australia.  Local government 
authorities from regional areas provided evidence that they were providing support for people who may normally 
reside in the metropolitan area but, for significant parts of their life, were living where they worked through a fly 
in, fly out arrangement in regional areas.  The regional local government authorities were providing support for 
those people.  The formula used to distribute money between local government authorities by the Local 
Government Grants Commission is based on where people reside.  They made a very interesting point that if a 
person resided in, for example, Mt Hawthorn, but spent half his life working in Port Hedland, he was using 
facilities in Port Hedland.  They argued that that should be taken into account when working out the formula.  
That is somewhat at a tangent to the main argument.  Their main argument was that their role was very important 
in providing facilities to make life livable for the staff of resource companies.  In that way, the local government 
authorities were making a very significant contribution to the success of the resource industry that the nation’s 
income depends on and, in that sense, all our incomes depend on. 

Trying to find the right balance to reconcile the financial needs of the local government authorities and to 
provide the right predictability of the costs involved in resource projects that are so important to the industry is 
an interesting challenge.  We had an opportunity to deal with that.  The distribution of funds to local government 
authorities by the Local Government Grants Commission was an interesting area of study that was entailed in the 
inquiry we undertook leading to this report.  The commission endeavours to distribute money to local 
government authorities in accordance with the difference between a local government authority’s capacity to 
raise money and its needs.  By and large, the larger metropolitan municipalities were seen by the grants 
commission to be local government authorities that were well able to sustain themselves through their rates and 
other income and servicing residents who live close together because they were in metropolitan areas.  When a 
local government authority was seen to be self-supporting and not suffering from a gap, such local government 
authorities still received a minimum grant from the commission.  When those local government authorities were 
in regional areas and their populations were spread more sparsely and they had a greater challenge in providing 
services, they received greater than the minimum grant from the commission.  From the evidence we studied it 
seems that, in many cases, when a local government authority would theoretically be able to receive a higher 
income should a restriction in a state agreement act be removed, it may well solve the problem for the local 
government authority.  One of the facts that came to light was that perhaps that was not the case because, in most 
cases, the income, if it were to be theoretically increased in that way, would be offset in large part by a 
corresponding reduction in a grant from the Local Government Grants Commission.  When we put that 
proposition to witnesses appearing on behalf of regional local government authorities they said that the 
aspiration was to get to the point at which their income was so high that, like the large metropolitan local 
government authorities, they also received only the minimum grant.  If their income reached that level, they 
would no longer have an offset reduction in their grant because they would be on the minimum grant.  I imagine 
that that type of aspiration may raise some concerns in the mining industry, which contemplates what level of 
rates it will have to pay if, in the theoretical sense, the restrictions entailed on the rating capacity within state 
agreement acts were to be removed. 

I am aware of the limitations on time available.  I am also aware that there is a lot of information that is 
worthwhile to share with the chamber but that other members may wish to contribute. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I ask whether any other member wishes to speak on this report.  It does not appear so, so the 
member should continue. 
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Hon ED DERMER:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  I just wanted to get an indication of what the situation was 
concerning the remaining time.   

I fear that I may not have been successful in summarising the main points.  They are inherently complex.  I do 
not expect that every member would have followed the logic of what I was endeavouring to describe.  Therefore, 
I recommend an examination of the report by each member of the Council.  To my mind, each of these issues 
related directly to a very fundamental question for Australia’s economy.  The resource industry is the source of 
the largest proportion of this nation’s export income.  For the resource industry to develop to its fullest possible 
extent, we need to make sure that the appropriate infrastructure is provided to support the resource industry.  
Whether we are talking about road or rail infrastructure that might be provided at a state government level or the 
type of support for resource industry staff that the regional local government authorities argue that they have an 
important role in providing, it is very important that government at every level focus on what it needs to do to 
provide the appropriate level of support for this vital industry. 

I draw members’ attention to recommendation 5.  The easiest way to find that is to look at the list of 
recommendations at the beginning of the report.  I believe this is one of the key recommendations that arose 
from the inquiry.  I will share it with members.  It states - 

The Committee recommends that: 

•  the Department of Treasury and Finance maintain a central registry of industry support projects, 
including reference by industry and location; 

One of the surprising aspects for me and other members of the committee was when we learnt that when a 
government had provided support for industry, the Department of Treasury and Finance did not have a 
comprehensive record to which we could refer to try to establish how much money had been spent at any time in 
support of the resource industry.  The second part of the recommendation states - 

•  the Department of Treasury and Finance undertake an analysis of the financial contribution made 
by the State Government and each Western Australian local government authority to: 

a) facilitate the resource industry, and 

b) sustain viable communities to accommodate resource industry employees; 

We were asking the Department of Treasury and Finance to analyse the situation so that everybody, hopefully, 
could understand how much money was being contributed by the state for the support supplied by the state 
government and how much money was being contributed by each of the local government authorities within 
Western Australia from their resources to provide vital support to sustain the resource industry.   

Royalties received by the state from the resource industry operating onshore are in very large proportion 
eventually lost to the state, because if we receive the royalty income, our grants from the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission are correspondingly reduced.  Naturally, the state’s capacity to provide infrastructure to support the 
resource industry and to provide support for local government authorities and their vital role in providing a 
livable existence for resource industry employees in their regions is restricted by the fact that the royalties that 
the state receives are offset in a very high proportion by reduced grants given to the state by the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission.  There is an obvious parallel between the way in which the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission distributes money to the states and how the Western Australian Local Government Grants 
Commission distributes money between local government authorities.  In this recommendation, we were asking 
for the Department of Treasury and Finance to do the analysis to try to provide a quantitative indication of how 
much the state and how much the Western Australian local government authorities are contributing to support 
the vital resource industry.  The last part of the recommendation was - 

•  the Minister for Federal Affairs recommend to the Commonwealth Minister responsible for the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission Act 1973, that steps be undertaken to investigate ways in 
which the Commonwealth Grants Commission may take into account the results of this analysis 
when it makes inquiries and reports on how grants are to be distributed between the States and 
Territories. 

We thought it was entirely reasonable for the Commonwealth Grants Commission, when distributing money, to 
take into account the contribution not only from the state government but also from the Western Australian local 
government authorities to the resource industry - that vital industry that earns most of our export income, or 
certainly the largest single part of our export income.   
The response to this report was tabled in the chamber under the joint signatures of the Treasurer and the Minister 
for State Development, Alan Carpenter.  It was interesting to note that they declined to support this 
recommendation, and their logic was very instructive.  I will paraphrase again.  Basically, they said that to do the 
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analysis to find out how much the state contributes to support the resource industry and how much each Western 
Australian local government authority contributes by way of support for resource industry employees would be 
an enormous task.  The reason that they would not undertake that enormous task was that they believed the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission and the commonwealth government would not listen anyway. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to sessional orders. 
 


