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

Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 23 October. 

Clause 1:  Short title -  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Opposition went to great lengths to ensure that its members were properly briefed about 
this legislation.  Although the Bill has been a fairly long time in its gestation, a number of issues have been 
raised in recent days - at the eleventh hour - that cause us some concern.  I express my appreciation for the 
efforts of the bureaucrats of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority in providing us with some detail.  
However, our concerns have not been placated.  It appears that this legislation will create a revenue-neutral 
situation for the Government; however, in reality it means that the Government will not pay the emergency 
services levy to the same extent that the general public and the not-for-profit organisations will be required to 
pay it.  I would like the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to respond to that.  I know that the member 
for Mitchell is still in talks with the minister’s people about this issue. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  My response is that your $21 million figure was wrong and is still wrong. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Has the minister been briefed this morning? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is right. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am glad about that.  These issues need to be cleared up.  If the community of Western 
Australia is to be behind this legislation, we must make very clear what it contains.  There is no doubt that there 
will be a redistribution of the wealth; a good old socialist policy. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It is terrible that we socialists want to give pensioners and seniors a 25 per cent discount, and 
people in the country a $20 million subsidy. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If the minister wants to adopt that kind of attitude, we will stay here until the cows come 
home.  Why does she not be sensible for a change? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I do not care how long it takes.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister knows full well that pensioner rebates have been around for donkey’s years.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  They were not part of the conservative Government’s proposal. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Let us not be silly about this.  This legislation is very important, and it should be passed.  
The questions raised by the Opposition should be answered sensibly by the Government in the spirit of 
cooperation.  Some members on this side are opposed to this legislation, and I suspect that there are some on the 
minister’s side who are also opposed to it for reasons of vested interest.  They want to keep revenue in their 
districts.  I know full well that, through this legislation, funds will be distributed to those poorer councils that are 
struggling to fund their volunteer fire brigades and State Emergency Service units.  I have no problem with that.  
Cross-subsidisation occurs all the time.  The taxpayers in the electorate of South Perth pay a huge tax bill that 
subsidises others in the system who do not pay tax, and on it goes.  The important thing is that we should discuss 
this legislation sensibly and the minister should provide answers for the record so that people know what the 
Government is proposing.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman), if I move an adjournment motion, 
am I able to speak to it?   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Yes, you can.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I move - 
That this item be adjourned. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  There was a motion yesterday to adjourn this matter to a committee, and I ask the Acting 
Speaker to consider whether the motion moved by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition attempts to repeat the 
same issue.  That motion was lost.  Adjournment of debate or sending a Bill to a committee, is a way of stopping 
debate in this House.  The motion of referral to a committee was debated at length yesterday, and was lost.  On 
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that basis, I do not think it is open to the Opposition to continue to raise the issue of adjournment in one form or 
another.  The Bill is before the House, and should be proceeded with.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Further to the point of order, the Leader of the House has got it wrong.  There was a move 
to refer this legislation to a standing committee, which is completely different from the motion that the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition is proposing.  Any member, at any time, can move to adjourn the item before the 
House.  That is normally decided by a vote, if the Government or the Opposition does not wish to proceed with 
that item.  A clear motion has been proposed that this item be deferred to a later stage of today’s sitting if 
necessary.  That is quite an appropriate motion to move.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  There is no point of order, but there cannot be any debate on 
the motion for the adjournment of debate.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Are you, Mr Acting Speaker, saying that there can be no debate?  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Yes, there can be no debate.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  In which case I will speak to this clause, the short title, before moving the 
adjournment.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  He has already moved the adjournment.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have queried the point to see what the process is - whether I can debate it or 
not.  The Acting Speaker has just told me I cannot.  Consequently, I will speak to clause 1.  The reason I suggest 
that the proceeding - 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You know nothing about the Bill, and you know nothing about parliamentary procedure, 
either.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Why do you not just listen to him, minister?  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Hillarys!  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The reason I suggested that the debate on this matter be adjourned, is that 
opposition members have just come out of a briefing by the minister’s advisers.  We posed some questions to the 
minister yesterday and she was unable to answer them.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is not true; do not mislead the House.  I will not sit here and be insulted by someone as 
pathetic as the member for Mitchell.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Well, you stand up and talk about it then.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Has the minister finished?  The reason I am suggesting that debate be 
adjourned is that yesterday the minister was unable to answer some questions from this side.  Consequently, the 
minister suggested that the Opposition could have a briefing from her advisers to have those questions answered.  
We came out of that briefing about 15 or 20 minutes ago, and there are matters that the minister’s advisers were 
unable to answer.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is not my advice.  You are misleading the House again.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am sorry, but this is not a matter in which the minister can bring her advisers 
in.  I am dealing with the minister herself.  The Opposition is still waiting for further information through the 
office of the minister, as a result of that briefing.  Without that information, some crucial aspects of this 
legislation cannot be determined.  The minister should ask her advisers whether they will provide further 
information to the Opposition as a result of that briefing.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I will not be ordered around by someone like you.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister is telling me I am wrong.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  The fact of the matter is that you people come up with these scenarios - “what if this” and 
“then we did that” and “what if we got everyone to dissect their insurance notices” - 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Opposition is trying to assess the Government’s legislation.  
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Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Deal with the Bill! 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Opposition is trying to assess the Government’s legislation, and the 
minister cannot answer the questions.  She points us towards her advisers, who say they will come back to us 
with further information.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I remind all members, including the minister, that the House is considering clause 1, 
on the short title.  Comments should be confined to the short title.  

Adjournment of Debate 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I move - 

That this matter be adjourned to a later stage of today’s sitting.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (16) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.J. McNee Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr M.G. House Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
 

Noes (25) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr P.G. Pendal  
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley  
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.I. Gallop 
 Mr B.K. Masters Mr P.B. Watson 
 Mr A.D. Marshall Mr S.R. Hill 

Question thus negatived. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I will speak briefly on the short title and will concentrate on the term “emergency services”.  
This Bill is to provide services, particularly in remote areas.  It is very important that volunteers in remote areas 
have sufficient equipment and backup to provide services to their communities.  I was fortunate to travel to the 
Kimberley earlier this year and speak to a number of fire and emergency services workers and volunteers.  They 
stressed to the minister and me how important it was to have proper backup and equipment.  They do not like 
spending a lot of their time fund-raising to pay for basic equipment to fight fires and combat other emergencies.   

This Bill will provide equitable and fair allocation of resources and will ensure that everyone pays their way for 
fire and emergency services.  The road to hell is paved with good intentions.  It is no good providing services 
and equipment after an event.  It is no good finding out, after an incident, that certain equipment was needed but 
lacking.  This Bill is designed to support volunteers who do a sterling job, often in trying circumstances.  The 
events of the past week have amply illustrated that we need to be ever vigilant to what are not remote 
possibilities, but foreseeable possibilities.  In particular, we must support workers in remote communities. 

During my visit to Wyndham, I met Chaplain Peter, who had come to Western Australia from interstate and was 
working with the volunteer fire brigade.  I also met young Thomas McGinty - no relation to the Attorney 
General - a 14-year-old who had been dragooned into helping the volunteers.  He was doing a great job.  It is 
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good to see our young people involved in community efforts such as that.  In Fitzroy Crossing I met a man called 
Mad Mick.  He was not that mad; in fact, he was quite sane.  He makes a fantastic cheese scone!  He donned a 
tie for our visit, which I was told was unheard of.  It is people like Mad Mick, Chaplain Peter, and Bushy and 
Johnno in Derby, who do wonderful work for their communities at their own expense and in their own time.  
Anyone who says that they should not have proper equipment and support from the Government is mean-minded 
and ungenerous. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have listened to some of the charade debate around the short title of this Bill.  In response, I 
must say that the emergency services teams and volunteers in my electorate - operating through the City of 
Canning - are sick and tired of having to hold lamington drives to ensure they can pay for the best available 
equipment to meet the needs of the community.  Whether those needs are in the city or remote, regional and rural 
areas, it is clear from the history of all emergency services - volunteer groups in particular - that they are often 
called out to deal with emergencies well beyond their immediate patch of responsibility.  Volunteers are the 
backup to our professional emergency services workers.  Volunteers in my community are very keen to see a 
more equitable arrangement to raise funds to secure modern, efficient and effective equipment.  I support the 
short title of the Bill and urge the Chamber to get to the detail of the matters before us. 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition and I share a common history as we were both city 
councillors for the City of Bunbury.  Part of the City of Bunbury’s rating system over the years has included a 
fire and emergency services levy.  All property owners pay the levy each year, as do I.  It is in the region of $35 
to $40.  The levy was in place during the time that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition served on the council, 
which was from 1993-95.  At the time, he wholeheartedly endorsed the levy - through all its machinations. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Is that right? 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  Yes, he endorsed the levy. 

Mr D.A. Templeman:  They have a tendency to change their minds. 

Mr A.J. DEAN:  They do.  The levy provided well-needed money for fire and emergency services in the 
Bunbury area, including the state fire service.  The people of Bunbury are looking forward to the change in the 
system because, in the main, their fees will be reduced.  They are looking forward to a commensurate decrease in 
their insurance premiums as a result.  As a member, I often receive complaints from people who own multiple 
dwellings.  For example, a person may own a dwelling in Bunbury and another in Capel or Dardanup.  People do 
not notice any difference in their insurance premiums.  It will be interesting to see whether insurance premiums 
are reduced by a commensurate amount once this legislation goes through.  I endorse the levy, as do most shires 
in the south west - if not all of them. 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  As I said earlier, I do not support this legislation.  It is all right for people who have a 
regular fire brigade in their electorate, but there is not one in my electorate.  We have a volunteer fire brigade.  
Perth and Bunbury have regular fire brigades.  Regular fire brigades should receive a fee for the service they 
provide.  In the Shires of Harvey, Murray and Waroona, there is a history of fund-raising by volunteers.  The 
shires also make a financial contribution.  I see this as just another fee that will keep increasing and lead to more 
bureaucracy.  Once money starts to flow in, it will be easier to keep increasing the levy every few years.  Things 
quickly get out of control.  I have grave fears about this proposal. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  You oppose it? 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I said so the other day.  I will continue to oppose it.  I opposed it four years ago when the 
previous Government tried to introduce it.  It is unfair to the people of my electorate.  I will never support it. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  As the Government did not allow us to adjourn debate on this so that we could 
obtain the figures we require, I will use every opportunity on every clause in this Bill to ask questions that I want 
answers to.  I am not sure which clause relates to my points.  I will be sat down time and again but I will keep 
doing it to ram home the point.  The full title of this Bill is the Fire and Emergency Services Legislation 
(Emergency Services Levy) Amendment Bill 2002.  It reflects the fact that we have a levy that underpins the 
revenue and expenditure requirements for the State’s emergency services, as coordinated through FESA.  For our 
information, we have been provided with table No 4.  When will I be able to ask questions about the details of 
table No 4; which clause will allow me to ask questions about it?  I would appreciate a specific response.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  A package we sent out some months ago explained the finances and so forth relating to 
this Bill.  I gave that package to the National and the Liberal Parties.  I advised the Opposition spokesperson, the 
member for Warren-Blackwood, that we had more copies available.  We are happy to provide that full package 
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of information to every member of Parliament and anyone else who wants a copy.  At the time, I said this should 
be a bipartisan matter.  The previous Government proposed these measures for many years but, for one reason or 
another, did not put them in place, despite the previous Cabinet having committed to them and having begun 
paying local governments to improve their computer systems.  During that time, the silence from members 
opposite was deafening.  The Opposition’s spokesperson assured me that although his party might raise one or 
two issues to do with fairness, it would support the legislation.  He assured me that the Fire and Emergency 
Services Authority had briefed him and that, under the circumstances, he was relatively happy.  The National 
Party was afforded the same opportunity and it was fully briefed on the legislation.   

Originally, the Government intended to pass this legislation through the Chamber last week.  That would have 
been a couple of months after we first gave the Opposition parties the package that contained all the necessary 
information about funding.  However, last week we were advised that the Opposition had only - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  When was the Bill second read?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The Bill lay on the Table of the House for the prescribed two weeks.  I was advised that 
after that two weeks, the Opposition was still not ready because it had only recently been briefed.  I suggest that 
it was largely the Opposition’s own fault that it had not got its act together and organised a briefing with FESA.  
FESA has been ready every day in every way to brief the Opposition.  Last week, the Government told the 
Opposition that if it was still not ready and required more information, it should talk to the people at FESA.  
They have made themselves available to provide the Opposition with any explanations it requires.  However, 
yesterday the Opposition pulled a stunt and moved that the Bill be referred to a committee.  We had that debate 
yesterday, and I will not re-engage in it now.  The Opposition pulled another stunt this morning by saying that it 
would adjourn the debate.  These are deliberate delaying tactics.  Immediately after we finished the debate in the 
Chamber yesterday, I asked Mark Stansall from my office to speak to Mr Bob Mitchell and to organise a further 
briefing from FESA, particularly on financial matters, for the Opposition.  The Opposition had that briefing this 
morning.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Are you saying you initiated that?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  That is right.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Did your office call the shadow minister or me?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  My office called FESA and asked it to set up a meeting with the Opposition. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  No-one contacted me to arrange a meeting.  Did anybody contact the shadow 
minister?  No.  Does the minister know how the meeting was initiated?  We approached your office.   
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  If the member wants to hear the answer - 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Don’t tell porkies, minister. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Can I have that remark withdrawn?  The member told me not to tell porkies.  The word 
“porky” is another word for a lie; therefore, he told me not to tell a lie.  That is a plain and direct accusation of 
lying, and he should withdraw it.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is trying to mislead the House.  His interjection was 
clearly audible to a number of my colleagues and me.  He used the expression that the minister should not tell 
porkies.  It is a disgraceful thing for him to say.  He knows it is unparliamentary and I ask that you, Mr Acting 
Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman), require him to withdraw it.  If he does not have the decency to be honest about 
what he just said, you should require him to withdraw the remark. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I did say that the minister was telling porkies.  If the Chair asks me to 
withdraw my remark, I will withdraw it immediately.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I understood that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition told the minister that she should not 
tell porkies.  That is the same as saying that someone should not commit murder.  He did not say that the 
minister was telling lies.  That is what she assumed he said.  The minister has used the word lie herself, and not 
from this side of the House.  To accuse somebody of lying is totally unparliamentary.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Do you know what porkies are?  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know what porkies are and I know what mendacious means.  I know the meaning of a lot 
of descriptions that have been used in this Chamber.  However, members are not allowed to accuse another 
member of telling lies or lying.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The word “porky” is a slang word for pork pies, which means 
lies.  To facilitate the debate moving ahead, I ask that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition withdraw.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I explained to the House what I did.  I have no idea what members opposite did.  I asked 
my office to contact FESA and to organise a briefing for members of the Opposition.  In the meantime, members 
opposite might have directly contacted FESA and set up a briefing.  They might have done it five, 10 or 30 
minutes before my office contacted FESA - I do not know.  However, it is scurrilous for the member opposite to 
approach this matter in such a belligerent manner and to accuse me of saying things that are not true when I have 
told the truth to the House.  

Immediately after the debate finished in the Chamber yesterday, I asked that the Opposition receive further 
information and have a further briefing.  I was advised later in the afternoon that such a meeting had been set up 
for 8.30 this morning.  I am advised that the figures were further explained to the Opposition.  The total funding 
provisions, apart from the $5 million for the loss of stamp duties that go into FESA, are $35.5 million.  The 
Government will pay the emergency services levy for all of its properties.  The value of that is estimated to be 
$8.5 million.  The Government will continue to pay $1 million to the Volunteer Marine Rescue Service.  The 
Government will further provide a balancing subsidy of $18.5 million to support regional areas.  The direct 
appropriations to FESA total $28 million.  On top of that, as I said yesterday, the Government will provide an 
additional $5.4 million from the Office of State Revenue to cover the pensioners and seniors who get 
concessions on the emergency services levy.  The Government will also top up FESA with $2.1 million to cover 
the Homeswest concessions we are giving.  That total then comes to $35.5 million.  The Government will take 
into account the loss of stamp duty of $5 million, which makes a total of $40.5 million.  I reiterate that this is a 
very neutral situation.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  We know all that.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  This is not a windfall for the Government; it will maintain its funding.  This is not a 
cheaper option for the Government to take.  The Opposition has tried to tell the House that the Government 
could use the FESA levies in other ways.  The Opposition has suggested that we would somehow siphon off the 
money and spend it for other purposes.  That is simply not the case.  I understand that this morning the 
Government provided the Opposition with another chart that details the sections of this Bill and the FESA Act 
that pertain to the funding.   

I draw members’ attention to clause 30 of the Fire and Emergency Services legislation (Emergency Services 
Levy) Amendment Bill.  Section 30 of the Act states how the funds credited to the account as a result of 
payments made to the authority under part 6 are to be expended.  The expenditure on prescribed services under 
proposed section 35B(2)(a) does not include expenditure on services provided by the Volunteer Marine Rescue 
Service.  I will not waste time by referring members to clause 30, but they can see largely how that funding takes 
place.   

One of the other concerns that members have raised is that somehow I, or a future minister, could suddenly up 
the ante and increase this tax without bringing the legislation back before the Parliament.  Surprise, surprise, that 
is exactly the same situation that we are in currently.  There is nothing to stop me as minister, this Government 
or any future Government, if the Government sticks with exactly the same funding arrangements presently in 
place, from upping the amount that is collected from insurance premiums. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I remind members that we are debating clause 1, which is the 
short title.  I ask members to address their comments to the short title and not to enter into another attempt at a 
second reading debate.  The Speaker has made specific rulings on this, and I will insist that members speak 
strictly to the short title of the Bill. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I respect your ruling, Mr Acting Speaker, but you just allowed the minister to talk about the 
budget. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I answered a question. 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am sure that the member for Mitchell has a number of questions that are still unanswered 
by people from the Fire and Emergency Services Authority, which is why he is concerned about this issue.   

Should this Bill be rejected by the Parliament, there will still be an emergency services system in Western 
Australia.  I greatly respect the 26 000 volunteers across Western Australia who contribute to emergency 
services in a range of ways, whether it be through marine rescue, the State Emergency Service or bush fire 
brigades, and I also respect the career people who do a great job and are paid for it.  The short title says that this 
Fire and Emergency Services Legislation (Emergency Services Levy) Amendment Bill is to amend the 1998 
legislation.  I have always expressed my support for the Bill because the system that was in place in the past was 
not working as best it could.   

The legislation contains anomalies.  I said in the second reading debate that I did not think we would ever get a 
perfect system.  The member for Murray-Wellington quite rightly said that he is concerned about this legislation 
because his electorate will be one of those areas that is a net loser.  One can understand members being parochial 
about their electorates.  Surely that is what we are about.  In a way we are in this place to be parochial about the 
people we represent, but at the same time to pass legislation for the general good.  That is why I have supported 
this legislation.  There will be winners and losers.  I understand that the net gain for the budget is about 
$4 million, which will be redistributed.  Those funds could quite well be allocated under a budgetary 
arrangement.  The legislation has not had an easy gestation period.  During the second reading debate we talked 
about sending it to a committee of the Parliament.  At one stage the President of the Western Australian Local 
Government Association was quite vitriolic.  He mentioned in the first paragraph of his statement that this was 
yet another property tax.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is not what he is currently saying. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I agree.  Local government has resisted, and has reluctantly come to the table on this matter. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Over the past six months local government has been incredibly constructive. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Local government has always been constructive and supportive on this issue.  I recall that 
when I was Minister for Local Government I talked about this levy with local government representatives, as did 
my colleagues Hon Kevin Prince and Hon John Day when each was Minister for Police.  A procession of 
meetings took place on this issue.  Local government officers are professional people and the majority of local 
governments in this State operate very well.  It is not a question of there being huge resistance.  The resistance 
has resulted from local government and people in the community seeing some inequities.   

The role of Her Majesty’s Opposition is to question, oppose and scrutinise legislation to make sure that it is fair 
and just for all people of Western Australia.  There is no doubt that as far as country people are concerned this 
legislation will mean a redistribution of levy funds from urban to rural Western Australia.  That is a good thing, 
particularly for those communities that cannot afford proper safety equipment to carry out their duties.  In many 
cases it is a very risky business.  The State is entering into a fire-risk season.  We can see what is happening now 
in Sydney.  Television footage this morning showed smoke so thick that brigade members could not see each 
other, which is a very dangerous situation.  We need properly equipped brigades and career people. 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  Definitely. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We do. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I have allowed a certain amount of latitude to members on both sides of the House to 
this point.  I now direct members’ attention to clause 1, the short title, and ask them to speak to the short title or 
to move to amend it.  That is all that is being debated at the moment. 

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  The minister opened the Mandurah fire brigade station six months ago.  It has been a 
great acquisition for the Peel region.  It was thought that the levy would supplement the funding for that station 
and for full-time officers in the area.  I was concerned at the time about the effect that would have on the 
volunteers.  My electorate contains two volunteer groups, the Falcon fire brigade volunteers and the southern 
estuary volunteer group.  They are well equipped and their equipment is up to scratch.  However, since the full-
time career officers acquired the station, I am led to believe that the roll-up to voluntary training has decreased 
and that the interest is not there because volunteers feel that there is no interest in them.   

Where will some of the levy funds go?  I like to think that some of the funds will be allocated to the Department 
of Conservation and Land Management to expend on extra controlled burning.  The member for Warren-
Blackwood referred to the current Sydney crisis.  The Yalgorup National Park - 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 24 October 2002] 

 p2361f-2382a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Ms Margaret 

Quirk; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Tony Dean; Mr John Bradshaw; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Arthur Marshall; 
Speaker; Mr Larry Graham; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Phillip Pendal; Mr Colin Barnett; Barron-; Mr John Day; Mr 

John Hyde 

 [8] 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I ask the member to relate his comments to the short title. 

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  This is coming back to the short title.  The eastern side of the estuary had bush fires last 
year, and on the western side the Yalgorup National Park has had no controlled burning for eight years.  The 
dryness forecast for this coming season and the dryness that occurred last year mean that fuel in the park is ready 
to be ignited.  There is only one ranger at present to control it.   

The minister is not running this debate; she should not look at the Acting Speaker like that.  She cannot shake 
her head and tell him what to do.  Who is running this show? 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  It is very clear that the Acting Speaker is running the show and running it very well.  We 
are speaking on the short title.  The Acting Speaker has directed the attention of members to the short title; in 
fact, the Acting Speaker has been very gracious in the Chair.  How does the member’s ridiculous tangent about 
putting money into the Department of Conservation and Land Management, which is something that hitherto has 
not been raised and I doubt would be a consistent view across the Opposition, relate to the short title? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  There is a point of order.  I note that the matters about which 
the member for Dawesville spoke are covered by clause 15 of the Bill and I ask him to come back to the short 
title. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. MARSHALL:  In summary, I have a great concern about the levy moneys because the Government has 
not indicated where the money will go.  I do not want to see it go up in smoke and disappear.  The Government 
should categorically state where the money will go so that the people on my side of the estuary in southern 
Dawesville can feel secure that there will be funding for equipment and firefighters to fight the inevitable 
bushfire that will occur down there this year.  I want that levy money to be spent wisely. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am not sure that this is the appropriate title for the Bill.  Instead of calling it 
the Fire and Emergency Services Legislation (Emergency Services Levy) Amendment Bill 2002, it could be 
called the “Fire and Emergency Services Legislation (Property Tax) Amendment Bill 2002”.  I say that because 
we still have not been given information to counter our concerns about the Bill.  The reason that I am toying with 
the idea of opposing the title of the Bill and suggesting that there should be a different title is demonstrated in a 
table we received in briefings organised by the minister.  The table tallies up the revenue and expenditure of the 
Fire and Emergency Services Authority in the first full year of operation of the levy, which table will be updated 
as a result of a briefing that ended about an hour ago.  We were unable to walk away from that briefing with 
knowledge of the individual items of expenditure and revenue and how they related to one another so that we 
could ensure the bottom lines in both cases stacked up and we were comparing apples with apples.  However, it 
has been confirmed that the allocation provided by the Government through normal budget appropriations of 
$40.5 million in 2004-05 will not be the amount of money that the Fire and Emergency Services Authority will 
have available at its fingertips to spend on fire and emergency services in this State; an amount of $12.5 million 
will be clawed back by the Government as a redirected appropriation.  That essentially means that under this 
system the Government will be required to provide concessions to pensioners and seniors to the tune of about 
$5.4 million and will have to assist Homeswest to the tune of $2.1 million.  Instead of the Government’s 
providing those services as community service obligations and giving FESA its full $40.5 million allocation, 
FESA will have to jack up the levy to cover those concessions.  The Government will simply avoid its 
obligations because it wants the process to be budget neutral, which will result in $12.5 million being drawn out 
of FESA’s budget appropriation and added to the levy and the levy will be imposed directly on property. 

Another table we obtained provides a breakdown of the impact on different categories of property.  The people 
most affected will be residential home owners, who will pay about $65 million under this levy arrangement.  On 
one hand, the Government is saying it will not meet its obligations through the budget but will rip those 
obligations from FESA’s $40.5 million allocation, and on the other hand FESA is saying that it does not want to 
cut funding for fire and emergency services and it will have to ramp up the levy.  For all intents and purposes, 
property owners will pay an additional amount because the Government is not prepared to accept its budget 
obligation under this scheme.  In other words, the levy has been contorted.  Instead of being a user-pays 
arrangement, a large proportion of the budget will be identified as a property tax.  That is why the Bill, instead of 
having “emergency services levy” in its title, should have “property tax” or some other wording that makes it 
clear what the story is. 
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The Opposition has information about the revenue side of things.  Everything we said in this Chamber yesterday 
has been confirmed and we know we are on solid ground.  However, the minister has been unable to give us a 
breakdown of the estimated expenditure for 2004-05 that tallies up with the information on the estimated 
revenues we have been given.  She said that we can have a briefing on that matter, but we are still waiting for 
that information.  We are now having this debate on a matter on which we do not have all the facts and the 
minister will not delay proceedings to enable us to get those facts. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not know what the previous Acting Speaker said, but before the Bill is further considered, 
the debate on the short title of the Bill should centre on the short title and not stray into general debate.  The 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to a proposed amendment to the short title but much of the debate was 
of a more general nature.  I am sure there will be ample opportunity for a general debate in other clauses of the 
Bill. 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Mr Speaker, you just deleted about four minutes and 45 seconds of my speech.  I have been 
in this place long enough to understand the word “filibuster” and how it fits into the scheme of our parliamentary 
process. 

The debate that I listened to downstairs, and for which I have come back into the Chamber now, has gone as far 
as the short title of the Bill.  I listened with great interest to the speeches, which were all very good speeches.  
However, the time to argue the allocation of funds is in the debate on the budget and the forward estimates.  I 
would be more than happy to do that.  I do not share the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s concerns about the 
budget, the forward estimates and the funds that will be raised by this levy.  However, if he is correct, I would 
like to hear more of his argument at some other time.  I ask him to point me in the direction of the shortfall; 
although I have been briefed on the Bill, I have not found one. 

I would love to get this legislation through the Parliament with proper scrutiny and I accept that we are in this 
place to do that as part of the parliamentary system.  However, I say to the Opposition in the nicest possible way 
that we in the bush have been waiting for this legislation for a very long time.  It has escaped the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition’s notice that currently the bush gets very little funding for fire and emergency services.  This 
legislation by whatever name - I will consider an amendment to it - will improve emergency services in the bush.  
We want this legislation.  There is no argument against the legislation from local governments, although they 
have some concerns.  It is not an argument about local governments, although they have some legitimate 
concerns.  The minister and the Premier have met with local governments and I know that their concerns will be 
addressed.  This legislation for the first time will take some money out of the city and put it in the country; the 
country is waiting for it. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  As a bit of indirect interaction with the member for Pilbara, I said that the title 
was inappropriate because in our briefings there was no mention of any money for the bush; or, if there is, it will 
be at the expense of someone else.  

Mr L. Graham:  Yes. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Pilbara said yes.  However, there is also no definite 
mechanism in the Bill to ensure that Port Hedland, Wyalkatchem, Bunbury or anywhere else will get more 
money for bushfires, or whatever, in the future.  That is the intention of this Bill.   
Mr L. Graham:  It is your thought and not mine.  I am happy to meet with you to talk about it.  If I can help you 
with that, I am happy to do so.  I suggest that we could deal with your amendment to the short title if you moved 
it now.  Perhaps we could have this discussion when we consider other parts of the Bill.  This ain’t the time to do 
it.  You just had a good old-fashioned filibuster, and it was good fun. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Pilbara said it was an old-fashioned filibuster.  The difficulty 
the Opposition has is that matters need to be raised and we cannot find any clauses that relate to those matters.  
That is why we wanted this Bill to go to a standing committee. 
The SPEAKER:  This is not the clause in which to do that.  Under this clause, members can discuss the short 
title of the Bill.  We do not have the capacity to have a general, broad-ranging debate on this clause.  This is a 
piece of legislation with 35 clauses.  I am sure that the member can raise any issues he wishes during debate on 
other clauses.  The debate on the short title of the Bill should be a simple debate on the correctness of the title.  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will be very brief.  I suggested that the term “Property Tax” should be 
incorporated in the title of the Bill, because that will reflect the feelings of people in the community when, for 
example, people in Joondalup find that they are hit with a median fee of $126 and people in Belmont are hit with 
a median fee of $94 - the list goes on and on.  Members of this Chamber will be approached by people in the 
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community and asked what is going on.  A tax will be charged on property.  Consequently, that should be 
reflected in the title of this Bill.  It does not matter what members of this Chamber think.  Once this legislation is 
implemented and people get their rate bills, particularly in the first full year in the lead-up to the next election, 
the same thing will happen as happened in other States.  I leave members to make their own inquiries as to what 
happened in other States, because it was very interesting.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I believe that it is the appropriate short title for the Bill.  
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Yesterday I supported the motion that this Bill go to a committee, because the 
Opposition felt that some questions had not been answered.   

Point of Order 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have sat here for 50 minutes listening to the debate on this clause.  Acting Speakers and the 
Speaker have repeatedly reminded members that we are dealing with the short title of the Bill.  Clause 1 has 
nothing to do with the questions that members want to ask.  I ask that you, Mr Speaker, direct the member to get 
to the point so that we can move on to some substantive questions on this Bill. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Riverton is correct.  However, it is usual to give someone more than 20 
seconds to get to what he or she wishes to say about the short title.  I urge the member for Alfred Cove to speak 
to this clause.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I was coming to that.  I believe that the member for Riverton’s interjection after 20 
seconds was uncalled for.  The title of the Bill is the Fire and Emergency Services Legislation (Emergency 
Services Levy) Amendment Bill.  Levy is defined in the dictionary as a collection of tax or a compulsory 
payment.  I was not provided with the document that was given to members of the Opposition in response to 
questions raised by members of State Parliament.  I appreciate the minister’s explanation this morning of table 3 
of that document; however; I can understand the Opposition’s concern that the table states that the forward 
estimate is a figure of $40.5 million, of which $5 million is a tax for reducing expenditure.  The problem is that 
the two tables do not balance. 

The SPEAKER:  The levy is covered within the Bill.  The member will have plenty of opportunities to debate 
the content or style of the levy, or whatever she wishes.  Under this clause, we are discussing whether the short 
title is an appropriate description of this Bill.  That is basically the only question that the member should address.  
I urge the member to raise her questions during the appropriate parts of the debate on this legislation.  We cannot 
have a general debate on every clause of this Bill.  If we did, we would never get through it.  Over the past hour 
or so we have made very slow progress on a very simple clause.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I thought that if the minister gave an explanation of those two tables, it might enhance 
the progress of the Bill through the House. 

The SPEAKER:  That matter does not relate to this clause.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The minister gave an explanation of table 3.  I thought that if she gave an explanation of 
both tables, it might make things a little easier for all members, because they might then better understand the 
figures that have been presented to Parliament.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Section 3 amended - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This clause provides definitions of certain terms.  I ask the minister to explain the term 
“annual estimate”.  According to the definition, it means -  

. . . an estimate of expenditure for a financial year; 

I presume that is the expenditure for the whole of the budget of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority, or 
does it mean any part of the expenditure in relation to the activities of FESA? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I draw the member for Warren-Blackwood’s attention to proposed section 35B on page 9 
of the Bill, which is headed “Annual estimates of expenditure by Authority”.  That proposed section explains in 
far more detail what is included in that term.  It is fairly encompassing.  Proposed section 35B(2)(b) points out 
that it comprises - 
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. . . the amounts payable to local governments under section 36A(5).  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 5 to 10 put and passed. 
Clause 11:  Section 30 amended - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I understand that this is the clause that amends the Fire Brigades Act.  Perhaps the minister 
could explain to the House how clause 11(2) relates to, I presume, section 36A(5) of the Fire Brigades Act.  I 
had difficulty finding that section in that Act.  I suspect it might be found under the Fire and Emergency Services 
Authority of Western Australia Act.  Can the minister explain where section 36A(5) can be found?  I am sorry I 
have not raised this matter before.  The discussions that we had with the Fire and Emergency Services Authority 
related to a range of other matters.  However, in my cursory examination of the Fire Brigades Act, I could not 
make head nor tail of the amendment that appears under clause 11(2).  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  As stated in the clause notes that were provided to members, clause 11(2) amends section 
30(2) of the Act to include a new provision that empowers the Fire and Emergency Services Authority account 
to be charged with amounts payable to local governments in relation to their fire and emergency services.  
Further, the member will find that the amendment to section 30 removes the reference to the Fire Brigades Act, 
because section 46 of that Act is deleted at a later stage.  It is appropriate to remove the reference to the Fire 
Brigades Act at this point.  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is the reference being made then to the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western 
Australia Act rather than the Fire Brigades Act? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Yes. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 12 put and passed. 

Clause 13:  Sections 35A and 35B inserted - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This clause gives me the scope to ask questions about one area over which 
significant uncertainty still hangs.  I refer to proposed new section 35B titled “Annual estimates of expenditure 
by Authority”.   

In members’ briefings, as the minister is aware, we were provided with an overview of an annual estimate of 
expenditure by the authority for 2004-05.  I refer to table 4 in the information package relating to the responses 
to questions raised by members of State Parliament.  Will the minister please talk us through the estimated 
expenditure items on that table, which currently lists FESA’s services as costing $116.1 million.  Broadly 
speaking, that covers the fire and emergency services provided throughout the State.  Additional local 
government grants amount to $13.5 million - 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The information requested by the member does not relate to reserve funds, which is the 
heading and content of this proposed new section.  

The SPEAKER:  I do not know to what the reserve funds relate.  In relation to the State’s contribution, the 
member is endeavouring to find out how that is deemed under this provision.  Perhaps the minister can tell us 
what part of the Bill the question relates to, and then the Chair will be in a position to direct members 
accordingly. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The explanatory notes on clause 13 refer to FESA’s annual estimate of expenditure, and 
state that it will include - 

•  the estimated expenditure related to prescribed services to be provided under the emergency services 
Acts (e.g. the cost of Volunteer Marine Rescue Services, which is not to be funded by the emergency 
services levy); and 

•  local governments’ estimated expenditure on their fire and emergency services - to the extent that such 
expenditure has been approved by FESA under section 36A. 

It appears from these explanatory notes provided by the minister’s office that there is scope to address the 
concerns of the member for Mitchell.  
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Mrs M.H. Roberts:  By way of interjection, what the member for Warren-Blackwood has said is correct and what 
the member for Mitchell has said is incorrect.  

The SPEAKER:  Will the minister indicate what part of the Bill is the appropriate section in relation to the 
State’s contribution? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Proposed new section 35B.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have just been talking to clause 13 and I specifically singled out proposed 
new section 35B titled “Annual estimates of expenditure by Authority”.  The minister said that I am not able to 
talk about this under proposed new section 35A titled “Reserve funds”.  I suggest that the minister remove the 
cotton wool from her ears and listen to me talk to the clause to which I am referring.   

As I said, members were provided with an estimated expenditure table, which is exactly the sort of thing that is 
referred to in this particular clause.  The first item says that the cost for FESA services amounts to 
$116.1 million.  Broadly speaking, that is all the fire and emergency services across the State. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Are you now referring to proposed new section 35B? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, under clause 13.  Under the second item on the table, additional local 
government grants amount to $13.5 million.  I understand that figure comprises around $9.5 million, which is 
money that FESA will spend in place of the money that is currently raised and spent by local councils in country 
areas and by bush fire brigades and so forth through fundraising and so on.  That is not new money being spent 
on services throughout the State, but it is FESA spending the money instead of the councils.  However, that 
$13.5 million included -  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I will clarify that for the member.  Currently, FESA goes into 50-50 arrangements when 
purchasing, for example, major appliances that cost considerable amounts of the money.  Shires will no longer 
have to contribute 50 per cent towards that cost, because 100 per cent of it will come from the fund.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is correct.  Members were advised that around $9.5 million of the 
$13.5 million is essentially money that has already been spent; it is in the system and it is being spent by the 
councils and so on at the moment.  However, $4 million of new money is included in that amount.  That is the 
growth funding that contains the extra $4 million going to the bush within that $13.5 million.  There is then a 
rounded amount of $2.3 million, which is, essentially, the money paid to local government to help meet the costs 
of administering this new scheme.  On top of that is an amount of $12.5 million, which is redirected 
appropriations.  That all adds to $144.4 million, which equates exactly with the estimated revenue being 
provided for 2004-05.  The query I have about the estimates of expenditure for 2004-05, in accordance with this 
proposed new section 35B, is that the expenditure table does not tally up accurately or cannot be compared with 
the revenue table that we were given.  In other expenditure information that members were given, which 
presumably is used partly as the basis for determining the annual estimates of expenditure, the Government is 
taking into account in the treatment of the appropriation to FESA, about $12.5 million of redirected 
appropriations.  The Fire and Emergency Services Authority receives $40.5 million, and, after $12.5 million is 
taken out, it is left with $28 million.  That is the figure that appears on the table under the heading of “Estimated 
Revenue”.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I would like to hear the member continue his remarks.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Although the gross appropriation of $40.5 million has been adjusted in the 
revenue table by $12.5 million, which is the redirected appropriation, the redirected appropriation line appears 
again under the heading “Estimated Expenditure”.  Opposition members were advised that that table was being 
updated and that we would receive copies of the revised version.  We have now reached a clause that hinges on 
information that has yet to be provided by the minister’s office.  Therefore, at this point, I cannot assess the 
legislation and the minister cannot provide me with any answers.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  A few members have already stated that this matter is quite complex.  I have attempted to 
explain it as clearly as possible; however, I am having difficulty doing that because my explanation seems to 
provoke interjections.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I did not hear what you said.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Every time I start to explain the matter, members interject - I lose my train of thought - 
and they become angry and start throwing insults, none of which is helpful.  I welcome the opportunity of being 
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able to explain the matter without members becoming too hasty in thinking that I am not going to answer their 
questions.  When I get to the end of my five minutes, members can jump up and ask more questions if they do 
not feel I have adequately explained the matter.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member for Mitchell is nodding and interrupting already.   

Table 4 lists estimated expenditure.  The $2.3 million refers to the administration fee; that is, what the 
Government will pay per rate notice.  Reference was also made to the additional local government grants of 
$13.5 million.  The member for Mitchell stated that $9.5 million is already being spent for such purposes so that 
leaves only an extra $4 million.  Earlier a member asked what an extra $4 million would provide.  Essentially, 
that money will go towards achieving what is already being carried out by the State Emergency Service units and 
bush fire brigades.  As a baseline, no bush fire brigade or SES unit will be worse off under the new legislation.  
The Bill is not about rewarding people who have not contributed money in the past.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member for Mitchell is interjecting when he said that he would not.   

Further, the Bill is not about denying the councils that have done the right thing by their bush fire brigades and 
SES units.  Indeed, the Government will consider the past patterns of expenditure within a three to five-year plan 
and keep them on that path.  The $9.5 million will assist in meeting the baseline.  Members opposite have stated 
that there is only an extra $4 million, when even $1 million spent on protective equipment for bush fire brigades 
and SES units would make a huge difference.  The legislation will not fix all the problems overnight.  If the 
legislation is passed, it will not mean that every bush fire brigade and SES unit in WA will have its dreams come 
true and be equipped with absolutely fabulous equipment in one, two or three years.  The Government’s priority 
- it is also the priority of FESA; indeed, I am not interested in interfering in such priorities, nor would any 
government minister be interested in doing so - is to ensure that the money is spent on the bush fire brigades and 
SES units, because some volunteers do not have proper protective gear.  I would have thought that, in the first 
year, $4 million would more than cover, for example, the basic requirement of protective overalls.  In future 
years there will additional money.  We are able to provide much equipment that is valuable to communities from 
the overall level of the grants scheme, which is $9.5 million.  An additional $4 million is a substantial increase 
and it will make a real difference to the SES volunteers and bush fire brigades.   

The other matter to which the member for Mitchell continually refers is the figure of $12.5 million under the 
heading “Redirected Appropriations”.  As he correctly indicated, point 6 refers people to table 3 on page 4, 
which indicates that the $12.5 million comprises $5 million for the reduction for lost stamp duty, $5.4 million for 
pensioners and seniors concessions, and $2.1 million for Homeswest rental costs.  I have also advised the House 
that the tables could have been set out more clearly, because they have caused unnecessary concern -  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I would be delighted to hear more from the minister.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  That is the nicest comment the member for Mitchell has made about me all year.   

I understand that FESA officers advised the Opposition that the Office of State Revenue has committed to 
making an allocation to cover the $5.4 million for pensioners and seniors concessions and the $2.1 million for 
Homeswest rental costs.  Those amounts have been lumped together with the $5 million as part of the 
$12 million that the Office of State Revenue is not meeting.  The question arises: why are such amounts listed in 
table 4 under the heading “Estimated Expenditure”?  The explanation is that they are listed there because they 
are part of the overall cost of running the scheme and how it is set out.  Members opposite can deny this; 
however, this is not something I have dreamt up.  Yesterday, I was asked whether Cabinet had interfered and had 
suggested ripping money out here and there.  Cabinet endorsed what was put forward by the Fire and Emergency 
Services Authority.  The Bill before the House is largely what the previous Government put forward.  However, 
I asked FESA to consider pensioners and seniors discounts.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You asked it?   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Yes, because it was appropriate.  The provision that the Office of State Revenue will pay 
the additional money for Homeswest tenants and for pensioners and seniors concessions has been ticked off by 
the Expenditure Review Committee and Cabinet.  I cannot provide members with any further information.  As 
the member for Pilbara stated, if members opposite do not believe the Government, they should raise the issue 
during the budget estimates process.  That is when the Government will be tested, and, if the Government does 
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not deliver, that is when the Opposition can claim that there has been a scandal.  That is what the budget 
estimates process is about.   

Members opposite have said that they do not believe the Government.  They have also stated that the minister 
responsible - they refer in particular to me - might decide to raise the rate in the dollar and make everyone pay 
more money.  I, and any minister before me, could have done that under the current system.  In fact, it would 
probably be easier to do it under the current system.   

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I did not get a chance to make any remarks in the second reading debate, but I will do so 
now.  This clause, and the Bill, does two things, both of which are long overdue and a welcome change in 
direction.  To my knowledge, Governments have battled with the issue of funding fire services in Western 
Australia for the past 20 years and successive Governments have dragged the chain.  That the legislation has 
reached the consideration in detail stage is a significant step.  The funding mechanism proposed in this 
legislation brings us literally into the twenty-first century.  Therefore, what the Government and the Parliament 
are doing in this legislation is excellent.   

One matter that is of particular interest to me and has been mentioned several times by the minister and others is 
the allocation of $5.4 million to cover concessions for pensioners and self-funded retirees.  Just two years ago, I 
introduced a private member’s Bill that sought to extend to seniors and self-funded retirees all of the benefits 
that for the previous five years had only ever been conferred on pensioners.  Subsequent to that, because it was 
an election year, the then coalition Government announced its support for that Bill; and in January 2001, the then 
Labor Opposition announced that it would also go down that path.  I was very pleased that substantially the first 
piece of legislation that was put through the first session of the new Parliament by the new Treasurer was to 
extend the concessions to self-funded retirees or, as they are referred to in the explanatory notes to this Bill, 
seniors.  In the course of the past 15 months, self-funded retirees and seniors have been brought up to speed 
alongside age pensioners in Western Australia.  It has even gone a bit further than that, because the previous 
Government’s Bill did not envisage extending the concessions to self-funded retirees.  Therefore, I am very 
happy, given the Bill that I introduced two years ago, that on this occasion the concessions will also be extended 
to self-funded retirees.   

Last Thursday night, I attended a dinner that was held in Perth as part of the national conference of the 
Association of Independent Retirees, the Western Australian president of which is Mr Jeff Trew.  That 
organisation is exhilarated by the commitments that have come from both of the major political parties in 
Western Australia but have been enacted in legislation by the current Government in the past 15 months.  The 
national president of the association made it very clear on that evening how much Western Australia is in the 
vanguard by providing financial concessions and facilities to self-funded retirees that are the envy of every other 
State in Australia.  These issues are now a central part of the New South Wales state election campaign because 
of the impact they will have on state taxpayers, in particular self-funded retirees.  Therefore, what began in 
Western Australia is now growing across Australia.   
This is an excellent Bill: firstly, because it plugs all the gaps that have existed in the system of emergency 
services funding for at least the past 20 years at the global level; and, secondly, because at the state level it will 
provide $5.4 million worth of concessions this year to not only pensioners - and they deserve it - but also self-
funded retirees and seniors, who until 15 months ago have had the chain dragged in that regard.  Therefore, I 
commend the Government on both counts. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I want to clarify a point that I made when I was asked about this matter.  I correctly said 
that the Expenditure Review Committee of Cabinet has ticked off on the provision for $5.4 million for 
pensioners and seniors concessions.  I also correctly said that provision has been made for a further $2.1 million.  
With regard to the technicalities, the allocation for pensioners and seniors concessions will go to the Office of 
State Revenue.  The allocation of $2.1 million will go to Homeswest.  I will explain it in layperson’s terms: the 
$5.4  million is a direct appropriation from Treasury to the OSR.  The $2.1 million is a direct appropriation to 
Homeswest.  That will enable Homeswest to pay that money to FESA as part of its obligation.  Therefore, just as 
local government authorities will have to collect this money from landowners in their area, Homeswest, as a 
landowner, because this is a tax on landowners, will also have to meet its obligation.  The Homeswest obligation 
has been assessed at $2.1 million.  Rather than have that money come from Homeswest revenue, there will be an 
additional appropriation from Treasury.  That is part of the reason that that amount is listed in table 4.  Therefore, 
in addition to the $28 million of estimated revenue to FESA, there will be a payment from Homeswest of 
$2.1 million to cover its properties, and a payment from the OSR of $5.4 million to cover the concessions. 
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  The Government will subsidise the Homeswest bill to the tune of $2.1 million.  Will the other 
$300 000 come from Homeswest rents? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Yes; I understand that is correct.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am a bit confused by what the minister has just said.  In terms of proper public policy and 
transparency, if Homeswest, as a property owner, will be required to pay this levy like every other property 
owner - as it should - then I agree with the minister that it is appropriate that Treasury appropriate $2.1 million to 
Homeswest so that Homeswest can meet this obligation.  If the Government decides to give a concession to 
seniors - which I support - then that also should be funded directly from Treasury and go to FESA to make up for 
the loss of revenue to FESA because of that concession.  That is what the minister appeared to say.  The 
information that has been provided to members on this side seems to indicate that the consolidated fund 
allocation to FESA has been reduced from $40 million to $28 million, and that part of that reduction is explained 
by these two factors.  However, these factors do not appear to come into the equation.  How will it work?  It 
seems to me that FESA through its levy will have to make up the $5 million of seniors concessions plus the 
$2 million for Homeswest, and that is why the levy is higher than it otherwise would be. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is not right.  That money will be paid by the other departments to FESA in addition to 
the $28 million.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Where does that appear in the estimates?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It is in the top table on page 5 under the heading “Estimated Revenue”, and I am advised that 
it has to go into the bottom table as well.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  That is right.  Where is it in the top table?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  The $5.4 million and the $2.1 million are part of the $107.4 million for the emergency 
services levy, or ESL, under the table headed “Estimated Revenue”.  At the briefing this morning, members were 
given a table that explained that.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The CRF allocation to FESA is $40.5 million.  Will FESA now receive $28 million plus 
another $5 million for seniors concessions?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Yes.  That is the commitment that has been given by the Expenditure Review Committee of 
Cabinet. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  What is the total CRF allocation to FESA?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  The total allocation to FESA is $28 million.  In addition, there are allocations to the Office 
of State Revenue of $5.4 million and to Homeswest of $2.1 million.  Both of these amounts are required to be 
paid by those departments to FESA, which will take its total to $35.5 million. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  What is the arrangement in respect of stamp duty? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It is lost revenue.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Therefore, because of the loss of the $5 million in stamp duty that was collected under the 
old insurance policy system, FESA will charge a higher levy than it would otherwise in order to recover that 
money.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  As I have also pointed out, people will no longer be paying goods and services tax, as they 
did on their insurance premiums, so there will be a significant reduction in what the public will be paying.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  If I understand the minister correctly, the only impact on the levy is the $5 million of stamp 
duty equivalent.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is correct.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  As I said in the second reading debate, I support the general intent of this legislation, and the 
scheme that will hopefully be put in place.  The crux of the argument that the House is having at the moment 
relates to the amount totalling $12.5 million, which appears, from the information provided to the Opposition, to 
be taken off the total $40.5 million current allocation to FESA from the consolidated fund.  Five million dollars 
of that $12.5 million is explained by the reduction in stamp duty that would otherwise be collected by the 
Government.  The Government is therefore saying that it wants to ensure that it does not miss out on that 
$5 million and will in effect collect it through the emergency services levy.  Is that correct?  
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Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Yes; people are paying it currently in the form of stamp duty.  People are also currently 
paying goods and services tax.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  That is understandable.  Effectively, there is currently a tax on the fire service levy in the form 
of stamp duty.  That will be replaced by an equivalent amount of tax through the emergency services levy in the 
future, so that will be a neutral situation.  It would be quite open to the Government, if it wanted to make it easier 
to sell this legislation, to say that it would not seek to collect that lost stamp duty from property owners in 
Western Australia, and the levy could therefore be lower than it otherwise will be, through the system the 
Government is putting in place.  I accept that the Government is putting forward a revenue neutral situation, and 
that is an arguable position.  However, it would make it easier to sell the legislation if the Government were 
prepared to fund that $5 million.  Nevertheless, that will not stop me opposing the Bill now being debated.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Do you not mean it would not stop you from supporting the Bill?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I am sorry; it would not stop me supporting the legislation.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I did not want the member to be incorrectly reported by Hansard.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I thank the minister.  It would not stop me supporting the legislation.  

Some of the remainder of that $12.5 million is made up of $5.4 million as a concession for pensioners and 
seniors.  That is an appropriate thing to do, but it is a policy decision of the Government.  Rather than fund that 
concession out of the consolidated fund, as the Leader of the Opposition was just saying, in effect that amount 
will be funded from the emergency services levy that will be contributed to by property owners in Western 
Australia.  Is that correct?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Yes.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  It would be much easier for the Government to win over support in the community, and 
probably from other members of Parliament, if it was prepared to fund that $5.4 million out of the consolidated 
fund as part of the general budget process, rather than expect other property owners to fund it through a higher 
levy.  If the minister was prepared to indicate that she would take up that matter with the Treasurer - obviously it 
would require the support of the Treasurer, and a decision by Cabinet - it would make it a lot easier to get 
support for this legislation.   

The other $2.1 million of the $12.5 million total is a payment to Homeswest to ensure that it can pay the levy on 
the houses it owns.  That is also a policy decision by the Government.  Obviously, those funds must be provided, 
but in effect the Government is saying that other property owners will have to fund that $2.1 million rather than 
its coming from the consolidated fund.  As the Leader of the Opposition was saying, it would be much more 
appropriate if the amounts for both Homeswest and pensioners and seniors concessions were funded from the 
consolidated fund rather than be loaded onto other property owners.  I want to support this legislation.  It is 
worthy of support overall.  However, the Government is being a little mean spirited in the way it is seeking to 
fund these amounts.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  In my previous comments I said that the mechanism for providing for Homeswest 
properties and pensioners and seniors concessions from the consolidated fund is correct.  However, the thinking 
of the Government is flawed.  The Government seems to think that this is a zero-sum game; namely, that what is 
taken from one area is compensated for by the other and it all adds up and balances out at zero.  It cannot do that, 
for one simple reason.  The Government, quite validly, has introduced a seniors concession of $5 million that 
was not there before.  The Government has made a policy decision to introduce a seniors concession.  If it 
wishes to do that, it must increase overall net allocations from the consolidated fund by $5 million.  That is 
where the public is being diddled by this.  I do not know what its current arrangement is, but if Homeswest has 
not been insuring its properties - which it probably does not - then if it is now to insure, it must be funded with 
$2 million.  That again is a different policy position.  Unless the minister allocates an extra $7.5 million, she is 
diddling the system.  She cannot do it.  It is not a zero-sum game.  There cannot be no net outcome financially 
when a concession of $5 million is introduced, along with a requirement that Homeswest, quite properly, now 
pays its contribution to FESA.  These two policy decisions happen to cost $7.5 million.  Unless an additional 
$7.5 million is placed from Treasury into this scheme - by whichever mechanism is used - the public will be 
short-changed by that amount.  That is why, as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is saying, the premium cost 
to people is above what it would otherwise be and should be.  It is not a zero-sum game.  The Government has 
made policy decisions that will cost $7.5 million, and it must fund that amount.  It is as simple as that.  
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Mr L. GRAHAM:  I am confused.  I thought I understood it.  This is where the debate gets a bit murky, so I will 
ask for a little tolerance.  I am not sure where the $7.5 million figure that is being kicked around comes from, 
and I do not understand the break-up of that figure.  I am equally unaware of anybody saying that there is no cost 
associated with it.  The Government’s position in the briefings I have been given for the best part of four or five 
years is budget neutrality.  That is different from being cost neutral to all parties involved.  I am not aware of 
anyone saying that some people will not pay more and others will not pay less.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Everything you have said so far is correct.  

Mr L. GRAHAM:  The difficulty with the argument at this stage is that it is only focusing on what comes in and 
the cost to the different parties.  I am prepared to be wrong on things, but my position is that provided the benefit 
comes in and goes out, and they roughly equate, I am prepared to support this measure.  I have not heard 
anything to date that causes me great alarm.  I understand the political issues, but it is a benefit that people and 
organisations that were previously excluded by their commercial arrangements will now be required to 
contribute to this fund.  The fact that there will be a greater pool of money - even though it is revenue neutral - is 
a significant benefit.  The amount of available cash will be greater.  The new arrangements are not based on 
anyone paying extra.  The argument about taxes is always who pays.  This system is based on budget neutrality.  
I will probably argue with the Government later that it needs to do something about the budget neutrality and put 
in more money.  I will do that during the budget debates.  If I find that the areas I represent are not getting a fair 
shake I will argue with the Government every day and in every way that we need more and that the Government 
has to kick in more money.  That is separate and distinctly different from an argument that no-one has to pay 
more. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Having had both tables explained by the minister I am very pleased that under this new 
allocation there will be a provision or discount for Homeswest rental costs of $2.1 million and $5.4 million for 
pensioners with concession cards.  There was previously confusion about a reduction for lost stamp duty of 
$5 million.  The new funding arrangements will result in the removal of the fire service levy, which is the reason 
for the $5 million stamp duty decrease.  The new arrangements are to ensure budget neutrality.  I am pleased that 
$12.5 million is in the redirected appropriations.  The member for Darling Range said that $7.5 million - $5.4 
million for pensioners and $2.1 million for Homeswest rentals - should come from the consolidated fund.  
Whether it comes from the consolidated fund or elsewhere, I am pleased about the purpose for which it will be 
used.  I hope the Government will review this at the end of the year to see whether the amount is adequate or 
should be increased. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I draw the attention of the minister to proposed section 35B, which gives the minister the 
ability to approve the expenditure of funds for emergency services.  Local governments are expected to receive 
$2.3 million to administer the levy.  Software will be provided to local governments, particularly in the 
metropolitan area.  A formula will be provided to assess costs that local governments will be faced with in 
raising the levy.  The Town of Vincent, which is a local government I know very well, will be given about 
$50 000 to raise the levy on behalf of FESA.  The Shire of Manjimup, which is my own shire, will receive only 
$13 000.  I do not have the exact figures, but I recall those numbers.  It is an interesting comparison.  The 
difference is that the Town of Vincent has career firefighters whereas the Shire of Manjimup will have funds for 
the bush fire brigades distributed by FESA.  The shire will have to ensure that the brigades are properly 
equipped.  The shire has 29 fire brigades.  Local governments will have far more work in rural areas where there 
are multiple brigades and SES units.  Does the formula contain a loading to provide for local governments that 
have to administer more complex arrangements? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I believe the member is referring to proposed section 36A, which pertains to money 
administered by local governments on an annual basis.  The annual estimate for the Town of Vincent is $50 000.  
Proposed section 35B(2)(b) refers to money for the bush fire brigades and the SES.  Over $300 000 has already 
been spent on software.  Those set-up costs will not be taken from the amount for each rate notice.  That has 
happened in the past and is currently happening.  That money is expended separately. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I may be getting ahead of myself, but I will complete my argument.  Does the system 
contain a loading to provide for local governments that have to do much more administration than a metropolitan 
council? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Proposed section 36W caters for that.  We will expend whatever is required to get all 
software systems up to date. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is obvious that all local governments will have the same software and the same gross 
rental value ratings or the flat rate of $30 for each block.  Above and beyond that, rural councils will have more 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 24 October 2002] 

 p2361f-2382a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Ms Margaret 

Quirk; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Tony Dean; Mr John Bradshaw; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Arthur Marshall; 
Speaker; Mr Larry Graham; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Phillip Pendal; Mr Colin Barnett; Barron-; Mr John Day; Mr 

John Hyde 

 [18] 

work to do than metropolitan councils because career fire brigades operate in the metropolitan area.  All 
metropolitan councils have to do is collect the FESA levy.  Rural councils will have far more to do in 
administering the levy and ensuring it is acquitted properly.  They also have multiple brigades.  Does the 
legislation compensate rural councils for the extra work? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I will answer to the best of my ability.  I am advised that the matters raised by the 
member pertain largely to proposed section 36W.  The member is not asking about the amount for each rate 
notice; he is suggesting there will be further and other expenditures by local governments through working with 
FESA in developing budgets etc.  The Government is trying to work constructively with local governments on 
that matter.  I would like to take that into consideration.  We need to determine how we can best do that and what 
is the fairest way.  FESA acknowledges that additional costs may be incurred by local governments in working 
with their local bush fire brigades and SES units in developing budgets. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  While we are discussing the role of local governments, it has been pointed out that local 
governments will be liable for extra administrative costs in collecting the levy.  Local governments will 
experience a reduction in the amount they currently contribute, particularly the funding of fire and rescue 
services.  In the case of larger local governments, such as the Cities of Stirling and Joondalup, the reduction will 
be in the order of several hundreds of thousands of dollars a year.  I asked the minister what obligations there 
will be on local governments, both large and small, to account for what they will do with the funds they currently 
contribute to emergency services that they will not have to provide in the future.  In some cases, rates charged to 
property owners may be reduced.  In other cases, funds may be used for other purposes.  Alternatively, it could 
be a combination of both.  It is incumbent on local governments to explain to ratepayers how those funds will be 
used or to demonstrate that there will be a reduction in rates otherwise charged.  What obligations will be placed 
on local governments for that purpose?  If they are not binding, is the minister prepared to make a commitment 
that she will require local governments to account through her to Parliament for those changes?   
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Following on from what the member for Warren-Blackwood said, taken in conjunction 
with what the member for Darling Range said, it is probably true that some shires will have a lesser capacity than 
others to develop forward planning and budget for their local bush fire brigades and their emergency service 
plans and it will be an increased burden on them.  However, it may be that because of the amount of money that 
local governments were previously collecting, some of those local authorities will be better off.  Indeed, in some 
cases they will be considerably better off.  That is why the Fire and Emergency Services Authority is currently 
discussing with local governments the fairest way to deal with the issue.  The member for Darling Range raised a 
good point.  Some local governments are currently collecting considerable amounts of money to fund the local 
fire brigade or State Emergency Service unit.  In the future, those local governments will no longer be required 
to collect that money because it will be raised through the fund.  As I have already explained, a later clause in the 
legislation refers to the arrangements with insurance companies.   
Although I think the member for Darling Range is already aware of this, I advise him that the Bill is silent on 
prescriptive measures with regard to local governments.  The member for Darling Range and I believe that local 
government has an obligation to its ratepayers to provide transparency with regard to those funds.  For example, 
a local government might have spent $300 000 or more of ratepayers’ money on the bush fire brigade or the SES 
that it will no longer need to expend.  In an ideal world, we would like to see $300 000 taken off the rate notice.  
It is very difficult for the State Government to be prescriptive on this matter.  How can it tell local governments 
that they must reduce their total amount of rate collection by exactly the same amount as they had previously 
expended on emergency services?  Local governments could say that they have reduced the rate collection by 
$300 000, but that they are raising an additional $700 000 or $800 000 for a number of other projects.  Local 
governments have an obligation to their ratepayers and constituents.  I am not convinced of the merits of the 
State Government introducing a prescriptive measure for local governments to produce a report to Parliament or 
to the minister.  Their reports might not be as meaningful as we would like.  If we were to introduce that type of 
measure, I would expect to see some reports showing that a local government did not expend $300 000 or 
$500 000 and therefore had decided to build a new community facility or whatever.  Local governments and I 
would have some difficulties if I took a big brother approach to them by prescribing that they must give back a 
certain amount of money for which they were to be held to account.  I do not know how they could be held to 
account.  In asking them to report, we could place a moral obligation on them.  However, I am not sure what 
effect that would have in reality.  
Mr J.N. HYDE:  We are talking about not only the fire brigades in the big metropolitan councils but also the 
considerable support given to the State Emergency Service’s activities.  Often councils provide top-up money 
when the SES and other groups have not been able to raise funds from fundraising.  I own a country property and 
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have been requested to provide an annual donation to the local bush fire brigade.  This year, a letter sent from the 
bush fire brigade states that this will be the last time it will ask for donations because from next year the money 
that would otherwise be raised through fundraising will be covered by the levy.  In order to be transparent, we 
must examine what amount of money has been provided to bush fire brigades through fundraising and top-ups to 
determine the real contribution local governments make to them.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member is right.  I have said that no bush fire brigade or State Emergency Service 
unit should be disadvantaged as a result of this legislation.  The Fire and Emergency Services Authority and the 
funding committee must consider the total amount that local government authorities spend on SES units or bush 
fire brigades.  FESA and the committee must also consider what other funding the individual SES units or bush 
fire brigades have received.  The vast majority of people in country areas have contributed the informal rate 
notice - or donation - sent by their local bush fire brigades.  The global money that they receive will be taken into 
account and added to the amount of money that the local shire contributes.  That money will be returned to the 
bush fire brigades and the SES units via the councils so that they will no longer have to impose that impost on 
property holders in the area.  It must be acknowledged that under this system people will pay that money through 
their local government rates.  I have asked many of the local bush fire brigades how much they charge people to 
contribute to the informal rate notice.  Some charge more than the $30 that property holders are likely to pay 
under the new system.  The fire brigades and SES units must demonstrate that they have fundraised or received 
funds through distributing an informal rate notice.  That amount will form part of the allocation they then receive 
from the fund.  We will not tell all volunteers that they cannot fundraise.  If people want to raise funds for their 
annual Christmas party or whatever because it is part of their social life, they will be entitled to do so.  However, 
we no longer want volunteers to be in the position that they have to do those fundraising activities in order to 
purchase essential equipment.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not think the minister fully understands the financial implications, and I mean that 
fairly.  I urge her to sit down quietly with her advisers and spend some time going through it.   
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Girrawheen makes smart alec comments, but if she is intelligent, she 
should listen to what I have to say and then tell me if I am wrong.  I am being genuine; I am not having a 
personal go at the minister.  The Government is changing the system of funding to the State’s fire and 
emergency services.  When we were in government, we examined the system.  These changes introduce the 
principle that private and government property owners should contribute to the fund.  There is broad agreement 
in this House with those principles.  We should make those changes to the system.  Almost every member of this 
House agrees with that principle.   
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Except for the member for Murray-Wellington. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay.  The Minister for Police and Emergency Services must sit down and go through this 
matter slowly and carefully, because the change in the system brings some costs to it.  This is where the 
Government’s proposal is flawed.  The cost is the loss of $5 million of stamp duty that would otherwise have 
been collected.  This is not a zero-sum or cost-neutral exercise.  The stamp duties are lost because the funding is 
no longer raised through insurance premiums; therefore, there will be an immediate net loss of $5 million.  In 
addition, the Government has quite correctly decided to fund Homeswest’s contribution of $2.1 million.  Other 
members and I support the Government’s decision to provide a concession for seniors and pension holders, 
which will cost $5.4 million.  The Government will lose $5 million in stamp duty, it will incur an extra 
$2.1 million by funding Homeswest’s contribution for government-owned properties, and it will incur an extra 
$5.4 million by a policy decision of the Cabinet to provide a concession to seniors.  That totals $12.5 million.  
The Government cannot say that the legislation will result in a zero-sum gain when its decisions will total 
$12.5 million.  Unfortunately, if it changes the system, the Government’s policy decisions will cost the Treasury 
$12.5 million in net terms.  Until the Government provides additional funding for that $12.5 million, that 
government responsibility will be shifted as a direct consequence to private property owners who will pay more 
than they otherwise would; it is as simple as that.  The Government cannot make a policy decision to lose stamp 
duty revenue or fund Homeswest’s contribution without incurring additional costs.  The change to the system 
will cost the Government $5 million in stamp duty; and its policy decision to fund Homeswest and give a seniors 
concession - with which I agree - will cost $2.1 million and $5 million respectively.  There will, therefore, be 
$12.5 million of additional costs to the Government for a change in the system in the policy decisions the 
Government has made.  Unless there is an additional net funding of $12.5 million, the Government must by 
definition be cost shifting.  The Government is cost shifting, which is the problem that members on this side of 
the House have with this Bill.  It is perhaps not intended to be a cost-shifting exercise, but that is inevitably what 
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it is.  I urge the minister to listen to what I have said, go away, sit down and go through the exercise.  She cannot 
escape the fact that there will be an extra cost of $12.5 million.  She cannot say that it will be a zero sum gain; 
someone must pay that $12.5 million.  If the Government is not paying it - 
Mrs M.H. Roberts:  We are. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, it is not. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Yes, we are paying $7.5 million. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, the Government must overall pay an additional $12.5 million.  It cannot reduce the 
funding for the Fire and Emergency Services Authority and put it back in through another vehicle.  If the original 
funding for FESA was $40.5 million, it must now be $52.5 million.  There is no alternative.  The Government 
cannot give a $5 million concession to seniors and expect it to be free.  The Government is cost shifting because 
it is not funding its concessions. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Leader of the Opposition aptly summed up one of the key arguments that 
we have been trying to get through to the minister.  There is another half to the equation; that is, in the estimates 
of expenditure with which we have been provided is an amount of $8.5 million as the estimated contribution for 
state government property.  Our additional briefing information indicates that the $8.5 million is based on the 
gross rental valuation of government properties, except for Homeswest and government trading entities.  In 
essence, as has been pointed out before, if the Government did the right thing with government properties and 
contributed its share towards the levy by adding a levy component to its properties, it would contribute 
$8.5 million to FESA.  However, because the Government wants the levy to be budget neutral, it will make 
FESA pay that $8.5 million.  Therefore, a redirected appropriation of $12.5 million has been wrongly budgeted, 
as the Leader of the Opposition indicated, and FESA must pay $8.5 million to the Government.  That adds up to 
$21 million, which is a very important figure. 
As I said, if the net is widened and the loopholes in the system are closed so that everyone will pay, it is logical 
that people who currently contribute towards the system through rates and contents and property insurance levies 
will pay less.  The same amount of money would be collected, but more people and organisations would 
contribute; everyone, therefore, on average would pay less.  However, that is not the case.  I will demonstrate to 
the minister what this means in a real life situation. 
A family that currently lives in a house in Duncraig pays a $91 fire levy through its contents and property 
insurance and $14 to the council as part of its rates for the council’s contribution to FESA; that adds up to $105.  
Members may think that under this Bill that family in Duncraig will pay less because the Bill is all about casting 
the net further so that families like them will pay less.  That is not the case; they will pay more.  Instead of 
paying $91, under this proposal they will pay $112.   
A significant aspect of the $21 million is that the levy could be a lot lower if the Government had budgeted 
properly and had lived up to its end of the bargain by meeting its financial obligations.  If the levy were reduced 
by $21 million, the family in Duncraig would pay $90 instead of $112; lo and behold, that is less than they are 
currently paying.  One of the aims of this scheme is to be fairer so that everyone pays their fair share.  The 
people who currently pay levies on insurance and rates are carrying non-insurers on their back and should pay 
less under a fair scheme; however, the Government’s arrangement means they will pay more. 

It has now been confirmed by the Government that the $21 million will be treated in the way we said yesterday 
that it would be treated.  That is why householders and small businesses throughout the State can look forward 
under the Government’s proposal to large increases in their levies.  If the Government did the right thing, picked 
up its share of the tab, and met that $21 million obligation, people like the family in Duncraig would pay less, 
not more. 

I will reiterate something said by the Leader of the Opposition yesterday.  We had a bit of banter to-and-fro 
during the debate yesterday and I asked whether the minister was trying to mislead us or whether she did not 
understand the situation.  It is definitely the latter.  I urge the minister to put a halt to this debate so that she can 
be briefed. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Further to the point raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition about government 
property, the minister has said that the Government is funding government property such as hospitals, museums 
and so on through a contribution from the consolidated fund to FESA.  The Government should be more 
accountable in setting up this system.  It should estimate the value of government property and pay the levy like 
every other property owner. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  We have done that. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It should be specified as a separate contribution. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It is. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  How much is it? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It is $8.5 million. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a bit of a stretch for the minister to say that the contribution for all government 
property is $8.5 million, given the value of government property. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is what I am advised. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I will accept that, but I am interested in the calculation of that figure.  That calculation 
should be designated if the value of payments for all government property across public service agencies is 
$8.5 million.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That does not take into account government trading enterprises that will pay directly in other 
ways. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, they pay separately; that is fine. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  As you questioned the figure, I point out that some of the GTEs do pay separately. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I accept the $8.5 million for public service buildings.  If the gross rental value is 
$8.5 million, there should be a specific payment, whether it is directed through the Government Property Office 
or somewhere else, of $8.5 million as the levy on government property other than GTE properties.  There should 
be a separate contribution from Treasury in support of FESA’s operations.  The Government is partially, but not 
fully, accountable and there is no doubt that it is cost shifting from public sector operations to private property 
owners. 

Mr L. GRAHAM:  The Leader of the Opposition raised a range of issues with which I am sure the minister will 
deal.  However, I agree with him on a few points; first, that this Bill represents a fundamental change to the 
system.  I reiterate the point I made some time ago: I am unaware that the Government is attempting to sell this 
legislation on the basis that there will be no increases.  I have certainly never heard that at any of the briefings I 
have attended.  I am absolutely certain that when the Leader of the Opposition was in government and 
considered this matter in cabinet, and gave approval for this matter to be progressed - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  We gave approval to the principle.  

Mr L. GRAHAM:  Yes, and that is exactly where I am going.  The fundamental principle that the Leader of the 
Opposition would have dealt with was the issue with the terrace, for want of a better description.  Companies on 
the terrace were insuring themselves either internally through self-insurance, by way of offshore corporate 
insurers, or through insurance that was not taken up in Western Australia and therefore attracted no fire levy.  
That was one of the drivers that the Leader of the Opposition took into account when he made the decision to 
support this principle.  I cannot accept that, four years down the track, the Leader of the Opposition would mount 
a case on the basis that the tax on those property owners will now increase - and it will.  A design principle of 
this levy is that those groups will be caught. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What we are saying is that the Government is not bearing its full share of the burden as a 
property owner.  It is shifting its responsibility as a property owner onto private property owners.  Therefore, 
everyone in the community will pay more than he should.  It is an issue of funding and not principle.  

Mr L. GRAHAM:  We all agree on the principle; that is, that some people and some organisations will pay more 
as a result of this legislation.  It is a design principle.  The entire concept is that some people and some 
organisations will pay more.  Who pays more is a political argument.  I have no difficulty with that.  A 
reasonable political argument to mount is whether the Government should put in more funds itself and lower the 
levy.  I will take that up in the budget debate if the people I represent do not get back their share of the levy.  It is 
an argument that has two halves - what goes in and what comes out.  I sat back and listened with interest to the 
argument mounted by the Leader of the Opposition.  His argument was that if the Government simply invented 
some money and slipped it into this levy, everybody else would pay less.  That is true.  In fact, if the 
Government put in $144.5 million a year from here on in, neither the legislation nor the levy would be needed.  
However, no Government in this State’s history has ever done that. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts:  We only have to put in 25 per cent of that.  
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Mr L. GRAHAM:  That is right.  No Government has ever done that.  I will go so far as to say that if the mob 
over there ever told me that it would fully fund emergency services across Western Australia to the standard of 
the city, I could probably be persuaded into voting for one of them.  It is unlikely, but I could.  It is a nonsense 
argument. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I don’t believe you.  
Mr L. GRAHAM:  If I were a timber worker, I would vote for the member for Warren-Blackwood.  I cannot do 
any better than that.  The arguments are interesting.  However, the argument that this is a cost shifting exercise 
does not bear up to scrutiny.  There are cost shifts involved, but it is not a cost-shifting exercise.  It has been 
designed to catch people and organisations that currently do not make a contribution to emergency services, and 
I think that is a damn good thing.  I agreed when the Liberal Party put forward this idea, I agreed at the first 
briefings that I went to, and I still agree now.  It is a good principle; everybody in Western Australia should 
contribute to emergency services.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I will take up from where the member for Pilbara left off. 
Mr L. Graham:  Will you vote for me?  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Pilbara would have to come over to this side for me to support him.   
I have no problem with the principle.  If the stamp duty figure of $5 million was paid before anyway, that is 
therefore a justifiable cost.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Do you know who paid it?  It was the householders.  They will continue to pay it.  There is 
no change.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  At the same time, the other $7.5 million involves a policy decision of government.  If that 
amount were added to the Fire and Emergency Services Authority budget, there would be $11.5 million to 
distribute in Western Australia.  I am sure that FESA would love to have that kind of money to distribute.  The 
proposals that have been put forward indicate that there will be only an extra $4 million distributed around 
Western Australia.  What if that money was distributed to all the country councils?  As members know, most of 
the metropolitan councils are reasonably wealthy and are served by career firefighters.  If this money were 
distributed through the 112 local governments in country Western Australia, they would each receive about 
$36 000.  That money could then be distributed to local branches of the State Emergency Service, ambulance 
brigades and so on. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Some of those country authorities have career fire services.  Some have the Fire and Rescue 
Service, which we currently fund.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is true.  In that case, each local government could receive about $40 000.  Many are 
spending up to $300 000 now.  I will support this legislation; however, I need to be able to explain to my 
constituents in regional Western Australia that what is being proposed is fair, reasonable and equitable.  We 
know that it is not quite right, because there are some inequities.  Some people will cross-subsidise others.  
Hence, some people have strong views on this issue.  One community may cross-subsidise another community 
down the road that does not have either the financial ability to properly fund its emergency services or the will to 
do that.  Communities that are well off are concerned about that.  That is a human reaction; it happens every day.  
At the same time, the principle of having better equipped emergency services is a good one.  I have been in a 
number of bushfires; they are very dangerous.  People in such situations risk their lives if they do not have 
appropriate clothing, protection, means of communication and so on.  I do not think anyone in the Parliament or 
Western Australia would say, particularly on the back of the Bali experience, that emergency services should not 
be properly funded.  That is why I asked the Premier whether the state emergency plan was up-to-date.  We need 
an assurance on that.  To keep it up-to-date, we need appropriate funds.   
Members on this side of the House have not raised their concerns to cause political problems for the minister.  
The minister’s demeanour in the past couple of hours has been far better than it was when we started this 
morning.  I thought we were going to be here for a long time and that we would be poles apart at the end, rather 
than approaching this legislation on a bipartisan basis.  This legislation began under the previous Government.  It 
was not introduced because opposition members were not happy about the way the legislation was to take effect.  
Budgetary issues are of the most concern to members on this side of the House.  I acknowledge that under this 
new system, many small local governments in country Western Australia and local branches of the State 
Emergency Service and fire brigades will benefit from this legislation.  I will not oppose this Bill; however, we 
need those assurances.   
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I wanted to raise the issue of guaranteeing the savings to local government that will result from them not having 
to pay the 12.5 per cent that was liable under the old system.  That point can be discussed at a later stage of the 
Bill.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I thank the members for Pilbara and Warren-Blackwood for their contributions.  They 
have at least made constructive comments.  However, I do not thank the members for Mitchell or Cottesloe for 
their comments because they further convinced me that they are interested only in time delaying, filibustering 
and acting in a patronising fashion, particularly towards me. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Time delay is not an issue.   
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Their comments were ill informed. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  One vote, one value has been up there for a month.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member for Warren-Blackwood should not demean himself by trying to defend the 
members for Mitchell or Cottesloe.  Their comments were patronising and just plain incorrect.  Insofar as the 
member for Cottesloe had any argument at all, it was about budgets.  The member for Pilbara adequately pointed 
that out to the members for Cottesloe and Mitchell.  The scenario, as proposed by the member for Cottesloe, is 
allowable under this legislation.  Should there be a change of Government and the new Government wanted to 
put more money into the Fire and Emergency Services Authority budget, it would be at liberty to do so.  I 
reiterate that this is a budget neutral position, as has been correctly spotted by the members for Pilbara and 
Darling Range and a number of other people in this House.  I do not accept the argument put by some members 
that somehow the amount of money that the Government will now be giving FESA is $28 million, because that 
is not the case.  It is true to say that in terms of direct appropriations to FESA, the amount is $28 million.  
However, it will get a further $7.5 million indirectly of which $5.4 million will be from the Office of State 
Revenue and $2.1 million from Homeswest.  That is government money.  There will still be $35.5 million of 
State Government money going into fire and emergency services funding.  It is misleading in the extreme to 
suggest that somehow the State Government has reduced its commitment to FESA by $28 million.  The total 
amount of state government money that will be paid into FESA is $35.5 million.  The difference between that 
and $40.5 million, as I have already explained, is the $5 million in stamp duty.  That is money that FESA will 
still get but rather than householders paying it in the form of stamp duty on their insurance premiums, they will 
be paying it as part of the levy.  There is no net gain or loss to the Government; the Government’s budget 
situation remains totally and completely neutral.  Householders are not suddenly being slugged with something 
new to pay for what the Government is not contributing; that is a nonsense.  The Government was previously 
contributing $5 million that was raked up as stamp duty and charged on insurance premiums.  Members opposite 
are now suggesting that we double pay.   
Two arguments were put by the Leader of the Opposition.  One was that we are now moving into a completely 
new system and everyone should do things fairly and squarely.  The logical conclusion of his argument is that 
the State Government is putting in $18.5 million too much.  If we all move onto this same system, the State 
Government should be putting in $8.5 million for its own properties, $1 million for the Voluntary Marine Rescue 
Service, $5.4 million to cover pensioner and senior concessions and $2.1 million for Homeswest.  However, the 
Government is not only doing that but also keeping the situation budget neutral.  The State Government does not 
want to have a system that demonstrates that it is paying less money for fire and emergency services.  On top of 
that, the State Government has said that it will balance the figure to what it has always paid; that is, 
$18.5 million.  The logical extension of the argument put by the Leader of the Opposition is that this 
Government is paying $18.5 million too much because it is making it up to a budget neutral position.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is time we moved on with the debate.  I am sure the minister will hold her position but 
there will be those who do not share the same view.  However, in the end, the public must be convinced that the 
system that Parliament is introducing is fair and equitable.  I do not think the minister will get total agreement 
about that.  As the minister responsible for this legislation, she will get the brickbats as well as the bouquets; it is 
called swings and roundabouts in politics, not a term that I like to use often.  There is no doubt that a system 
must be put in place that can assist disadvantaged people, even if there has to be cross-subsidy.  Only yesterday 
we debated my motion to establish a select committee to investigate the infill sewerage scheme in which regional 
and metropolitan Western Australia cross subsidise water and power supply and a range of other things.  That is 
how it should be, otherwise nobody will want to live in the country.  

Questions still remain unanswered but in the fullness of time they will be debated.  The proof of the pudding will 
be in the eating and, come budget time, the Opposition will be able to thoroughly scrutinise the budget.  I am 
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sure the Government will have to account for every cent that it has spent.  However, some members will agree to 
disagree with the minister on that issue.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The Government will continue to spend $35.5 million of its money.  That is not a point 
of debate but a fact.  It is not something on which we can agree or disagree; it is a fact.  It is $35.5 million.  I am 
glad that the member for Warren-Blackwood spoke again because it allows me to further expand on the fallacy 
of arguments put forward by members opposite who have said that the State Government should pay everything 
it paid to FESA before and then, on top of that, pay everything else.  It is like saying that people should make 
their usual contribution and then, on top of that, pay for their properties and do this and that.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  And pay for the pensioners subsidy.  That is a fair argument.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The Government is paying for that; that is written in black and white.  If I were to use 
that same argument with local government, one might say to local government to give the Government all the 
money to the fund that local government has currently been collecting for and then, on top of that, pay under the 
new levy scheme as well.  Local government has been spending all this money on bushfire brigades and State 
Emergency Service units and whatever.  They should put in everything that they have previously collected and 
spent and that will be called the base point and then they can add to that amount.  That is essentially what 
members opposite are asking the State Government to do.  They want the State Government to put in everything 
it is currently putting in and then, on top that, put in more.  This Government is proposing a budget neutral 
position.  The State Government commitment is identical to what was its previous commitment.  In fact, the 
State Government’s commitment all along has been $35.5 million.  The other $5 million came from the stamp 
duty that was taken off householders.  This Government will no longer collect that money by way of stamp duty 
and add it to the $35.5 million to make the amount up to $40.5 million.  That $5 million will be collected as part 
of the levy.  That is essentially a status quo, budget neutral position.  For two days in this House we have heard 
nonsense arguments that somehow this is a rip off.  How can it be a rip-off when the budget situation is neutral?  
That is not a point of debate; it is a fact.  Members opposite can get the state Under Treasurer to answer the 
question and they will get the same answer.  
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 14 put and passed. 
Clause 15:  Part 6A inserted - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to division 1 titled “Annual estimates of expenditure” and, in particular, proposed 
section 36A titled “Annual estimates of expenditure by local governments and payments by Authority”.  
Proposed subsection (1) reads -  

Subject to subsection (2), the local government is to cause an annual estimate of its expenditure in 
relation to fire and emergency services to be - 
(a) prepared in the manner and form approved by the Minister; and 
(b) submitted for the approval of the Authority by the time determined by the Minister.  

Further, proposed section 36A(5) states - 
The Authority is to pay to a local government, by the time, and in accordance with the procedures, 
determined by the Minister, an amount equal to the expenditure of the local government approved by 
the Authority under this section.  

Again, this is an important issue because every local government will have to provide a budget in a manner and 
form approved by the minister.  I hope that all local governments will receive funds from the distribution of the 
levy.   
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2401.] 
 


