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CASINO (BURSWOOD ISLAND) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 4: Section 3 amended — 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: Before the debate was interrupted for other business, we were considering clause 4. I asked 
about the addition of the word “and”. It is apparently a way of clearing up the bill.  
Mr E.S. Ripper: Are we going on to the comma issue next? 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: No. I refer to the eleventh supplementary agreement referred to in clause 4. Can the minister 
provide some advice to the house and people like me who are not entirely around state agreements? The eleventh 
supplementary agreement is a state agreement. It is different from the tenth supplementary agreement because it 
has been amended somewhat. If there is something in the eleventh supplementary agreement that the opposition 
should take issue with, what method is open to me in this forum to have any say in changes to the agreement? 
The minister has already done the deal with other parties. What avenues does that leave to the opposition to have 
a say in these issues—for example, the composition of the board? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: The situation with state agreements is that the opposition can vote for the legislation that 
ratifies the state agreement, or it can vote against it. However, the state agreement is the state agreement; it is not 
possible to amend the agreement. If the opposition feels strongly that the agreement is wrong, it can vote against 
the legislation. If the opposition is successful, the agreement will not be ratified. I understand that that is a 
frustrating position. It is a matter that quite often arises during debate on state agreements.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The Treasurer is saying that it is all or nothing. I am relatively new to Parliament. The 
government has introduced this bill to amend the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act, but essentially the 
agreement is a done deal. Most of the bill relates to the eleventh supplementary agreement and refers to the 
recitals and the parties. However, it also refers to amending the composition of the board from two, two and two, 
to essentially one, one, one and two. That means that the composition of the board will be reduced from six 
members to five, and the number of ministerial appointments will be changed from two members to three. 
Members on this side of the chamber cannot say anything about the composition of the board because it is a done 
deal. Where is the democracy in that? Where is the ability for members on this side of the chamber to talk about 
expenditure on projects? This agreement is being touted as a good thing, because some of the money raised from 
the levy will be used to manage environmental issues threatening the riverpark and the river shoreline. However, 
members have no say on the matter. It is essentially a done deal. If the agreement is written in stone, how can 
members on this side of the chamber have any input on changes? There could be some interesting changes that 
the Treasurer should take on board. They could be good changes. Something positive could come out of it. It is 
essentially a done deal and the other bits are just a bit of a shell for it. I wonder how members can have an input 
to make any difference. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have sat on the opposition benches as state agreements have been debated in the past. They 
apply in many cases in the resources sector. It is essentially a package deal: either members support the 
agreement that has been negotiated or they do not support the agreement that has been negotiated. Unfortunately, 
Parliament cannot do the job of the executive and negotiate the details of agreements such as this. I appreciate 
that that means that opposition parliamentarians feel—non-executive members of the government also may feel 
this way—that they do not have the ability to influence the detail, but that is just the situation that applies. The 
executive negotiates an agreement and submits it to Parliament for ratification. If Parliament rejects the bill, the 
agreement is not ratified and does not apply. If that were to happen, it would mean that the Burswood Park 
Board would collect the increased revenue from the levy, because that has been increased via another process, 
and would not have the capacity to spend it on anything other than the park. I am sure that we do not want the 
Burswood Park Board spending $7 million a year on the park. That would be overkill. It would be difficult to see 
what it could do with that amount of money. That $7 million would buy a lot of statues, but it would ultimately 
be to the detriment of the park. I understand the member’s frustration, but I think the package that has been 
negotiated is a good package overall and should be supported. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I point out to the member for Roe that other state agreements have come into this 
house. I remember when the Gnangara state agreement came into this house and I argued that a few ministers 
should not have made that agreement and then presented it to this house as a fait accompli. In the past, state 
agreements have been very detrimental to Western Australia. We need look only at the issue of old-growth 
forests in the south to see how state agreements have been detrimental to the state. State agreements last for 
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many years. They are not necessarily made in the best interests of the community. The Treasurer is saying, “If 
you don’t accept this agreement, Burswood will keep the money. Don’t you think it’s a good idea that this 
money go elsewhere?” 
Mr E.S. Ripper: The Burswood Park Board will keep the money. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: That’s a threat. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: No, it’s not a threat; it’s just a statement of reality. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: If this agreement had been put on the table for members of this house to negotiate, we 
might have been able to get a better deal for Western Australia and the community. I agree with the member for 
Roe that it is not a good idea for this government, because it has the numbers in this place, to put together a state 
agreement and tell us to take it or leave it, otherwise it will let the board keep the money. If we vote against this 
bill, it will keep the money. This may not be the optimum way of negotiating on behalf of the community. I am 
happy to support the member for Roe in opposing this bill. 

Ms S.E. WALKER: I am sorry, Mr Acting Speaker; I was racing around madly looking for my keys. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: No; I’ve been racing around madly looking for your keys! 

Ms S.E. WALKER: Yes; I am sorry. Actually, so has the member for Cottesloe! While the member for 
Serpentine-Jarrahdale was looking for my keys, I slipped out of the chamber to look for my keys and they are 
nowhere to be found. 
However, I return to the bill. It has been a very interesting exercise. I wanted to make some general comments 
and I can do that during debate on this clause because it refers to the eleventh supplementary agreement. I have 
listened to the comments of the members for Serpentine-Jarrahdale and Alfred Cove about the underprivileged 
and the difficulties that people with gambling addictions have when they are at casinos. I took on board what the 
Treasurer said about Western Australia not being in the same position as, say, Victoria. I have read the 
comments of Mr Tim Costello about the poker machines that operate in the eastern states, and they are quite 
disturbing. I wonder about the mechanics of this agreement. The member for Capel said today that it is a bit like 
the heavy tax that was put on tobacco. I would like the Treasurer to tell me how this is different, because I think 
it is different. A tax was put on tobacco so that the people who purchase cigarettes are put off smoking. A 
message is being sent to them via the tax not to smoke. However, although the government gave the casino 
permission to have extra machines, will the people who use those machines pay more to use those machines and 
will the money go towards counselling for them? That question relates to the comments of the members for 
Alfred Cove and Serpentine-Jarrahdale. I came across a speech given by Hon Giz Watson in the other place on 
this bill. She said that back in the 1950s and 1960s the United Kingdom government decided to take a heavy toll 
from the sales of tobacco and tobacco products for the health budget. I can see that connection. I cannot see the 
connection between getting the people who gamble and who are addicted to gambling to pay more for the 
machines and not putting that money towards counselling to stop them gambling. There is nothing in this bill 
that provides that the board can use the money from that levy or the increased operational expenses for those 
machines for counselling for those people. Does the Treasurer get my drift? It is an addiction. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Yes; I understand the argument you are making about smoking. Governments have in the past 
increased taxes on smoking and have used that revenue to fund treatment programs, and that has been both a 
negative and a positive in combating that addiction. However, this is not a measure aimed at problem gambling; 
it is an agreement that Burswood Casino can apply to the Gaming and Wagering Commission for an increased 
number of machines, which it did and which was approved. In return, if that were to happen, the state would 
increase the levy and get a return for the public. 
Ms S.E. WALKER: Sure, but how is that passed on to the consumer? 
Mr E.S. Ripper: It is passed on to the public through this bill, which proposes to spend that money on the river. 
Ms S.E. WALKER: Yes, but how is it passed on? How is Burswood Casino passing on the 100 per cent 
increase in the levy from one per cent to two per cent? Where will it get the money from? 
Mr E.S. Ripper: I have just been discussing with the director general whether that means the return to punters 
has been adjusted. He says that it has not and that the increased levy comes out of the profit take from the 
machines. The casino is still required to provide a 90 per cent return on average. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I am interested to hear more of the member for Nedlands’ line of questioning. 
Ms S.E. WALKER: It is an important point because the member for Capel almost convinced me this morning 
when I listened to him. I thought that it was tax, but it is not. It is not a tax on people to make them stop smoking 
or gambling. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: No, it is a tax on Burswood Casino. 
Ms S.E. WALKER: That is right. I thought it was similar to increasing the tobacco tax on the tobacco producer. 
The government did not do that; the increase was passed on to the consumer. Therefore, it is not the same. On 6 
December last year Hon Giz Watson said that this bill could present the same scenario. She was talking about 
tobacco and health care, but I argue that it does not present the same scenario. I am very interested in what the 
members for Serpentine-Jarrahdale and Alfred Cove have said about counselling. I read what Tim Costello had 
to say about the shocking statistics on problem gambling. I accept that the situation in Western Australia is 
different from that in other states because we do not have pokies. It would appear that we do not have an issue 
but I think we probably do. An article by Tim Costello in The Sydney Morning Herald on 20 September 2007 
was quite complimentary to Western Australia. He wrote — 

State and territory governments rake in more than $4 billion a year in pokies taxes. The only exception 
is Western Australia, which apart from videopoker games in Perth’s Burswood Casino, is pokies free. 

Last year the gaming industry took more than $10 billion out of Australian wallets. And it is those who 
are least able to afford it who are most affected. The Productivity Commission’s landmark 1999 report 
revealed that 42.3 per cent of pokies losses came from problem gamblers. 

. . .  

When I was asked to address Britain’s House of Lords on this issue recently, they were so staggered by 
the saturation of poker machines in Australia—and NSW in particular—they thought they had misheard 
me. 

I would like to put on the record that I am pleased that when I was a Liberal Party member, members of the 
Liberal Party argued most passionately against pokies, as they have done for as long as I have been a member of 
Parliament. That is a genuine concern of members on our side. Tim Costello also wrote — 

Gambling counsellors—those at the front line of treating pokies addiction— 

We do have a problem with that in Western Australia — 

all too often recount the frightening links between problem gambling and crime, kids going to school 
hungry, domestic violence, family breakdown and most tragically of all, suicide. 

Some parents in Western Australia have left their children in the car while they have been at the casino. I support 
the members for Serpentine-Jarrahdale and Alfred Cove in raising the issue of providing counselling to gambling 
addicts.  

I want to look at what was said about Burswood Casino in Parliament on Thursday, 3 May 1984 when the 
original Casino Control Bill was agreed to, because it is quite prophetic and relevant to the new clause that we 
will debate shortly and to my amendment concerning what the board will be able to do. Hon D.K. Dans was a 
Labor member of Parliament, and so it must have been a Labor bill. He said — 

A casino tourist resort complex will add a much needed social amenity to Perth. It will stimulate 
employment, both directly and indirectly, and will further enhance the economy of the State through 
increased tourism. 

He was right. He also said — 

Quite apart from the revenue to be derived from the casino operations, the type of complex envisaged 
should become a tourist attraction of world-class standard. 

The Burswood Island area was chosen for a number of reasons. The land is owned by the Government; 
it therefore places the Government in a sound bargaining position when dealing with potential 
developers . . .  

Although there will be a number of constraints encountered in the development of a casino complex on 
Burswood Island, the fact remains that it is a prime river site which is sadly under-utilised and in need 
of development. The decision to select Burswood Island also took into account the advisory 
committee’s recommendation . . . 

That recommendation states in part — 

The most appropriate site is one which is at present under-utilised, in need of development and is 
isolated from adjacent residential areas . . .  

Mr A.D. McRAE: I know Des Dans and I am sure that he would be delighted that the comments he made in 
Parliament in the 1980s when he was the minister responsible for the introduction of the legislation governing 
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the establishment of Burswood Casino are now being quoted. However, I am equally sure that he would be 
aghast at the fact that they are being quoted by the member for Nedlands! Nonetheless, I would like to hear her 
comments a little further. 

Ms S.E. WALKER: I am very flattered that the member should defend my honour. I will not have a go at Hon 
D.K Dans; well, not until I get to the end, anyway! 

The advisory committee’s recommendation further stated — 

The site should also be attractive in outlook, i.e., river, ocean or hills views and/or setting. 
Hon D.K. Dans said that when the government made the announcement, it was very careful to qualify the 
announcement by stating that any proposal would be subject to satisfactory transport, environmental and 
planning requirements. He concluded by saying — 

The Government has given long and careful consideration to the matter of casino gaming in this State. 
It is convinced from all the evidence available throughout Australia that problems attributable to casino 
operations are in the main unsubstantiated by facts. 

That was my go at Hon D.K. Dans—we know that is not true. The point is that Burswood Island was chosen 
because of its location near the river and because of the environmental issues that had to be dealt with. This bill 
will give the new board greater powers over where it can spend the money. Currently the money can be spent on 
administration and keeping the grounds, which is done beautifully. We are also giving the board the power to 
spend money on projects for the Swan and Canning Rivers. However, we are not ensuring that they do that. I am 
not sure what happens with the money. I would like to know how much money comes in. How much money has 
been coming in on average since the casino started? How much more will come in? How much money does the 
government expect will be paid? Why has a percentage of the money not been apportioned to protect the Swan 
and Canning Rivers, given that the government has spent a lot of time and has gotten a lot of media coverage on 
the matter? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have answered some of the member’s questions in my second reading response. I have 
indicated that the board has received $2 million or $3 million and is likely to receive $7 million per annum. 
Some $3 million has been set aside in the board’s forward estimates for expenditure on the river. There is no 
requirement that a set amount of the board’s revenue be set aside for expenditure on the river. That was an 
outcome of the agreement that we negotiated with Burswood Casino. Burswood Casino has a private interest in 
this matter and, from its point of view, sufficient money must be spent on Burswood Park and the golf course to 
maintain the environment on which the casino complex is situated.  

For all the reasons of promoting flexibility—because the actual revenue that the Burswood Park Board receives 
is dependent on the extent to which people gamble, and the extent to which people gamble is partly dependent on 
the prosperity of the economy—it was not agreed that there ought to be a definite and precise allocation. 
However, on the basis of what we know now, all the indications are that about $3 million a year will be spent on 
the river. It is quite possible that much more will be spent. This is not the only expenditure on the river. The core 
funding of $25 million over five years comes from the Swan River Trust budget. This will add another 
$15 million over five years. It is therefore likely that this will be a contribution to an overall $40 million over 
five years program of expenditure to improve the amenity of the Swan and Canning Rivers and associated lands. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The government is saying in this bill that expenditure of the money collected will go — 

on projects approved by the Rivers Management Minister for the protection and enhancement of 
ecological and community benefits and amenity of the Swan and Canning Rivers and associated lands; 

That is money that will be expended on the wider community; is that not correct? The Swan River is our number 
one icon and many people enjoy the Swan River. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I am saying that the public will get a return on something for which there is strong public 
support for investment. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: That is where I can foresee money going to the Swan River. However, as the bill states, 
“expenditure on or directly in relation to the Resort Site” will not be expenditure on the wider community. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That is the parklands to which the wider community has access. That has always been the 
purpose of the board. What we are doing is broadening the board’s purposes beyond that to allow it to spend 
beyond the park, as it will have, quite frankly, too much revenue for the needs of the park. The board will 
therefore be able to spend it on the needs of the rivers. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: At the briefing I attended last night I was told that there is already more than enough 
for the resort site and that is why this money will go to the Swan River. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s right. That’s exactly what I have just said. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The only problem I have with the amendment standing on the notice paper in the name 
of the member for Nedlands is that it states — 

, following both Houses of Parliament approving an agreement between the Minister, Burswood 
Nominees Ltd and Burswood Resort (Management) Limited, for the establishment of a fund to ensure 
that 50% of any levy received by the Board must be applied . . .  

If that amendment comes up later today for debate, I think it should be amended to say “at least” 50 per cent, 
because the Treasurer will be taking that additional money off the wider community, not just people who live in 
and around that area or who go there. It will be taken off people throughout Perth and the wider metropolitan 
area who gamble and people who are addicted gamblers. Not everyone who goes to Burswood Park goes to 
enjoy the resort site. A lot of people who go there go to gamble and after they gamble they go home. Currently, 
various sums of money are already left over. I believe that most people would want at least 50 per cent of any 
levy received by the board to go to projects approved by the rivers management minister for the protection and 
enhancement of ecological and community benefits and amenity of the Swan and Canning Rivers and associated 
land. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON: I suppose a deal was done with Burswood Resort (Management) Ltd to increase the 
number of gambling machines and give some money back to the rivers. I have a question for the Treasurer, 
though. I am holding an advertisement for Bettingwest, which was advertised in The West Australian about three 
weeks ago. It states — 

Bettingwest — A new era in WA racing and sports betting begins today. 

Based at Gloucester Park, Bettingwest offers a full range of sports betting markets plus selected racing 
events. 

Bet with the best — Bettingwest. 

It goes on — 

Chairman Denis McInerney and Directors Wade Annear, Kent Swick and Andrew Darbyshire invite 
you to experience better returns and better service . . .  

The advertisement contains a Gaming and Wagering Commission of WA licence number. Does the Gaming and 
Wagering Commission pay anything towards the rivers? Does Lotterywest? Does Racing and Wagering? Are we 
just targeting one group at Burswood Casino because it is a casino? My point is that there is a whole approach to 
gambling, but is the Treasurer picking on just one little group in the gambling industry? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: The rest of the gambling industry does pay tax. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: Yes; so does Burswood Casino. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: RWWA pays tax, bookmakers pay tax and Lotterywest distributes its profits to the 
community by funding hospitals, arts, sports organisations and by direct grants to community groups. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: And does Burswood Casino pay tax or not? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes, it pays tax. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: It pays tax too? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes. I think members should recognise that this is an agreement between Burswood and the 
government. It may not be 100 per cent to the liking of the Parliament, but we are one party to the agreement. 
The other party also has to agree if we are to get an agreement. We have therefore negotiated an agreement with 
Burswood, and I think it is quite reasonable. I hear what members are saying about the expenditure on the river, 
but this is for $3 million a year. Arguably, members are demanding more control over the detail of $3 million a 
year expenditure than they would over $300 million of expenditure undertaken in other ways by the government. 
Members should just think about the relatively small size of this expenditure and how much scrutiny they are 
proposing this be subject to compared with the other $17 billion in the budget. The amendment on the notice 
paper proposes more control over this expenditure, which is only $3 million, than members would propose over 
$300 million or $3 000 million. 
Dr J.M. Woollard: I think many of us would like a lot more than that, Treasurer. I would like a lot more say. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Alfred Cove would then need to be elected to this side of the house! 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Members! The member for Roe is on his feet. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: What came across from the Treasurer was that we should be thankful for whatever we get. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: No. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes, just be thankful for what we get, because the government has had to do the deal, the 
deal has been done and it is in the state agreement. The Treasurer has told me that I have no input into any 
change. What the Treasurer has enticed me with is the concept that some of this gambling levy can go to the 
environment. As the shadow Minister for the Environment I am concerned about the environment and the 
Treasurer is saying that I should say, “That’s good, that’s great, I feel good about that.” 
Mr E.S. Ripper: I’m glad you feel good about that, but if it does not happen, you can come into the house and 
ask the Minister for Racing and Gaming: “The government said $3 million a year was expected to be spent on 
the river. Has it been spent? Will you provide me the detail?” If the minister says that that is determined by the 
board, you can say that the government has three out of five representatives on the board. You can hold us 
accountable. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: That is what the Minister for Health says when we talk about other issues on which we want 
accountability. He just says, “Pin me at the budget estimates.” 
Mr E.S. Ripper: If you can. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes. He says, “Don’t worry about this accountability. There’s no accountability in here but 
you can come and talk to me during budget estimates.” My point is that, in one way, the Treasurer has enticed us 
into a concept. He has said that the expenditure could be $3 million but that he could not be held to that. He has 
said that there will be a bit of an overflow and whatever overflows from the management of Burswood can go to 
the river. What happens if Burswood Resort (Management) Ltd decides that it wants to do something else and it 
spends the money on the resort park, so there is no money for the river park? The Treasurer will have sucked me 
in to going along with it because I had seen some environmental benefits, but there would be none because there 
is no assurance. Clause 6 of the schedule deals with amended clause 23 of the agreement and seeks to insert the 
words — 

“The Board must apply moneys received under this paragraph solely for the purpose of performing the 
functions for which it was or is constituted and to be expended on or directly in relation to the Resort 
Site and the reasonable administration expenses of the Board.” 

Over the page it refers to — 

. . . expenditure on projects approved by the Rivers Management Minister for the protection and 
enhancement of ecological and community benefits . . .  

I have no assurance that will ever happen. It may happen, but how much would it be, how would I know it had 
been spent, and would I see some mitigating mechanism on the shores when I run through Burswood Park on my 
morning or evening run? Will I know that something is happening with the river? Will I know how the money 
has been spent? The Treasurer says to ask him or the director general about it and make sure it happens every 
year, but that is not great law. I go back to my previous question. We could introduce an amendment to clause 5 
that deals with section 4E, but it will have no impact on what the Treasurer is saying on the agreement, even if 
we could get it passed. I do not understand the process. Maybe I am just thick and do not get it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I hope not. You’re a medical practitioner. I wouldn’t like a medical practitioner to be thick. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I am not a lawyer, but I have some process that has got me where I am. I understand a little 
bit of science. The Treasurer says that the agreement has been done. It is an absolute done deal.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5: Section 4E inserted — 
Ms S.E. WALKER: I refer to the amendment in my name. I have already spoken to it, so I think we can go 
straight to it. The question is gnawing away at the conservative side of the house because we are concerned with 
the environment, unlike the Labor Party. Where is their passion for the environment? 

Mrs J. Hughes: I did not realise you had such a good sense of humour, member for Nedlands. 

Ms S.E. WALKER: If the member for Kingsley had any passion she would have asked about the money. Did 
she not ask the Minister for the Environment or the Minister for Racing and Gaming where the percentage was in 
this? Did she not say that the minister had issued a press release saying that this money would clean up the 
environment of the Swan and Canning Rivers? I would have asked where it was.  

Dr J.M. Woollard: Will you take an interjection? 

Ms S.E. WALKER: No. I know the member for Alfred Cove wishes to move an amendment to my amendment. 
I will leave her to deal with that, but she should not knock out my amendment. I want to make sure that the board 
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has to spend 50 per cent—the member for Alfred Cove will say at least 50 per cent—of the levy on projects 
approved by the rivers management minister for the protection and enhancement of ecological benefits and 
amenity of the Swan and Canning Rivers and associated lands. That is fair enough. There will be more money 
than they would normally have and there will be a 100 per cent increase in the levy, from one per cent to two per 
cent. In that way we will be making sure that the board does what the Labor Party says it will do, which is to 
contribute some money, even though it is a drop in the river, to the environment of the Swan and Canning 
Rivers. It is very important, and therefore I move — 

Page 3, line 14 — To insert after “authorised” the following — 

, following both Houses of Parliament approving an agreement between the Minister, 
Burswood Nominees Ltd and Burswood Resort (Management) Limited, for the establishment 
of a fund to ensure that 50% of any levy received by the Board must be applied as designated 
under clause 23(1A)(c) 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I think this is a good amendment because we have been given assurances by the 
Treasurer that the money that is left over will go into the enhancement of the Swan and Canning Rivers. This 
amendment ensures that the money that is left over does that. We have been told that there is currently a surplus 
before the additional income comes on board. If there is a current surplus before it comes on board, I cannot see 
why at least 50 per cent of the additional income is cannot go to the sweetener for this bill, which is that the 
number of machines and the number of people who can gamble at any one time at the casino are being increased, 
but additional revenue will come back and some of that additional revenue will be invested in the environment of 
the Swan and Canning Rivers. It may vary from year to year, which is why my concern with the member for 
Nedlands’ amendment is that it is being limited to 50 per cent. I would like to think that if more money is in the 
kitty, rather than that money remaining with the resort, it should be invested in the Swan River. I do not know 
that I need to amend this but I think I can support it as it is — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): The member can amend the amendment by inserting words.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I was going to insert some words. I was going to insert “at least” before “50%”. Is the 
member for Nedlands happy if I insert those words into her amendment? If so, may I just check with you, Mr 
Acting Speaker, if I insert “at least”, if there is a division and we lose that division, will the member for 
Nedlands’ amendment still be on the table without the words “at least”? Would it go to another division because 
it does not change the overall intent of the clause?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Whether the member loses or not will not affect the member’s right to talk to the 
amendment.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Could there be a vote on the original amendment? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: There will be, yes. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: In which case, I move — 

To amend the amendment by inserting before “50%” the words — 

at least 
The reason I have moved that amendment is that I would like to be optimistic and think that that additional 
money will be spent on the Swan and Canning Rivers. While I do not agree with state agreements being made 
outside this Parliament and being presented to this Parliament as a fait accompli, I am hoping that under this 
agreement a large amount of money will be made available for the protection and enhancement of the Swan and 
Canning Rivers for the benefit of the community. Therefore, I will support the amendment with the insertion of 
those words. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have listened to the debate and the points made by the member for Nedlands and the 
member for Alfred Cove. I am handling this bill as the shadow Minister for Racing and Gaming. I need to make 
a very important point. No-one is more passionate about the river than I am. As I said in my speech at the second 
reading stage, my electorate is bordered on three sides by the Swan and Canning Rivers. I have made many 
speeches in this place criticising the government for not spending enough money on the maintenance of the 
Swan and Canning Rivers. The Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act was brought into this place in 1985. 
We need to take into account that one of the parties to this agreement is the Burswood trust and Burswood 
casino. It is in the interests of Burswood to ensure that the park in which the casino is situated is maintained to 
the satisfaction of the people of Western Australia. That includes the member for Avon, who has said that he 
likes to play golf there. If we specify a statutory amount that must be spent on the Swan and Canning Rivers, it 
may create a problem for Burswood if there is a breakdown in the pumping system or the reticulation system, or 
a lot of work needs to be done on the golf course, and Burswood needs to spend that money for that purpose. 
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Burswood has made a commitment to the government that it is happy for whatever money is left over in any 
given year, after its requirements have been met, to be spent on maintenance of the Swan and Canning Rivers.  
We do not need to legislate for the distribution of a fund of this amount. That will only cause this process to be 
unworkable and unwieldy and become bogged down in bureaucracy. We should leave it to the board. The 
minister has assured us that there will be accountability. We need that same commitment from the Treasurer, and 
that is what I want him to give us today. Every time a major funding decision is made, the minister should be 
required to report that to Parliament. The public has a right to know how much money from this agreement 
between Burswood and the state government will be spent on maintenance of the Swan and Canning Rivers in 
any given year. I think there is great public interest in that matter. However, as I have said, we need to leave it to 
the board. I understand that the Town of Victoria Park is not happy, because it has lost its representative on the 
board. The government needs to be open and accountable. If anything dodgy is done, I am sure that we as the 
opposition will be onto it, as will the member for Nedlands and the member for Alfred Cove. This is a state 
agreement. We have been told that once a state agreement has been signed, it cannot be altered by the 
Parliament. We need to move on and take this at face value. We have been assured that $3 million a year will be 
spent on the Swan and Canning Rivers. If that money is not used for that purpose, we will be asking questions 
about that, and we will hold the government accountable for that. We will also hold the government accountable 
for the overall spending on the Swan and Canning Rivers. That will come out of another budget. During the 
upcoming budget estimates, the shadow Minister for the Environment will be making certain that the Carpenter 
government is spending enough money on the Swan and Canning Rivers to ensure they are maintained in a 
pristine and healthy condition. As I said yesterday, the Swan River is the great icon of Western Australia. We 
must protect it. This Burswood agreement is only one small way of protecting those rivers. I am sure that a lot 
more funding will go into the maintenance of those rivers than from just this Burswood agreement. From a 
racing and gaming point of view, I respect what Burswood is trying to achieve with this agreement. Burswood is 
a magnificent complex. It is the biggest tourism destination in Western Australia. A lot of people enjoy 
themselves at Burswood Park by jogging around the park and having picnics in the park. It is a fantastic facility. 
We should not do anything detrimental to that by restricting the amount of money that Burwood may be able to 
spend on that facility in any given year. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: I actually think that the amendment on the amendment improves the amendment. Therefore, 
the government will not oppose the amendment on the amendment. However, we will oppose the amendment as 
amended, because, if it is passed, it will have the effect of altering the agreement, and that may make it difficult 
for the board to manage its financial arrangements. For example, the board may be required to spend an 
extraordinarily large amount of money in one year on a major water management issue in the park. I would not 
want to hamper the board’s financial management in that way. It is the government’s expectation that 
$15 million over five years will be spent on the Swan and Canning Rivers as a result of this legislation and 
associated agreements. The minister will be subject to all the usual parliamentary avenues for accountability on 
this matter. I have also confirmed with the director general that the board’s annual report will provide a full 
account of how much of this money has been spent on those rivers.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I want to get back to the legislative mechanism, minister. Even if the minister were to agree 
to this proposed amendment to clause 5, the state agreement, schedule 11, is already in place. If this amendment 
were to get up — 
Mr E.S. Ripper: We would then need to go back and renegotiate the agreement. We would then have schedule 
12, if we could get agreement. In the meantime, the power of the board to expend money on the river would not 
exist.  
Dr G.G. JACOBS: My point is that we are doing this the wrong way. When I get over to that side, perhaps we 
will do things differently.  
Mr E.S. Ripper: I do not want to encourage you too much, but the way for you to have the influence you want 
is to come over to this side!  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): The question is to insert before “50%” the words “at least”. 

Amendment on the amendment put and passed.  

Amendment, as amended, put and negatived. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: The question now is that clause 5 stand as printed.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have an amendment about the composition of the board. I move — 

Page 3, line 14 — To insert after “authorised” the following — 
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, following both Houses of Parliament approving an agreement between the Minister, 
Burswood Nominees Ltd and Burswood Resort (Management) Limited, varying the State 
Agreement to provide that the Board referred to in clause 6 of the State Agreement consist 
of — 

(i) 2 natural persons nominated to the Minister by the Local Authority; 

(ii) 2 natural persons nominated to the Minister by the Manager; 

(iii) 1 natural person nominated to the Minister by the Minister for the 
Environment; and 

(iv) 1 natural person nominated to the Minister by the Minister for Lands. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The government cannot support this amendment for the reasons I have previously outlined. 
In effect, it amends the agreement and would invalidate the whole agreement process. We would have to go back 
and negotiate a twelfth supplementary agreement and come back to the house again.  
The arrangement of the board actually promotes accountability of the Parliament. If the government has less than 
a majority on the board, how could the government demand that the board take particular action? If the 
government had a majority of appointees on the board, it would give the opposition an opportunity to say that the 
government should use its appointment powers to secure a result that the Parliament thinks should be secured. 
We have changed the composition of the board so that the government does not have a majority. This 
amendment actually undermines that accountability mechanism. We could have a long debate about this but I 
would really like to get the bill passed and adjourn the house. If we are to have a half-hour debate on this matter, 
I will adjourn the house now because we are testing members’ patience—we are already 10 minutes past the 
normal finishing time. I do not know how the member wants to handle it but our exchange of views is now on 
the record and that may satisfy the member or he may wish to have a longer debate. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: I understand the pressures of time. However, I will ask one more question about the 
composition of this board. What is wrong with the board’s composition now; that is, in the eleventh schedule? 
Why do we need to change its composition from that in the previous agreement—the tenth agreement? As the 
member for South Perth has already said, the Town of Victoria Park is somewhat miffed because it has lost one 
community council member. Essentially, why was it necessary to change it from the two by two by two model to 
this new composition? I am not trying to frustrate the process, but I want to know why it has changed. The 
minister may say that it gives the government more accountability because there are more government members 
or ministers on the board, but what was wrong with it before? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: The issue was that the board had six members and, given the nature of the business before the 
board, it was possibly too large. However, the extended powers to expand on the river required someone from an 
environmental portfolio to join the board, which would have meant extending the members on the board to 
seven, which would have increased the unwieldy nature of the board, given the nature of its business. Therefore, 
the decision was made to reduce the board to five members. Further changes are required because even with a 
smaller board, someone is still needed from the environment portfolio. I think it is not a bad board. If the board 
makes decisions that people do not like, such as taking a position that the Town of Victoria Park does not like, 
then the town can approach the member for Victoria Park and the matter can be taken up in the Parliament. I 
hope we do not need to have a long debate on this matter. The board composition was changed for the reasons 
that it would have been too large with six members, it needed an environment representative, and the board 
would be even larger with seven members; therefore, we will scale it back to five members. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: While the minister is on his feet, was there a situation in which there could be a hung vote; that 
is, 3-3. Is that the issue? Does the board need an uneven number of members? Is that what the minister is saying? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: On my advice, that has never occurred in the history of the board. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 6 and 7 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr E.S. Ripper (Treasurer), and passed. 
 


