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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 5) 2007 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 6) 2007 

Cognate Debate - Motion 

On motion by Mr E.S. Ripper (Treasurer), resolved - 

That leave be granted for the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 5) 2007 and the 
Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 6) 2007 to be considered cognately, and for the 
Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 5) 2007 to be the principal bill. 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 24 October. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.38 pm]:  I inform the Treasurer that a 
number of my colleagues will speak on these bills on a range of appropriation issues.  I have forewarned the 
Treasurer so that he can prepare himself.  Effectively, the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 5) 
2007 and the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 6) 2007 are technical appropriation bills that the 
Treasurer must bring before the house to allow an appropriation to occur for matters that were unforeseen or 
unplanned for at the time of the budget.  In the second reading debate, I will work through some aspects of the 
government’s record on expenditure and fiscal management because that is very important.  I will not talk too 
much about taxation this time around, but I will certainly talk about fiscal management.  I will spend a little bit 
of time looking at some particular aspects of these bills because they provide an interesting insight into the 
spending blow-outs that the government is experiencing.  I will close by talking a little about housing because 
housing is a very important issue in this state. 

I had a very interesting visit to my electorate office this morning from a person who presented me with a retail 
flyer.  My electorate contains two main towns - Busselton and Dunsborough.  We heard the Minister for Tourism 
make a statement about leavers week on Rottnest Island.  Dunsborough is also currently in the grip of leavers 
week.  It is a difficult time for the communities that I represent.  An incident occurred in Dunsborough last week 
in which a young girl engaged in a process called funnelling.  Funnelling is a very irresponsible and potentially 
fatal approach to consuming vast amounts of alcohol in a very short time.  In this young girl’s case, a hose was 
put into her mouth and half a bottle of vodka was poured into a funnel that pumped the alcohol straight into her 
stomach.  The girl was rushed to hospital.  Fortunately, she was okay.  I suspect that she had a headache for a 
couple of days, but by and large she was okay. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am not sure whether she was collected in a comatose state, but she certainly required 
hospitalisation.  The reason that I raise that issue is that I received a flyer for a retail business that had advertised 
a fun drink funnel and hose for $10.  I thought that was outrageous.  It borders on social irresponsibility for that 
sort of thing to be advertised to young people in that environment.  I put on the record in this house my 
abhorrence of companies that choose to retail those types of goods.  I spoke to the minister earlier and I am 
pleased that the government has acted very quickly to address this issue.  I rang my electorate staff and I 
understand that the item in question has been removed from the shelves, at least in my home town.  I 
acknowledge that the government acted very quickly, but I take the opportunity to criticise as strongly as one can 
possibly do in this place the actions of that firm in thinking that that was an acceptable item to retail. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Did the business do that of its own accord after being approached by the 
government, or was it forced to do that by law? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am not sure of the details. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  If it did so, having had the matter raised with it, you have to applaud it as well. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is a fair call. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I can add that the Department of Health and the Drug and Alcohol Office were going to issue 
a joint statement.  I understand that they have been in contact with that company, which has subsequently 
withdrawn the item from the shelves. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Voluntarily? 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It is just that we must give small business credit when it is due. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I think it was under duress. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is a fair point.  It is an interesting matter. 
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Let me now turn to the bills.  I always enjoy looking at appropriation bills 5 and 6.  Appropriation bill 5 deals 
with recurrent expenditure of nearly $298.8 million that was not anticipated at the time the budget was brought 
down.  Appropriation bill 6 deals with the capital side of the equation, and the expenditure is about 
$44.1 million.  If those two figures are added together, the total is $342.9 million.  To put that in some context, 
two years ago the combined figure in the 2004-05 financial year was $672 million.  In the 2005-06 financial 
year, the figure was $332 million.  This year the figure is $342.9 million.  One of the reasons that I make the 
point about the total amount of this appropriation is to remind members of what the Treasurer said in 2000, 
heading into the 2001 state election when he was in opposition.  A lot was said at that time about the use of the 
Treasurer’s advance account.  The Treasurer criticised the then government at some length about its misusing, in 
his vernacular, the Treasurer’s advance account and said that this misuse, which was being manifested in a huge 
overspend, was an example of shoddy financial management.  I am sure that the Treasurer remembers those 
heady days in 2000 when he was in opposition.  The Treasurer felt so strongly that in the Labor Party’s policy 
documentation headed “getting value for money”, he stated -  

The Court Government has increasingly used the Treasurer’s Advance Account as a means to “top up” 
funding for the financial year. 

This fund was designed to be used only in “urgent and unforseen” circumstances.  Under the Court 
Government, Ministers have used this fund extensively for a range of purposes. 

It went on to say that Labor would overhaul the Treasurer’s advance account process and, in particular, would 
make sure that the expenditure review committee reviewed all requests on the Treasurer’s advance and halved 
the annual allocation from $300 million to $150 million.  How was it going to do that?  It was going to use 
Labor’s more vigorous budget formulation process and the financial discipline that would be required of 
ministers and agencies, which would significantly reduce the need for urgent funding injections.  That was the 
Treasurer’s goal in 2000.  His stringent, strident financial management should have meant that the sum of these 
two appropriation bills would be no more than $150 million.  I acknowledge that there has been inflation in the 
past six years.  Inflation in this country has not been very high, thanks to the good economic management of 
Mr Costello.  Inflation of itself is not necessarily a bad thing.  If we were to up the value of that $150 million to, 
let us say, in nominal terms, $180 million now, how could the Treasurer’s more vigorous budget formulation 
process and financial discipline have delivered this outcome?  His target in nominal terms should have been 
$180 million, yet this year he has spent $342 million. 

The reason that appropriation bills need to be continually brought before the house for scrutiny is that it enables 
us to expose the Treasurer’s complete inability to control the rampant growth in government spending in 
Western Australia.  It is a huge issue.  The Treasurer has been criticised not only by the opposition in this house, 
but also broadly across Western Australia for his inability to control the spending patterns of his government 
and, in particular, his ministers.  In many ways this bill takes our focus off the broader issues of the Treasurer’s 
fiscal management regime, which, by any examination, has been a massive failure.  There has been a massive 
increase in the size of recurrent government spending in Western Australia in the past six years.  That massive 
increase in spending has not been accompanied by a similar increase in the improvement of the quality of 
services that people receive.  It has been a massive increase that has made it very difficult for the government to 
contemplate a program of meaningful taxation reform.  As I have said, the government has failed to meet its 
target for the Treasurer’s advance account - $340 million versus what should have been $180 million.  Every 
year in the budget papers, the Treasurer sets another expenditure target for the government to achieve.  He does 
not want expenditure to grow by more than what would be called a real per capita percentage.  The sum of the 
population growth and the consumer price index is the real per capita expenditure growth target.  For at least the 
past five years, the Treasurer has failed to reach that target, yet every year he dutifully reports in the budget 
papers that it is one of his core objectives in government.  It has become such a farcical target that this year he 
noted the target in the budget papers and then proceeded to tell us in the next paragraph that he would not be able 
to achieve it.  It is just ridiculous.  I wonder why the Treasurer has such nonsense in the budget papers, but, then 
again, I think a number of aspects of the budget papers and the budgetary performance are a nonsense. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is not the view of Access Economics, which gives us a gold star for the quality of our 
budget papers. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will give the Treasurer the tip right now that he would get a gold star for something, but it 
would not have much to do with budgetary control.  He tries all these little tricks and games in his budget papers.  
He was exposed last year when he tried to fiddle the books on the value of a household basket of goods when he 
changed the CPI measure from one year to another -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  There was no change. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  There was an absolute change. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 27 November 2007] 

 p7795c-7809a 
Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Troy Buswell; Dr Graham Jacobs; Acting Speaker 

 [3] 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  There was no change. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  There was a change and the Treasurer tried to cook the books and he got caught. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you’re saying that to the house, you’re telling an untruth. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am saying it to the house.  Is it the case that the CPI figure that was previously used was 
the forecast CPI - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  - that was previously recorded in the budget papers? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, it is not the case. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If I look at the budget papers, that is not what I will find? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No; you asked whether it was the case that the forecast CPI was used and the answer to that 
is no. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was always used for the point of comparison. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was, and the Treasurer was exposed. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  He was.  Little notes came out of Treasury and he sent out - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No amount of bluster can change the world, my friend.  You were wrong, and you were 
proven to be wrong. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If I was wrong, why did the Treasurer have to reissue the note from his press release?  It 
was wrong.  The Treasurer tried to con the public of Western Australia, and he was found out.  That is what 
happened.  The Treasurer should cast his mind back to the week leading up to the budget. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You are wrong in your explanation. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Let us go back.  It is fundamentally true.  The Treasurer changed the basis of the consumer 
price index figure used as the point of comparison for the household basket of goods.  He went from forecast to 
one year before, and the reason he did that is that the year before was higher, so it was easier for the Treasurer to 
hide from scrutiny.  We all know that in last year’s budget, the Treasurer offered no meaningful tax cuts - none - 
and he ratcheted up household goods and charges as high as he could.  That is exactly what he did.  However, let 
me get back to this failed target - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Didn’t we have the most tax exemptions in the nation for first home buyers? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Oh, please! 

Mr M. McGowan:  He doesn’t care about first home buyers. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not care about first home buyers?  I brought the same bill into the house in September 
2006 to effect the same changes that the Treasurer adopted in the May budget.  It was the same bill. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You just can’t get things done. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was the same bill, you fool! 

Mr M. McGowan:  You just can’t get anything through the house, can you? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No, I had a bit of trouble getting it through the house.  I must admit that it is a bit difficult 
from opposition.  I used exactly the same arguments that the Treasurer copied six months later.  He almost cut 
and pasted my second reading speech, as good as it was - one of the finest delivered!  He cut and pasted it and 
pinched the idea, but good on him for doing it, because it helped first home buyers who are paying only - 

Mr M. McGowan:  You were just saying that we didn’t do anything for them. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I said that the government did not provide any meaningful taxation relief.  It did not. 
Mr M. McGowan:  You said that we didn’t provide any tax relief - 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  The government did not. 
Mr M. McGowan:  - and you just said that that was a good initiative. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was a good initiative, but the government did not provide meaningful taxation relief. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  Have you been listening to the ABC this afternoon?  There was a very interesting story on the 
ABC.  It says you’re going to be leader by Thursday.  Is that right? 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Is that right? 
Let us go back to this cumulative measure of recurrent expenditure.  That says that over the past five years, at a 
cumulative level - 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members!  The member for Vasse is the only person 
who has the call.  Other members will have plenty of opportunities at a later stage to contribute, so I ask that they 
listen to the member for Vasse now. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  I will go back.  This failed real per capita expenditure 
target has been exceeded every single year for the past five years.  What does that mean in moneys actually 
spent?  It means that the government has spent $4 billion more than its target.  It means that this fat, greedy, 
corpulent Treasurer - 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The Treasurer is quite disruptive with his interjections.  I cannot hear, and I am sure 
Hansard cannot hear either. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members, it is true that it is unparliamentary to interject.  I ask that members refrain 
from interjecting and allow the member for Vasse to give his speech. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Bassendean! 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  It just astounds me.  The member should go back to his John Travolta movie collection. 
This is what has happened: every year for the past five years the government has spent above the real per capita 
target.  If we go back five years and add that up, it means that the government has spent $4 billion more than it 
would have done if the Treasurer had had the courage and the capacity to deliver on the budgetary pledges that 
he offers every year in those budget papers.  It is only $4 billion.  That is not a lot of money, is it, according to 
the Treasurer? 
Let us look at what that meant between the 2005-06 and 2006-07 financial years.  It meant that the $13.9 billion 
of expenditure that accrued during 2005-06 should have grown by about $650 million into the 2006-07 financial 
year.  It actually grew by $1.3 billion.  Again, we have a Treasurer who lacks the financial discipline to achieve 
the targets that he espouses.  If he had achieved that target, he would have had about $650 million with which to 
provide taxation relief or to do something else in the state of Western Australia.  Who knows what he could have 
done with it.  However, that is the fact of the matter.  Those two targets have been continually exceeded by the 
Treasurer. 
I will provide some other facts and figures for the purpose of the public record.  When the government was 
elected, in the 2000-01 financial year, general government recurrent expenditure in Western Australia was about 
$10.4 billion.  At the end of the 2006-07 financial year, which is the year that we are considering - the 
expenditure relates to that year - that had grown to $15.1 billion.  In other words, in six years, recurrent 
government expenditure has increased by $4.7 billion, or 45 per cent.  When we dig down into those figures, it is 
quite interesting to see what is driving this massive increase in recurrent government expenditure.  The simple 
fact is that it is government wages and salaries growth.  That wages and salaries growth has, by and large, been 
driven by the massive explosion in the size of the public sector workforce in Western Australia.  That is not 
manifesting itself in an improvement in the delivery of core services at the coalface for the taxpayers of Western 
Australia; it is manifesting itself, by and large, in a whole range of backroom staff and political spin machines 
and the like in offices dotted around the Perth metropolitan area.  In fact, it is interesting to note that during that 
time salaries grew from $3.9 billion to $6.2 billion, an increase of 56.5 per cent.  Salaries, as a percentage of total 
state recurrent expenditure, grew from 37.9 per cent to 40.8 per cent.  In other words, a massive explosion in the 
size of the government’s wages and salaries budget has been driving a massive explosion in recurrent 
expenditure. 
The Treasurer was first appointed in 2001, and his record of fiscal discipline was a heck of a lot better in the 
early years than it has been in the past three years.  In his first three years, from 2000-01 to 2003-04, recurrent 
expenditure grew by approximately 4.7 per cent per annum.  In the past three years, it has grown by almost 8.3 
or 8.4 per cent per annum.  Therefore, when the government was elected, it had a rough idea of what was needed 
to deliver fiscal discipline.  However, in the past three years in particular, it has basically lost control of fiscal 
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management in this state.  That fact is borne out in the budget papers presented by the government each and 
every year in this place.  The sad reality is that the growth in expenses has the capacity to cause major problems 
down the track, because once recurrent expenditure grows, it is very hard to pare it back; it is very hard to cut 
back recurrent expenditure once it achieves a certain level. 
What does that mean?  It means that if revenue growth slows, it could put enormous pressure on state finances.  
The other thing it does is that it makes it very difficult for the Treasurer to provide meaningful taxation relief.  
That is why he set up that farcical state tax review that lasted for almost two years.  He led that very fine group 
of people along by the nose, creating the illusion that they should participate in a process and, heaven forbid, 
they would be able to suggest meaningful taxation reforms that the Treasurer might take on board.  The report 
has been produced and nothing has been done.  The head of that review, Mr Jonathan Ilbery, has been absolutely 
scathing in his attacks on the Treasurer for the farcical process that he set up.  It is little wonder, because it was 
an absolute joke.  If the Treasurer wants to be serious about controlling expenditure growth, what is needed is a 
new round of reforms focused on delivering efficiency in the Western Australian public service. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Okay.  What would you recommend?   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will get to that.  The Treasurer seems to equate more spending with better delivery of 
service. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’m actually interested in any reform proposals you might advance. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer made a good start in last year’s budget but he did not do anything with it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Tell me what reform measures you’d support. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I would support the Treasurer making sure he sticks to his real per capita targets.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Which hospital would you close down? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is a nonsense argument.  In last year’s budget papers the Treasurer committed to a 
series of functional reviews, which is actually a good spot to start.  He should take a department, look at what it 
is doing, drill down into that department and make sure that every dollar of tax money that goes in at the top is 
being spent efficiently to deliver the best possible set of outcomes for the taxpayer at the other end.  It is a good 
idea and a good place to start.  In last year’s budget the Treasurer talked about a number of functional reviews.  
He said that there was a functional review of the Department of Indigenous Affairs.  We all know what happened 
to that.  We never saw it until last week.  He also said that there was a review of the Western Australian Sports 
Centre Trust.  He said that they were under way.  He also said that the government was looking at functional 
reviews of the Department of Community Development, the Department of Industry and Resources, the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet, the Department of Education and Training, the Department of Housing 
and Works and the Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  Is that what the Treasurer said?  In the 2006-07 
budget he said that the government was doing functional reviews of those departments. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you are quoting accurately.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  What has happened to them?  Which ones have commenced, where are the finished 
documents and what recommendations were made and/or adopted?  None.  That was the biggest blast of rhetoric 
that delivered nothing.  The Treasurer asked me what he should do.  He should get those things done like he told 
us he would last year.  I would bet that if he checked, he would find that some of those reviews have been done 
but the majority have not.  There are some big spending, important social agencies in there.  The functional 
reviews have not happened.  That is a good spot to start.  The Treasurer could look at re-establishing the 
efficiency dividend for which departments are forced to become more efficient.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you support the application of an efficiency dividend to the health department? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I support the more efficient delivery of services with taxpayers’ dollars. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Tell me whether you support an across-the-board efficiency dividend.  Do you support the 
application of an efficiency dividend? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have told the Treasurer what I support.  I support any process that means that taxpayers’ 
dollars will be spent more efficiently.  I support all departments spending money more efficiently. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you support an efficiency dividend - say, a one per cent cut - on the police service?  Do 
you support that?  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If the Treasurer wants to create some scare campaign, he should do it in his own time.  I 
have told him what I am focused on - efficiency and service delivery.  That is not the case with the Treasurer, 
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who has a fistful of dollars.  He would rather have a headline to solve a problem today than seriously attempt to 
tackle the problem for tomorrow. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you support the concept of an efficiency dividend?  We spend six or seven dollars out of 
every 10 on health, education and law and order.  Do you support an efficiency dividend in that area? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why has the Treasurer not conducted all the functional reviews he told us he would last 
year?  He has no focus on efficiency.  All he is interested in is maximising taxation revenue full stop.  His record 
gives him no reason to believe anything else.  He is a greedy representative of the biggest taxing, biggest 
spending government in the history of this state. 

I will spend a couple of minutes talking about taxation.  Taxation is one of the Treasurer’s biggest failures.  Let 
us not forget that in 2001 the Treasurer gave a commitment to maintaining Western Australia’s taxation 
competitiveness as measured by taxation per capita.  I think we were the third highest taxing state at that time, 
behind New South Wales and Victoria.  The Treasurer said, “We’ll keep it where it is or we’ll improve it.”  The 
figure was $1 521 per capita back then.  We were the third highest taxing state.  Members should guess what it 
was at the end of the last financial year. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It’s the second lowest in the country as a share of the economy. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is not true.  It was $2 747 per capita.  In 2003-04 we passed Victoria.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  As a share of the economy. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will talk about that in a second; it is another of the Treasurer’s furphies.  In 2005-06 we 
passed New South Wales.  There was an 80 per cent increase in taxation per capita, making us the highest taxed 
people in Australia.  Tax competitiveness is important because it is associated with positive and conducive 
investment for business, and it is also associated with forcing some discipline onto government spending 
programs.  What did the Treasurer do in response to his failure to meet his taxation competitiveness targets?  He 
did not embrace taxation reform.  All he did was change the measure.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  To the measure used by the federal Liberal government and the previous state Liberal 
government. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  He changed it to taxation as a percentage of gross state product. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Which was Richard Court’s measure. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why did the Treasurer not adopt it in 2001?  Why did he change?  Why did the government 
not adopt taxation as a percentage of gross state product in 2001? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Because Richard Court turned out to be right. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  So the Treasurer was wrong.  He was wrong because he could not meet his targets.  He 
used GSP because he could mask the increase in tax behind economic growth.  Let us look at taxation as a 
percentage of gross state product.  In 2000-01 it was 3.86 per cent.  Last year it was 4.18 per cent, an increase 
over that period of 9.4 per cent.  What happened to the all-states average in Australia over the same period?  It 
stayed the same.  While all other states’ taxation as a percentage of GSP stayed the same, our taxation revenue 
outgrew GSP by 10 per cent.  That was at a time when we were enjoying fairly substantive levels of economic 
growth.  When we look at taxation as a percentage of GSP, we can see that the government went backwards fast.  
We all know that the Commonwealth Grants Commission produces a measure of taxation competitiveness as 
well.  When we look at that measure, we see that we are the highest taxing state, 25 per cent higher than New 
South Wales and 34 per cent higher than the national average.  The Treasurer cannot control spending.  He is 
greedy, he taxes people in this state at punitive record levels and then he presents this bill to the house.  I want to 
spend a bit of time examining some aspects of expenditure that we are appropriating in this bill because it makes 
for quite an interesting story.  The first one is the Treasurer’s beloved centrepiece of his public sector efficiency 
reforms, the Office of Shared Services. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Actually, my beloved centrepiece is the procurement reforms.  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is only because it won the big award recently.  The Treasurer told us that this is the 
centrepiece.  When he is at home polishing, I do not think he is polishing the trophy.  That is his problem.  He 
has suddenly latched onto procurement reforms. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  At least I’m polishing the trophy. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  The trophy they won for procurement reforms!  Mr Tondut down at the Office of 
Government Procurement is doing a great job.  I have acknowledged him before in this house.  The Office of 
Shared Services is a basket case.  The Auditor General’s report into the Office of Shared Services makes for 
fantastic reading about how not to manage a major reform project.  The one thing that the Auditor General’s 
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report highlighted over and above everything else was the fact that there was no management.  There was no 
oversight in the Office of Shared Services.  I thought long and hard about whom the finger should be pointed at.  
I think it should be pointed at the Premier.  It was the Premier’s responsibility or that of the head of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet to manage and run that reform program.  It just did not happen.  That has 
not been a cheap exercise.  The appropriations before us are chickenfeed compared with that of the Office of 
Shared Services.  A total of $21 million more for capital was not anticipated last year and $12.5 million extra for 
operating expenses spread across a range of departments.  That is only another $33 million into the black hole.  
The Treasurer knows it is a black hole.  When OSS was set up, he said that it would take about two years to get it 
up and running and it would cost about $100 million.   
As I understand it, one government agency - the Office of Shared Services - recently began using all three 
components of the reform package; one agency.  The package is at least two years away, the cost now is at least 
$200 million, and the reason it has failed is that the Treasurer and/or the Premier and/or the Director General of 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet did not keep an eye on the ball.  It is an absolute disgrace.  I am 
amazed that the Treasurer comes into this place and repeatedly trumpets this as the centrepiece of the 
government’s reform agenda, even though it has abandoned it now.  The Treasurer has handballed it to Mr 
Marney and has adopted procurement reform.  It is a disgrace.  I will not go through the appropriation bills line 
by line now as there are quite a few items.  We will do that in consideration in detail.  However, in many ways, 
the items of expenditure detailed highlight a series of mismanagement, shoddy controls and poor expenditure 
control by the government.  That is all they do. 
The Office of Shared Services is one matter I wanted to talk about.  The other matter is the $3.6 million that has 
been set aside in these appropriations for court security and custodial services.  Court security and custodial 
services are a very interesting topic.  Australia has a very long and interesting history in outsourcing the 
transportation of prisoners.  I recently attended a presentation Mr Sturgess gave about public sector reform.  It 
was a very good presentation and a number of people from the public sector attended.  Mr Sturgess told me that 
the First Fleet was actually outsourced, which I did not know.  In fact, a lot of the early convict transportation to 
Australia was effectively outsourced.  The First Fleet that came out worked on a cost-plus basis; that is, the 
contractors who looked after the convicts on the ships were paid on a cost-plus basis.  When we think about it, 
they transported all those convicts to a pinprick on the other side of the world, and very few of them died, which 
was a very good outcome.  It is a very good example of how outsourcing can work.  Later on, they changed 
management models and the model that was then adopted was that of lowest cost.  For the lowest cost model of 
prisoner transport to Australia, not only did they take the lowest bidder, who happened to be a slave ship 
operator, but also they said that if the contractor had any food left when he got to Sydney, he could sell it.  
Therefore, there was a huge mortality rate; they starved the poor convicts.  The ships that came out here had a 
very high mortality rate, so they abandoned that.  Eventually, they settled on a form of contract that was 
performance based.  There were cost-plus, lowest cost and performance-based models.  The performance-based 
model said that if the contractors got the prisoners to Australia alive, they would be paid more.  That model 
seemed to work the best.  This country has a long history of outsourcing prisoner transport.  I think that it is a 
very interesting story in the context of outsourcing.   
In Western Australia, the court security and custodial services contract was let to Australian Integrated 
Management Services.  The Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 5) 2007 appropriates another 
$3.6 million for unexpected increases in court security and custodial services costs last year.  I will take a quick 
look at what has happened to that contract because we all know that earlier this year the government decided to 
novate that contract to AIMS and that the contract was awarded to an alternative company known as Global 
Solutions Limited.  Obviously, AIMS had gone to the government and said that things were not going well, it 
wanted to sell out of contract and it had someone who wanted to buy it.  It obviously asked the government 
whether it would agree to novating the process - that is, effectively, rolling GSL into the lease - and the 
government came back and said, “Yes”.  The other thing the government said occurred about three days later - if 
my memory serves me correctly; I could stand corrected on that.  A very short time later, the government not 
only agreed to that, but also said that it would sign up GSL for another three years without going to the market 
and testing the market.  It was astounding! 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  I think it took about a week.   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was within a few days. 
It was astounding to think that that would happen.  When the Minister for Corrective Services was asked at the 
time why the government did that, she said that it was standard practice to renew contracts that were operating 
within budget and not breaching the performance measures.  How could the government measure GSL’s 
performance?  It had had the contract for only a few days.  How could the government possibly measure it? 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  It sounds like a dodgy deal. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  In fact, member for Hillarys, this transaction has an odour about it - an absolute odour!  The 
Minister for Corrective Services stood in the house and read out her little prepared speech, but there is much 
more to this that needs to be explored and uncovered because, quite clearly, GSL had not met any performance 
guidelines; it had had the contract for only five days.  There was no performance to be assessed on and, in fact, 
when GSL became involved in the process to be awarded contracts at Acacia Prison, it did not even get on the 
short list.  However, GSL has been given this very tidy arrangement by the government, which must have 
benefited AIMS.  Given that AIMS could novate the arrangement with GSL, one could reasonably argue that 
AIMS had a more saleable commodity in terms of goodwill and an ongoing contract to provide to GSL, if indeed 
there was a sale.  We can see how that argument could be made.  I should also point out that the minister talked 
about meeting performance objectives, yet it would be difficult to argue that AIMS met its performance 
objectives.  There was a prisoner breakout, prisoners were left to cook in the back of the van at the Sandfire Flats 
roadhouse a couple of years ago, a prisoner tragically took his own life in the back of the van at the back of the 
Perth courthouse, as I understand it - 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  With the prisoners who were cooking in the back of the van, in all fairness, that was not 
AIMS’ fault; that was the Department of Justice’s fault.  The department supplied the vehicle and the vehicles 
were shoddy and they were very old. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Fair call; nonetheless, AIMS had a responsibility to the prisoners who were left in the back 
of the van. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  And AIMS did deal with it. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes. 
As I mentioned, there was the tragic hanging death in the back of the van at the Central Law Courts, and a 
number of problems, as identified by Richard Harding, regarding hospital escorts.  It would be difficult to argue 
that AIMS had met the performance guidelines in the contract.  It is very interesting.  Imagine our surprise this 
week when we obtained a letter from Professor Richard Harding to Mr Ray Warnes, the Acting Director General 
of the Department of the Attorney General, dated April 2007.  This letter was written months before that 
decision was made.  Professor Harding wrote - 

I have profound reservations as to the proposed novation of the CSCS Contract to GSL in the way 
proposed. 

In talking about this process, he also said - 

Anything less than this is . . . an improper abandonment of responsibility to the interests of the State.   

These are very serious statements for the Inspector of Custodial Services to make.  If I were a minister, I would 
have thought “Hang on, this could be serious”.  Professor Harding then went on in a lot of detail to explain some 
of the problems with what the government was trying to do.  He made a very good argument that not going to the 
market and testing the contract was not in the best interests of the state.  He made the point that it was well 
known within the industry that this contract was likely to come up, and that there were other potential bidders 
who were ready to participate in the process.  The government had an obligation to go to the market not only to 
find someone to do it cheaper, but also to find out whether someone could do it better.  That is why we have 
contestability.  Contestability means that the forces of competition generally deliver a better outcome for price 
and service delivery to the public.  It is a very important principle that has dominated public sector reform 
around the western world for a long time.  It is a principle that was lost on the Minister for Corrective Services 
and this cabinet when they made that decision.  The letter also said - 

The proposed novation appears to be for the benefit of AIMS, in that they may well be able to extract a 
valuable consideration from GSL for taking over their role . . .  

This is the point I raised earlier. 
Professor Harding raised serious concerns.  He also mentioned that GSL did not survive the short-listing process 
and the contestability exercise for Acacia Prison.  The point I make is that Richard Harding raised serious 
significant concerns with the minister, and cabinet still decided to enter into this secretive, closeted, closed deal, 
with no capacity to provide an adequate explanation to the public of Western Australia other than to say it is 
standard business practice.  That is completely and utterly unacceptable, in my view.  I have a suspicion that 
there is a lot more water to run in relation to the awarding of these contracts.  I asked the minister today about a 
business case that she claims was prepared to support cabinet and her in her deliberations.  I would like that 
business case to be tabled. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  I can tell you, member, that I have been informed that other security companies are very 
unhappy that they weren’t offered the opportunity to tender for this particular contract. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is right.  The member for Hillarys has made the same point that Professor Richard 
Harding made: there was clear interest in the market to participate in a contest for this contract.  Western 
Australian taxpayers will be the ultimate losers and will carry the cost of this reckless and secretive government 
manipulation of processes.  Taxpayers will carry the can.  The minister has an obligation to table the business 
case because I will bet that the business case does not say, “Roll over and let Australian Integration Management 
Services slash GSL, tickle your belly and make all the money on this contract.”  I cannot imagine that it would.  
That is just another little matter that comes to light when the details of this bill are examined. 
I indicated during my introductory comments that I would make some observations about housing affordability.  
Interestingly, another line item in this bill deals with the appropriation of some unexpected money to the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure to help bring more lots onto the market.  How ridiculous that it had 
to be an unexpected appropriation.  It highlights the fact that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure fell into 
a delusional trance with regard to lot availability in Western Australia, and in my view and the view of industry, 
the government is largely responsible for the failure of the market to deliver land, particularly during 2006.  The 
minister put her head in the sand and pretended there was no problem.  When a problem emerged, she rushed 
around and got the unexpected money detailed in this appropriation in an attempt to get more planners on board 
to get more lots onto the market.  In fact cabinet, in one of its characteristic acts of bravado, set a target to release 
20 000 lots of land onto the market during 2006-07 in the Perth metropolitan area and the Peel region.  Guess 
what?  It got 15 000 lots onto the market.  The government did not reach its own target and land supply 
evaporated in this state.   
Housing affordability is a critical issue for the state.  It is a hugely important issue because labour supply is one 
of the things that will prevent Western Australia from maximising the opportunities presented by the current 
economic transformation.  The Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams) will know about the shortage of available 
labour from the feedback he receives in his electorate; it occurs across the metropolitan area and regional 
Western Australia, and across most industry groups and occupational types.  People keep saying that we have a 
skills shortage; that is true, but we also have a general labour shortage, because it also occurs in the non-skilled 
end of the market.  I am well aware of restaurants in my electorate at Dunsborough - a tourist town - that cannot 
open in the evenings because labour cannot be obtained.  It is a situation in which small businesses cannot 
maximise the return on their capital investments.  It will have a significant long-term impact if it is not 
addressed.   

I will share some interesting statistics with members.  Over the past six years, economic growth in Western 
Australia has been good.  The Treasurer acknowledges this fact often, and I also acknowledge it.  It has been 
very good.  It was initially driven by private sector investment in what I refer to as capacity building - 
particularly investment in the mining and extractive industries.  Economic growth is now increasingly being 
driven by exports as that capacity is utilised.  Approximately 200 000 jobs have been created in Western 
Australia over the past six years.  However, I was alarmed to read the results of a survey of members of the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, conducted by the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry and the Commonwealth Bank; 76 per cent of members surveyed reported that the labour shortage was a 
significant issue impacting on their business.  To put that into some sort of historical perspective, the figure 
normally fluctuates between 20 per cent and 30 per cent.  Industry is saying that the labour shortage is 
potentially a huge issue.   
A recently completed demographic analysis undertaken by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry revealed that 
if the current rates of investment and economic growth continue to hold up and a few other variables remain in 
line, Western Australia will need an extra 400 000 workers over the next 10 years.  That means 40 000 workers a 
year are required to fuel the state’s economy.  That is a massive increase and, of course, workers bring their 
families with them.  The analysis also predicted that on current growth trends, only 250 000 workers will be 
provided.  That is a gap of 150 000 people.  The Chamber of Commerce and Industry identified affordable 
housing as one of the single biggest inhibitors of labour coming to Western Australia.  People across a range of 
industry sectors quite simply cannot afford to come to Western Australia to live and work.  For people on fly in, 
fly out arrangements in the mining industry, or professionals earning $100 000 or $200 000 a year, that is not a 
problem.  However, there are many people who do not have access to those sorts of incomes, and housing 
affordability is a major issue for them.   
I will not go into a long history of house price movements in Western Australia.  However, between December 
2004 and December 2006 - two short years - the median house price in Perth went from $260 000 to $460 000, 
give or take.  This led to a massive decline in housing affordability.  Historically, Western Australia has enjoyed 
a comparative advantage in housing affordability.  It was a relatively cheap place to live, and that was one of the 
things that attracted people to live here.  We have lost that advantage.  In fact, Perth now vies with Sydney for 
the title of Australia’s most expensive place to live.  Regional Western Australia comes third.  The housing 
affordability survey conducted by the Housing Industry Association and the Commonwealth Bank revealed that 
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Perth and Sydney are either the most expensive or second most expensive - it varies - and regional Western 
Australia is the third most expensive place to live in Australia.  We are pricing ourselves out of the labour market 
because of housing prices.  Those members representing regional areas see evidence of this all the time; people 
in the city see it also.  It is a huge issue, and my contention is that the government has not done enough to 
recognise housing affordability and, by extension, labour supply, as the key factors for this state. 

A number of things need to be done.  I do not intend to detail them all; I am aware that a number of my 
colleagues wish to speak.  At the very least, I urge the government to implement the recommendations made by 
Marion Thompson, who was appointed by the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure to examine issues 
affecting housing affordability.  She made approximately 25 key recommendations involving important changes 
to the planning approvals process in Western Australia.  The planning approvals process is one of the most 
fundamental things that need to be changed.  We also need to ensure that the property market can be responsive 
to changes in demand when they occur.  There will be another upsurge in demand, and the minister needs to re-
embrace the housing industry forecasting group so that the government can work with industry to gain a better 
understanding of the direction in which housing demand is heading, and not get caught in the same disastrous 
situation that emerged in 2006 when there was a complete failure to forecast the extent of the increase in 
demand.  It may have been the case that the housing industry forecasting group did not get it right, but it would 
at least have sent the market in the right direction.  The market needs to get clear future demand signals.  The 
government needs to fix up the approvals process in order to get lots onto the market, and it needs to examine a 
range of other reforms to address the issue of housing affordability.  It is a serious issue. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you have a view as to the priority of different measures?  You say “fix up the approvals 
process”; do you have a view as to what particular aspects need attention first?  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If the Treasurer looks at Marion Thompson’s recommendations, he will see that many of 
them do not necessarily require a large amount of resources.  The problems often involve process changes.  The 
planning and approvals process has become very bogged down due to local government requirements, State 
Planning Commission and various state government and federal government environmental approvals.  They are 
delivering disastrous outcomes.  I must be honest with the Treasurer: I was amazed during the federal electoral 
campaign when suddenly, for two days, housing became the issue of the day.  The initiatives of both parties to 
encourage first home buyers to save for a deposit in a tax effective way were good.  Both parties’ initiatives were 
similar, and that was a good thing.  I wonder about the government’s notion to run around the country saying it 
will free up more land in small isolated areas without considering some of the other issues, such as the imposts 
some of the federal environmental requirements place on the development industry.  They are huge, as are some 
of the state environmental imposts.  The inability of the industry to bring lots onto the market is a major factor.  

Mr M. McGowan:  I am trying to free up land in your electorate and you won’t allow it.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have eight minutes left, so I can talk about that.  

Mr M. McGowan:  This is a serious position.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Let us be honest: we are talking about a volume of land, in particular at Churchill Park, of 
between 60 and 80 lots that the government wants to bring onto the market and thereby rob my town of a 
strategic parcel of land.  I am glad the minister asked that -  

Mr M. McGowan:  Have you had a look at it?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Of course I have had a look at it.  What is wrong with it? 

Mr M. McGowan:  It’s in a shocking state.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I know, but in 10 years or less, the central business district of Busselton will be crippled. 

Mr M. McGowan:  There’ll still be a park there.  You haven’t looked at the plan.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Does the minister want me to explain why I am so opposed to the government’s plan to sell 
Churchill Park?  There are two reasons.  

Mr M. McGowan:  We’re not selling all the land in Churchill Park.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have no problems with the need to develop the Busselton foreshore - none.  I am on the 
public record as saying that many times.  The foreshore needs to be revitalised, and I accept the need for that 
work.  However, I have some problems with the process that the former minister employed.  He basically came 
out with a big map and said that was what was going to be done; however, that is a separate issue.  In my humble 
view, the Churchill Park plan involves two issues.  The development of the lots on Churchill Park will provide 
the cream of the money that the state government will take from it.  It will be the profitable end of the 
development, and that is an objectionable process.  The government will be robbing the town of the capacity, in 
due course, to grow and develop the CBD through that area.  There are much better models for development of 
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Churchill Park in a more timely way to help address those commercial concerns.  That is my view on it, and I 
have been very firm about that.   

The minister has enjoyed insinuating in this place that I somehow have a link to one of the councillors on the 
Busselton Shire Council, specifically Councillor Anne Ryan.  I can assure the minister that I have no link to that 
person concerning this project or anything else.  That person ran a vitriolic and vindictive campaign against me 
as part of the National Party campaign in the Shire of Busselton.  A number of findings of misconduct have been 
made against her by the Corruption and Crime Commission.  I and a number of other people - thank heavens the 
former minister did also - eventually called for her resignation.  She and the other serving councillor should 
resign from the Busselton Shire Council.  I was amazed when I saw a report, to which the minister has referred, 
that linked that individual via a personal relationship to a person who was purporting to have some preposterous 
proposal to develop the Busselton foreshore.  It included, among other things, a five-star or six-star hotel poking 
out in the middle of Geographe Bay at the end of the Busselton jetty.  It is fundamentally ridiculous.  

Mr M. McGowan:  Why did the councillors vote for it?  Do you support their right to vote on these issues?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If that councillor has an interest, there is absolutely no way that she should vote on the 
issue.  

Mr M. McGowan:  If findings of misconduct have been made against the councillors, should they vote on it?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not think the two councillors against whom there have been findings of misconduct 
should be participating on the council, full stop.  I have said that before and I will say it again.  

Mr M. McGowan:  They are the ones moving the position you support.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I understand that.  I do not support their continued position on the Shire of Busselton, full 
stop.  I do not resile from that.  I have been making that statement since the day that report was handed down.  I 
support elements of the government’s plans for the Busselton beachfront, but I reject the process.  

Mr M. McGowan:  You can’t have it both ways.  You either get enough money or you don’t.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am not sure that that case has been made well enough.  

Mr M. McGowan:  Hold on.  You said you want Churchill Park to remain, but then you want it to be the CBD 
in the future.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  In due course. 

Mr M. McGowan:  You want to have it both ways.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not want to have it both ways at all.  There is a proper process to deliver the plan.  The 
CBD of the town of Busselton will grow.  

Mr M. McGowan:  It should grow towards the foreshore.  You’re on record as saying that.  Why are you 
shaking your head?  You said it.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  There is a very limited footprint for it to grow into.  I am happy to go around with the 
minister and talk about it.  

Mr M. McGowan:  It’s a distance of about a kilometre.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is not about a kilometre in distance.  

Mr M. McGowan:  It’s a long way. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is not a kilometre to where the business area currently extends.  

Mr M. McGowan:  I will get that checked.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We have had a side bar conversation, and I apologise to the Treasurer for that.  It is an 
important issue.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is an important issue.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Busselton jetty is important.  The saddest thing in that process is that the need to 
restore that iconic jetty has been completely swept aside in the other debate. 

Mr M. McGowan:  If you supported the plan, it wouldn’t be.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I support aspects of the plan, as the minister knows. 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am not going to allow the minister to sell off that part of the town just to line the 
government’s pockets.  That is what it is all about.  Under the minister’s proposal, how much money will flow 
into the state government coffers from retained profit and tax equivalent payments from LandCorp, the en globo 
amount paid for the land and the other factors on which no-one will provide any information for the public to 
consider?  The minister and his colleague, the former minister, have been engrossed in secrecy.  In some ways, I 
think this Minister for South West picked up the tail end of what the former minister started.  

Mr M. McGowan:  I do not know what former minister you’re talking about.  I started this in 2005.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Reluctantly. 

Mr M. McGowan:  When you are talking about the former minister, you are talking about me.  I started it.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am talking about the former member for Peel.  

Mr M. McGowan:  He had nothing to do with it; I started it in 2005.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  He took the plans to the public meeting.  I was at the public meeting when he came down 
and laid out the plans on the table.  

Mr M. McGowan:  I started it in 2005. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Reluctantly.  The minister used the term “the dead cat”.  

Mr M. McGowan:  It was my idea.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Knock it off.  The minister should provide that information.  He is operating in a secretive 
little world, as does his government.  It says, “We’re not going to tell you how much we’ll make from it; it’s not 
much.”  How much?  What is the en globo amount?   

Mr M. McGowan:  How much will you make from your business next year?  You can’t exactly tell.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Come off it.  It is a defined parcel of land.  

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Knock it off.  LandCorp will have forecasts.  This is worse than the number of teachers that 
schools will be short next year.  It is pathetic, pathetic, pathetic.  LandCorp would have estimates of the amount 
of money that project will generate, otherwise it would not be involved in the project.  What a nonsense 
statement the minister has made.  We have asked and asked, and the minister will not provide the information.  
Yes; I am opposed to it.  The government wants to rip off that land to develop a small residential area when 
plenty of residential land is being opened up in the town.  He can try.  The new council may well change its mind 
again.  At the end of the day it is the council’s business, but I do not support that aspect of it.  
I come back to the bill at hand.  Of course the opposition will not oppose the bill.  I conclude by once again 
thanking the Treasurer for providing the additional information in the explanatory notes that came with the bill.  
It is a vast improvement on what was provided a couple of years ago.  I acknowledge that the Treasurer has been 
prepared to provide that information.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Thank you. 
DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [5.39 pm]:  I thank the house for the opportunity to talk about this bill, on which no 
doubt the Treasurer will talk about responsibility and best spend of moneys.  It seems to me, as an uninitiated 
economist, that these bills could be termed the fudge-factor bills.  They make allowances for both recurrent and 
capital funding in extraordinary and unforeseen circumstances.  As the Treasurer said, payments of an 
extraordinary and unforeseen nature were made under the authority of the Financial Management Act 2006.  
During the previous financial year, $298.768 million was provided for recurrent payments for extraordinary and 
unforeseen circumstances under the authority of the Financial Management Act 2006.  Unlike the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition, I will bring before the house my concern about the responsible use and best spending of 
moneys in my electorate.  Much of the unforeseen and extraordinary nature of overspend can be seen in a 
particular project that I will share with the house.  That project highlights the extraordinary and unforeseen 
nature of the payments when perhaps the moneys could have been much better managed.  Some of the concerns 
about and flaws of the project could have been foreseen.  Members are probably aware of the commonwealth 
program called the national action plan for salinity and water quality.  Salinity and water quality are a significant 
concern for the relatively dry state of Western Australia.  The program is a $1.4 billion agreement between the 
state and federal governments over seven years to June 2008, and it deals with the protection and rehabilitation 
of waterways, the rehabilitation and protection of native vegetation, engineering methods and works for 
preserving and rehabilitating land and water, and our responsibility under the agreement to spend the money in 
the best way to achieve the best outcome.  That is the nature of my short comments this afternoon. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 27 November 2007] 

 p7795c-7809a 
Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Troy Buswell; Dr Graham Jacobs; Acting Speaker 

 [13] 

On the weekend I visited Dumbleyung, which is just outside my electorate.  Historically, it has been in my 
electorate from time to time.  Previously I have delivered in this place some of the solutions to dryland salinity in 
this state.  A project is being operated in conjunction with the Shire of Dumbleyung, various stakeholders and 
the Dumbleyung water management committee under the auspices of the South West Catchments Council, 
which has funding through the national action plan for salinity and water quality.  The Fence Road project 
involves digging 65 kilometres of deep drain to prevent salinity and rehabilitate saline-affected land.  The drain 
along Fence Road runs 20 kilometres east of Dumbleyung and drains a significant area of more than 10 000 
hectares.  It is a 55-kilometre drain.  Some 27.5 kilometres of the drain has a base width of three metres, 
32 kilometres of which has a base width of one metre.  All the drains are dug to a depth of two metres. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Is it lined? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  It is not lined.  If a deep drain is lined to prevent salinity, it prevents the effusion of saline 
into the drain. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is a sulfate soil issue. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Absolutely.  The construction of this project has commenced.  My wife and I visited the 
region on the weekend and saw two excavators working on the highway north of the Dumbleyung Lake Grace 
Road.  This project has been worked on for seven years and all the technical work has been done.  Approval for 
the funding has come through the national action plan for salinity and water quality program.  Technical support 
and feasibility studies have been provided by the state government, as per the agreement, to begin the project to 
deal with dryland salinity and the degradation of land in Western Australia.  It is said that each hour we lose 
about the size of a football field to salinity in Western Australia.  More than half of the state’s 15 million 
hectares is affected by salinity.  Salinity is caused by rising watertables, which brings the salt to the surface.  The 
experts tell me that as the watertable rises to within 1.4 metres of the surface, the sun’s heat draws the salt to the 
surface. 
The Dumbleyung water management committee has been working on this project since 2000.  During that time it 
has undertaken catchment modelling to assess the saltwater balance at Lake Dumbleyung, which is some 
20 kilometres to the west of Dumbleyung.  The committee has set up and is monitoring a small-scale drainage 
project called the Beynon Road project, which it has studied over time.  It also is monitoring the drain’s effects 
on water quality and on the macro invertebrates.  It is conducting a cost-benefit analysis and has undertaken 
social and cultural surveys.  The Department of Agriculture and Food, the Department of Water and the 
Department of Environment and Conservation are involved in the project.  Their methodology has been to assess 
the watercourse reserves and threatened flora that will potentially be at risk because of the construction of the 
drains.  The departments will assess the benefits as well as the negative effects of constructing an arterial drain.  
A detailed assessment of the extent of the magnitude of the downstream impacts was undertaken.  This is a very 
important concern regarding deep drainage and salinity.  In Kulin, five upstream landholders dug drains into 
Dudinin Creek, and the drainage of salt into the creek caused concerns to the downstream landholders.  A 
downstream landholder complained that his property was made more saline by the upstream farmers who had 
drained saline water into the creek, which made its way to Lake Kondinin.  This is central to the problem of deep 
drainage solutions for salinity.  We do not want to just drain salt from one farm to another, or from a farm to a 
reserve and cause the degradation of the reserve.  This project was very conscious of moving the problem from 
one person to another or from one area to another.  A detailed assessment of the extent and magnitude of the 
downstream impacts of drains was undertaken using data collected by the Dumbleyung water management 
committee through on-site trials, monitoring and testing.  It assessed the expected groundwater discharge and 
surface water run-off during the construction of the arterial drain, the expected groundwater discharge and 
surface water run-off from the completed arterial drain, and the potential groundwater discharge and surface 
water run-off via the arterial drain and sub-drains required to safeguard at-risk land.  The concern is that, despite 
all the good work that has been done, the concept of moving salt from potentially affected regions, as well as 
from significantly affected regions, will be frustrated yet again.  Appropriation bills are not the best way to spend 
money.  Can we foresee some of these issues so that the unanticipated amount of money sought under 
appropriation bills is limited? 
This project, despite all the good methodology, is threatened, and it is threatened for one reason.  The same 
problem that was faced by Kulin farmers whereby salt was drained from one area to another and someone else’s 
property downstream was affected will be a significant problem for this project, which finally got up after seven 
years.  I have spoken in this place about the need for the government to recognise that there are engineering 
solutions to the salinity problem in Western Australia.  This project has $1.5 million worth of funding to promote 
and construct, under the auspices of the agencies, infrastructure to deal with this problem.  It could be a model 
that we can study to show that this is a major solution to dealing with the ever-increasing salinity problem in 
Western Australia. 
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The discharge point at the end of the 55 kilometres of drain is a crown reserve on the south side of the road about 
20 kilometres out of Dumbleyung.  Saline water will be discharged into this reserve.  Yes, a significant amount 
of that water will evaporate, but there is potential for the crown reserve to be salt affected.  I have visited the 
crown reserve.  It is a flourishing reserve, with large timber growth.  However, it appears in the report on the 
environmental impacts on the reserve that that does not matter.  There is potential for saline water to create an 
environmental disaster.  Funding has been allocated to a well-meaning project that has the potential for a good 
outcome.  Again, the cardinal sin in deep drainage has been committed by transferring saline water from one 
property to another without allowing it to continue to drain into the natural waterway, which in this case is 
Dumbleyung Lake.  The government, the Minister for Water Resources and the Minister for the Environment 
might say that the Fence Road arterial drain environmental impact assessment has been done and that everything 
is kosher.  Everything is not kosher.  There is a potential that the concept that engineering solutions and deep 
drainage can solve the salinity problem in Western Australia will be brought into disrepute.  It was brought into 
disrepute in Kulin when saline water was transferred from one area to another. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  In the recommendations of the environmental assessment, it was found that the declared 
rare flora population would not be affected by the proposal and that, due to being located in remnant vegetation, 
it would be unlikely to be affected by any future secondary drainage works that the landowner may propose.  
The impacts would be less significant on the final receiving wetland in the reserve.  The priority flora identified 
as being located near the discharge channel would also be unaffected by the proposal.  If a total salt sink were 
created in a reserve, there would be potential for it to affect the vegetation in that region, the region itself and 
surrounding areas.  In my view, the assurance that there will not be any effects from secondary salinity is not 
reassuring.  Based on the expected groundwater discharge rates, downstream travel of the discharge water and 
key findings from studies carried out on the Beynon Road drainage site - a smaller pilot study in the same 
region - it can be concluded that the downstream impacts of the proposed Fence Road arterial drains would not 
be significant.  The reduction in the impact is predominantly due to the area having already been significantly 
impacted on by secondary salinity.  We are almost saying that water will be discharged to that area because it is 
already gone; secondary salinity will not make any difference because the area has already been severely 
impacted on.  I believe that argument is flawed.  The receival point of the saline effluent at the end of the 
55 kilometres of drain will deliver about 6.86 litres a second in the summer period and 92.6 litres a second in the 
winter period.  The entire 60 kilometres of drain is under construction now.  Construction will take three months, 
or approximately 60 working days, at a rate of 20 kilometres a month.  The summer discharges have the potential 
to reach crown reserve 9447, which is where the major effluent will be discharged.  However, the risk is deemed 
negligible.  This is due to the expected flows being confined to the well-formed stream channel, and the riparian 
vegetation - that is, the small-root vegetation - immediately adjacent to the channel being already affected by 
secondary salinity.  Again, the argument is that the water can be discharged there because the area has already 
been affected.  There is the potential to spend good money on a project that could have excellent outcomes.  
However, because it will not go far enough, the whole project will be thwarted.  I believe that this has been 
foreseen. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.05 pm 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House).   
 


