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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 17 June on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) — 
That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 2877A–E 
(2015–16 budget papers) laid upon the table of the house Thursday, 14 May 2015. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [12.38 pm]: I rise today to give my contribution to this 
debate. I will focus most of my response to the budget papers and also the briefing we had from Treasury. 
The  first point I really want to make is that I genuinely believe that the revenue of the state has been mishandled 
by the Barnett government. In the 2015-16 fiscal year there will be a $2.7 billion deficit. We have obviously lost 
our AAA credit rating and debt is out of control. Revenue has been greater than the government ever expected 
when it set its targets, but still the debt cannot be managed. The government has gone through seven Treasurers, 
and we do not seem to have a stable hand directing finances. There is no social responsibility in leaving the next 
generation to pay for debt. As I have said previously in this place, I am a former stockbroker and if I were 
presented with a corporation going about its business in this manner I would seriously be advising people not to 
invest in this stock. Obviously, we have had a number of broken promises such as Fremantle port, and there is 
the list of assets the government is considering privatising. Just on that, it is not on the list yet but I know there 
have been some discussions around Muja A and B. We spent $400 million on Muja A and B, and after 
discussions I have had with industry one would suggest it is most probably worth about $1 on the open market. 
The reason it is most probably only worth about $1 is that it would cost about $60 million to remove the existing 
infrastructure and replace it with something else. Certainly, those electricity industries that have looked at the 
area have said that if they were to take it, they would not take it with any long-term contracts and that they would 
most probably want to pull the place down. It has a lot of problems associated with it, it has a lot of pollution and 
it would most probably cost around about $60 million to do that. The only thing we could replace it with in the 
short term is gas. 
That leads me to the next point. I have an extract from the Hansard of the other place dated 20 May 2015, in 
which Mr C.D. Hatton asked a question of the Treasurer. In response, Dr Nahan stated — 

This year, we increased prices by 4.5 per cent, which was above inflation, but not too far above. 
Water  charges were increased by 4.5 per cent. Fees for motor vehicles were increased by 2.6 per cent 
above the inflation rate and driver’s licence fees increased by 2.7 per cent. 

Quite clearly, the state is looking wherever it can to raise some revenue. We also note that there have been some 
draft regulations in relation to the mining industry that look at a new fee structure for lease arrangements that 
will generate, according to estimates, about $1.5 million. There are many other ways of accessing funds, but, 
unfortunately, we are again targeting the small prospectors and small miners. 
In relation to the costs we will face, I made some comments in 2013 in relation to the provision of gas to the 
state. Members will remember that at that time Synergy was looking for further gas contracts due to the 
imminent expiry of the contracts with the North West Shelf joint venture. Synergy entered into some contracts 
with Gorgon. My analysis at the time was that gas purchased from the Gorgon joint ventures would result in 
about a 250 per cent increase in gas prices. That was refuted by Hon Mike Nahan in an article posted on the 
ABC website that reads — 

The Energy Minister Mike Nahan has attacked the claim but he has admitted the price could more than 
double. 
“The price increases coming in now it could be a hundred per cent, a little bit over, but nothing, nothing 
like six-fold, … 

As I had stated. The Treasurer quite clearly stated that he expected gas prices to go up by 100 per cent or a little 
over. What that will mean for energy for the south west interconnected system, from which we get 43 per cent of 
our gas? There will most probably be a price rise of around 50 per cent. These things are all waiting in the wings 
to flow on to the community. Unfortunately, they just add to the fiscal problems we seem to have in the state at 
this time. 

I turn to the budget. I have been looking at a December 2014 report on Aboriginal health by 
Professor D’Arcy Holman. I understand the report is now available—it was not for a long while—and it has an 
interesting component to it. The summary of findings on page ix states — 

The Western Australian Aboriginal health sector has a promising future, albeit that the transformation 
of the sector is a journey making good progress that has not yet reached its destination. 

He went on to state — 
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The WA Aboriginal health sector is poised to make strides in closing the life expectancy gap and 
reducing excessive hospital costs during the next 25 years, provided that commitment and funding can 
be sustained and the sector can be tuned up to consolidate what has been a somewhat chaotic period of 
rapid growth. Indeed, the sector must prepare itself for a looming surge in the Aboriginal chronic 
disease case load, driven by the epidemiologic transition to an older age profile, the anthropogenic 
ailments of modern living and well above-average growth of the WA Aboriginal population. 

Having said that, what is really rather problematic is that we have gone down that path. Professor Holman 
further states — 

In 1988–89, designated Aboriginal health programs funded through the WADoH drew 0.30% of the 
WA State budget and this would have fallen to 0.07% by 2013–14 without the recent initiatives. 
However, policy decisions favourable to Aboriginal health saw the funds grow from $21.5 million in 
2009–10 to $90.7 million in 2014–15, restoring the proportion of the WA State budget to 0.36%. 
… 
In 2010–12, the gap in life expectancy in WA was the largest found in any Australian jurisdiction, being 
a deficit of 15.1 years in Aboriginal males and 13.5 years in Aboriginal females, and WA’s public 
hospital costs of Aboriginal ill-health in 2010–11 were $5,183 per Aboriginal person compared with an 
average of $4,277 in SA, NT and Qld and a national average of $3,533. 

The Holman report looked at 184 out of 204 programs in 2014, which was covered by 93 per cent of the funds 
but did not look at all programs delivered. Fifty per cent of the programs had to provide an additional collection 
of outcomes data that were not under contract. The problem is that the federal data collection is focussed on 
outputs and not on outcomes. Professor Holman found there was no duplication of funding between the state and 
federal governments, and that is a strong argument for more funding. It provides no justification for the cuts but 
provides evidence that there is a need to better focus and prioritise the funding of systemic improvements, 
especially to regional governance—for example, the poor delivery of prison health projects in the Department of 
Corrective Services. More importantly, the uncertainty of funding undermines the ability to deliver long-term 
outcomes. 
The Holman report is a really important report. It remained unavailable for a very long time. In fact, the 
document that was eventually released was somewhat different from the document provided to the government. 
It is noted that notwithstanding what Professor Holman has said; that is, the WA health sector is poised to make 
strides in closing life expectancy provided the commitment and funding can be sustained and the sector can be 
tuned up to consolidate what has been a somewhat chaotic period of rapid growth, comments made by 
Kim  Hames, the Minister for Health, have confirmed that there is an effective 50 per cent cut in the allocation of 
Aboriginal health services. Dr Hames said that the state budget does not reflect what the final funding figure is 
likely to be, but a 50 per cent cut is enormous considering that the budget papers show that funding has gone 
from more than $30 million to less than $16 million in the projections. That was mentioned on the ABC on 
20 May 2015. If, as Dr Hames said, some other funding will be available through other structures—the state 
budget does not really reflect what the final funding figure is likely to be—funding can be found somewhere. 
This is a very confusing statement. Where will Peter find the money to rob Paul? It is a rather interesting 
situation. We have cut the funding by almost half; it has gone from $30 million to $16 million, yet we are being 
told we will find the money elsewhere. But we know that there is no money elsewhere because, in essence, the 
state government’s fiscal management is in absolute crisis mode. 
We have just had a debate that touched on an Amnesty International report. Sometimes I wonder whether we 
value—I will talk about remote communities—the real cost of closing remote communities. A very interesting 
paper was presented by Brian Codding, and Douglas and Rebecca Bird this year called “The Real Cost of 
Closing Remote Communities”. They looked at communities I know something about—the Martu people in the 
desert in the communities of Parnngurr, Punmu, Kiwirrkurra and Kunawarrijtji. I will quote from this report so 
that we get some idea about short-term fiscal outcomes. The paper reads — 

Western Australia has been in the midst of an economic boom fuelled by industries based on resource 
extraction, a boom that may now be busting. Alongside this giant, a quieter economic engine based on 
resource extraction chugs along: The customary sector of local Aboriginal economies. While the former 
is largely responsible for Australia’s recent economic prosperity, the latter either goes unnoticed or is 
dismissed as a ‘lifestyle choice’. However, only one of these economic sectors is truly viable in the long 
term. Mining operations wreak environmental havoc to extract and process non-renewable resources; 
traditional Aboriginal economies provide valuable ecosystems services in the process of sustainably 
harvesting renewable resources. Here we examine these parallel economic sectors as they operate 
within the remote Aboriginal community of Parnngurr in the Martu lands, held under exclusive native 
title determination. Martu call this region their home, with vast estates spanning east from the Pilbara to 
the Percival Lakes and south from the Kimberley to around Lake Disappointment. 
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Today, Martu operate across their lands making a living through a hybrid economy that links market, 
government and customary sectors. 

It is quite a long paper, so I will cut to the relevant point of it, which reads — 
Martu foraging centers on a number of key resource types, one of the most important being sand 
monitor lizards. In the process of hunting for sand monitor lizards over the winter months, Martu light 
small fires to clear ground cover that allows foragers to more easily spot their dens, a practice which 
results in significant increases in foraging efficiency and biodiversity. Simply by being smaller and 
more frequent than lightning-caused wildfires, Martu hunting fires reshuffle local vegetation mosaics to 
more fine-grained scales that benefit local fauna, including hill kangaroos and the very lizards Martu 
are hunting. Moreover, by reducing fuel loads and fragmenting vegetation, these hunting fires buffer the 
land against climate-driven cycles of catastrophic wildfires. In doing so, these hunting fires provide a 
valuable ecosystems service. 
The Western Australian government implements an extensive prescribed burning program aimed at 
maintaining biodiversity, removing built-up fuels and rehabilitating fire-adapted vegetation. Veronique 
Florec and colleagues have estimated that prescribed fires cost approximately $80 per hectare, with 
other estimates running as low as $30 per hectare. In the process of hunting, two remote Martu 
communities, Parnngurr and Punmu, burned an average of 36,000 hectares (or 7 per cent of their 
foraging estate, which includes Western Australia’s largest and most remote national park, Karlamilyi) 
per year from 1999 to 2010. If the Western Australian government alone were to supply the benefits of 
prescribed fire in Martu country, it would cost between $1.08 million and $2.88 million per year. 
This  means that the value of the ecosystems services provided by each Martu community ranges 
between $0.5 million and $1.4 million per year. By fragmenting vegetation across the landscape, Martu 
fires meet the same goals stated in government mandates to promote regional ecological integrity and 
biodiversity, and to reduce the risk of large wildfires that threaten life and property. In Martu country, 
these benefits are realized by the way that customary burning practices offset conservation costs across 
the native-title land and Karlamilyi National Park, as well as in the protection of infrastructure that 
includes mining operations. 

It is interesting to see that this paper identifies fiscal value in keeping Aboriginal people on country. We have 
been told that people may be taken off country due to the economic scale, yet this paper deals quite clearly with 
the juxtaposition of that. Its goes on to say — 

As a starting point, recent figures show that the Commonwealth government spends $45 million per 
year to operate Western Australia’s 274 remote communities, but the Western Australian government 
suggests that this is only enough money to support 124 communities. These figures suggest that the 
average operating costs run between $160,000 and $360,000 per community per year. While not 
insignificant, these costs are more than recouped by the ecosystems service benefits gained by simply 
allowing Martu to live and hunt across their traditional estates. 

It is an economic outcome. That is really important and we need to look at remote communities in the long-term 
fiscal evaluation. When we say it is too expensive to keep remote communities, we need to ascertain the fiscal 
value of those remote communities. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Just before the break, I was looking at issues around the economic value of keeping 
communities in remote locations. On that same topic, I will return to the recent Amnesty International report, 
“‘There is always a brighter future’: Keeping Indigenous kids in the community and out of detention in Western 
Australia”. It comes down to the issue of funding. The report has case studies of the Nowanup and Yiriman 
camps, about which I will raise some points, and I quote — 

On three occasions in recent years the courts in Western Australia have adjourned proceedings so 
Aboriginal boys appearing before them could attend programs designed by local Elders. This is possible 
under the Young Offenders Act in the same manner as court conferencing. Two such programs, in 2009 
and 2010, were run by Cultural Bosses in the Fitzroy Valley as part of the Kimberley Aboriginal Law 
and Culture Centre’s (KALACC) Yiriman Project. One such program was run in 2009 by Noongar 
Elders at Nowanup, north east of Albany. Each involved nine or ten week cultural programs after which 
the boys returned to court for sentencing. 

In 2009 at Fitzroy Crossing, Magistrate Bob Young bailed 15 boys to attend an intensive diversionary 
program run by the community Elders of the Yiriman Project, following a spike in youth offending in 
the community. The camp took place at Mt Pierre and Kupartiya pastoral stations in the Kimberley, was 
led by local Elders and involved traditional knowledge transfer, work and counseling by drug and 
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alcohol, educational and vocational counselors over nine weeks. It was described by the Aboriginal 
liaison officer to the Magistrates Court as: 

an alternative to juvenile justice orders, which by reason of distance, staffing/resourcing issues 
… are very superficial, often involving little more than telephone contact. The camp was not 
only more relevant to the boys but also more intensive than a [Juvenile Justice] order. I must 
emphasise that it wasn’t an easy option for them, and indeed many of them struggled at first 
with the routine and discipline. However the young men all successfully completed the project 
and returned to court for sentencing with a range of different outcomes … The families of the 
young defendants were appreciative of the opportunity their children had been given to address 
issues and difficulties they were experiencing [while] dealing with the legal aspect of their 
offending at the same time. 

The Elders sat alongside Magistrate Bob Young at the bar table for sentencing of each of the 
15  Aboriginal boys involved. 

That is despite the Western Australian government not providing funding. The report continues — 

Despite the reported success of these programs, they, and many other Aboriginal led programs, have not 
managed to receive any funding or support from the Western Australian Government as alternatives 
options for the courts (though both continue to work with young people in other contexts). The program 
run by Eugene Eades at Nowanup was entirely unfunded. Mr Eades worked without pay and the boys’ 
board and keep was funded by their parents. The first camp run by the Yiriman Project was run without 
any funding, drawing entirely on the limited resources and in-kind contributions of KALACC staff and 
the Elders. The second camp run by the Yiriman Project was a one-off grant from the Federal 
Government. 

Despite repeated applications, the Yiriman Project has not secured any funding from the Department of 
Corrective Services to deliver programs in the youth justice space. Eugene is not currently receiving 
any funding or delivering any programs for youth in contact with the justice system despite a wish to do 
so. 

In 2012 the Yiriman Project won an Indigenous Governance Award. It was featured in the recent 
Australian Productivity Commission Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage Report 2014 under ‘Things 
that Work’: 

The point being made here quite clearly is that there is a better way to provide funding rather than going down 
the funding route, which seems to create more prisons, more capital expenditure and those sorts of things. In a 
budgetary sense, go for the low-hanging fruit; it is of very little expense with a huge fiscal outcome in the long 
term. Perhaps that is a problem for budgetary minds, because they need to look at the next one, two or three 
years, whereas the sort of programs that are proposed by Yiriman and others make sure that there is future 
direction for the community and cost effectiveness into the future. A current government may not be concerned 
about the fiscal malaise of a future government, but I think we would be good “corporate citizens” or a good 
government system if we took into account the long-term fiscal issues addressed by many of the aspects of 
assisting people now rather than penalising them and having ongoing problems. 

The other point I want to touch on in relation to the budget is climate change and renewable energy. There is a 
distinct lack of mention of those issues in the budget. If members use the search mechanism in their PDF reader 
and type in “climate change”, “mitigation” or “adaptation”, they will find reference only to “climate”, but it has 
nothing to do with climate change; it is about the climate associated with something rather than climate change. 
It is not considered. I am fed up with the notion that climate change is the federal government’s responsibility, 
because the federal government has said it will bring in a system in which the states cannot have renewable 
energy targets, but we are more than happy to diminish ours. I refer to an article in today’s 
The  Sydney  Morning  Herald, which states that the government will push for tougher restrictions on wind 
farms. There are some good wind farms in Western Australia; indeed, there is a lovely one at Rottnest Island 
which, I think, the Prime Minister has looked at, has he not? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: He didn’t like it. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Did he not? I think it is rather nice. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: He is basing his whole dislike of wind farms across the country on the one at Rottnest 
Island. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The former Minister for Energy has seen it; it is a small and nice little wind farm. 
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I refer now to an article in The Sydney Morning Herald and to Pope Francis’s encyclical, which is due to be 
released today, and to all that is going on in the world at the moment and that is being ignored by some Luddites 
in the federal arena. Even Jed Bush has come out and said that the Pope should not speak on climate change 
because he knows nothing about it, which ridicules the role of the Pope over many years as a balanced leader in 
the global community. I come back to The Sydney Morning Herald article. An agreement has already been 
reached to take the renewable energy target from 41 000 gigawatt hours of renewable energy down to 33 000 by 
2020, in exactly the opposite direction of the rest of the world. It takes two parties to make that agreement. I do 
not support the agreement that has been reached, and even Liberal Democratic senator David Leyonhjelm has 
called for parts of that amount of renewal energy to be reserved, particularly for solar energy. The Prime 
Minister’s comments to Alan Jones in the last few weeks that turbines are visually awful and noisy and that the 
new RET would limit the industry’s expansion are bizarre, when the rest of the world is going in exactly the 
opposite direction. I do not know what anyone would find particularly attractive about a coalmine, Muja AB or 
the smokestacks and the noise that they generate. Obviously Mr Abbott likes coal-fired power stations and 
methane from fracking and those sorts of things, so maybe he has a different perspective to the world than 
I have. I would have thought that renewable energy was the way to go into the future, not only on economic 
grounds but also on the basis of doing something of value for future generations. I suppose we should just wait to 
see what Pope Francis will say in his encyclical on the environment. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: I thought you said it was all about the science? What does a religious leader have to 
do with science? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The member’s interjection is about that very point: a religious leader does not have 
anything to do with science, but we have to remember that the federal government has been using junk science to 
justify its positions on renewable energy. The comments of Karl Kruszelnicki that I referred to earlier go to the 
very point: we can have a debate about whether we believe in the philosophy of renewable energy or 
environment or climate change, but we cannot discount science. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: What you’re saying is that you’re accepting that it is a religion. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I have not said I have accepted anything that the Pope has said. I have said that I am 
waiting to hear what his encyclical has to say because he has certainly employed some very articulate scientists 
to help him prepare it. I think it is a bit much for Jed Bush, a Catholic convert who staunchly opposes action on 
climate change, to say in a campaign speech in New Hampshire, “I do not get my economic policies from 
bishops, my cardinal or my Pope.” That is a valid statement, but as policymakers in this place, we are not 
educated economic experts; we are ordinary people who come to this place. We are all elected the same way and 
we as a Parliament do the best we can to make judgements on what direction we need to take in the future. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: You just cherrypick those who agree with you and discount those who do not. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The point the member makes goes back to what Karl Kruszelnicki fundamentally 
said—that is, we cannot believe or disbelieve in science; we can have a policy position and can apply it. That is 
what this and any Parliament does: it makes a policy position. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: You can also have an opinion, and what you are doing is condemning people for their 
opinion. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am not condemning anybody who has an opinion, I am saying that we cannot 
discount science, and that is the issue. I have an opinion, but my opinion is not scientific because I am not a 
scientist, but I respect science. I still believe that the world is round; it is not flat anymore. Science has told us it 
is round. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: That is not science; that is fact. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The member just dealt himself an incredible disservice by saying that science tells us 
that it is round. We all agree it is round. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: I said it is fact. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is fact, but science told us it was fact. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order! I think we should get back on track, 
Hon Robin Chapple. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I apologise, Mr Acting President. It is unfortunate that the member opposite is 
speaking in a loud voice so I can hear what he is saying. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: I always try to assist. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: We do not need any more assistance. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Nothing about climate change or renewable energy was mentioned in the budget, but 
we need to note that there is a lot of evidence within the budget, notwithstanding the lack of commitment to do 
anything about climate change, that we are still subsidising the mining sector as a major recipient of the state’s 
budget largesse. 

I turn to a news item on the ABC AM program by Simon Frazer, Rachael Brown and staff, which referred to 
some of the Council of Australian Governments documents and stated that, unsurprisingly, the mining states of 
Queensland and Western Australia top the list of mining handouts, by spending $9.5 billion and $6 billion 
respectively, within their state’s budgetary constraints indirectly and directly. I also point out that on the record 
today I am critical of the proposed new mining regulations that will apply a flat assessment fee of $7 000 on all 
mining tenements of more than 1.5 hectares on all miners in Western Australia. That will generate about 
$1.35 million, and the people from whom most of that will come are the small miners and prospectors. A $7 000 
fee on a major corporation such as BHP Billiton, Kalgoorlie Consolidated Gold Mines or any large corporations 
will be negligible, but that will be a significant fee for a small gold miner. We have to remember that, like on 
most occasions, it is small gold miners that go out there on the ground, do the fossicking and prospecting, find 
the nuggets and eventually, as a result of their recording their finds with the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum, the mining company that owns the tenement goes to that very same location, chucks down a drill and 
finds the major resource.  

Small miners will now be slugged for just $1.35 million in income. If part of the exploration drilling subsidy was 
removed, that money could easily be recouped without it even affecting the exploration drilling program. It is a 
very short-sighted, quick grab for money that will indirectly have a fiscal impact on the whole industry. Not only 
will it possibly drive some small miners to the wall, but also those on the ground finding resources in the 
principal state will be diminished. I am a bit concerned and aggrieved in many ways that we run around trying to 
grab a few dollars here and there when in fact we are handing out major subsidies to the mining industry. 

Iron ore is one of Australia’s biggest export earners, but the bulk of mining assistance is to the coal industry. The 
issues around those subsidies are significant, both indirectly and directly. The house will debate the Loan 
Bill  2015 shortly. The government seeks $8 billion through that bill, yet the Treasurer’s submission to the 
Council of Australian Governments identified that part of Western Australia’s problem, and why we needed a 
bigger slice of GST, was our higher subsidy levels to the oil and gas industry. The figure pointed out by the 
Treasurer in his submission to the GST inquiry was that the level of subsidy to Woodside’s North West Shelf 
joint venture was about $8 billion. That is robbing Peter to pay Paul. 

The Australia Institute also wrote quite an interesting report on this. I turn to its summary on page 1. It is 
surprising that this report comes at a time when the industry is earning record profits and undertaking record 
levels of new investment. This relates to the $4.5 billion per year in the form of subsidies and tax concessions 
from the federal government. I think I mentioned in a previous speech that Western Australia currently has a flat 
royalty rate of 10 per cent freight on board. That is diminished by the amount of infrastructure that the mining 
companies develop. Iron ore usually generates about 7.5 per cent royalty return freight on board. When that is 
compared with Canada, which is one of our major competitors, we find the royalty rate established by the states 
in Canada range between 25 per cent and 32 per cent. One wonders what we are doing. We are certainly making 
it easy for the mining corporations in this state. 

I will go back to the report by The Australia Institute entitled “Pouring more fuel on the fire: The nature and 
extent of federal government subsidies to the mining industry”. It states, in part — 

According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics … total pre-tax profits earned by mining firms 
operating in Australia were more than $84 billion in 2011–12. To put this in context, that represents 
six per cent of GDP, or, for every $100 of income earned in Australia, $6 went to the owners of mining 
companies. With Australia in its biggest ever resources boom it appears counterintuitive that the 
government should be subsidising the mining industry. 

I point to the fact that Western Australia has had a major boom, but in that time we have not squirrelled away 
any money for the future. Unfortunately, the future is with us. We are in dire fiscal straits—there is no two ways 
about it. The report goes on to deal with coal sector jobs — 

A new inclusion to the list is the coal sector jobs package which sees $219 million go to coal mines 
with the highest fugitive emissions of greenhouse gases. With the coal industry facing a widespread 
skills shortage, there is no economic justification for the federal government granting hundreds of 
millions of dollars in subsidies to try and prop up coal sector employment. 

Two weeks ago, the International Monetary Fund made some comments about the fact that it was foolish for 
anybody to invest in coal because it is a dying trade. 
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The Australia Institute report made a number of comments. I asked some questions about energy the other night. 
Given that the federal government does not really worry about our emissions profile or emissions issues, the 
state government does not seem to have any knowledge of what its issues are either. I asked a series of questions 
on the data of stationary power emissions profiles, especially given our reliance on energy-intensive industries. 
The government was unable to provide us with any idea of the emissions profiles for any energy-intensive 
industries or indeed any power stations within Western Australia. We obviously need to move away from fossil 
fuel energy generation and rapidly transition towards renewable energy sources, not only because of climate 
change and its effect on the environment, but also for our economic future. 
I was rung today about the advent of the new electronic charging station going into Bunbury. Whilst that really 
good project is happening in Bunbury—the RAC and the City of Bunbury are to be congratulated—one has to 
remember that yesterday Tesla indicated it would establish renewable charging stations on a broad scale 
throughout the eastern states. That requires a massive investment. An American corporation can see the way of 
the future. Unfortunately, as I have said, fiscally we have to be very mindful in the future about what we do with 
our grid. As new battery systems and new arrangements come on board for renewables to take up the slack and 
people find it is a better economic outcome, my concern is that any government in the future will be left with 
huge stranded assets costing billions of dollars to maintain when, to a large degree, we will have distributed 
energy on the end of the system, coming off the wires. 
Nothing in this budget gives me any great comfort that we are under good fiscal management. Whoever has to 
pick up the reins over the next couple of years will find it very difficult to pull us out. We have had two loan 
bills, one of which was for $8.3 billion, and the current one is for $8 billion. We are becoming indebted. That 
indebtedness will be faced by communities in this state and, to a large degree, throughout the nation in the next 
few years. With those points, that is my contribution to the debate. That is about all I have to say on this issue. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Samantha Rowe.  
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