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Division 16: Primary Industries and Regional Development — Services 4 to 12, Regional Development, 
$432 986 000 — 
Mr R.S. Love, Chair. 
Mr M. McGowan, Premier representing the Minister for Regional Development. 
Mr D.R. Addis, Director General. 
Mr N. Grazia, Deputy Director General, Regional Development. 
Miss M.E. Barnes, Principal Project Officer, Program and Decision Support, Investment Management. 
Ms A.J. Taylor, Chief Finance Officer. 
Mr J. Bishop, Principal Finance Officer, Royalties for Regions. 
Mr B. Sabien, Acting Executive Director, Investment Management. 
Mr C. Thurley, Acting Chief of Staff. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: Good afternoon everybody and welcome to this estimates committee. This estimates committee will 
be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available the following day. 

It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 

The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek 
the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. 
I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question 
on notice through the online questions system. 

I call the Leader of the National Party. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: I refer to page 286 of budget paper No 2, volume 1. The second dot point under 
“Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” refers to the comprehensive review of royalties for regions. Who 
undertook this review? Could the Premier please explain to us the terms of reference or the parameters of that 
review? Will the Premier explain to us or provide a copy of the findings of that review? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the Leader of the National Party for the question. A comprehensive review of the 
royalties for regions program has been undertaken to prioritise the delivery of regional commitments and to support 
ongoing sustainability of regional programs. There is a strengthened emphasis on health, including mental health, 
education, transport, tourism and economic development. The review was undertaken by the minister in 
conjunction with the Expenditure Review Committee and Treasury. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: The second and third parts of that question were: What were the terms of reference or 
parameters of the review? Will the Premier provide by way of supplementary information or question on notice, 
if needed, a copy of the outcomes of the review; that is, the recommendations to government as a result of the 
review? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Addis answer, because what he has just said to me is a fair summation of what 
happened. 

Mr D.R. Addis: There were not so much formal terms of reference, but deliberate parameters were set in 
consultation with Treasury and the Minister for Regional Development. Essentially, they were around the level of 
alignment with the new government’s priorities and commitments; the level of commitment and progress of 
individual line items in the previous budget; and prioritisation of the need to create space in the budget to 
accommodate the government’s election commitments and priorities. I add that the process was done under the 
auspices of the Minister for Regional Development, working in consultation with the ERC and cabinet ministers, 
and the detailed work was performed by officers of the Department of Regional Development, in conjunction with 
Treasury, so it was quite a consultative and collaborative approach. There were certainly clear opportunities for 
ministers of affected agencies to have input along that process. 
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Ms M.J. DAVIES: The director general just advised that there were deliberate parameters. Can we be supplied 
with a copy of the advice that was provided to the officers who carried out the review so that we can look at those 
parameters? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The papers that the member is referring to were papers that went to cabinet. Essentially, as 
the director general said just a moment ago, the review was undertaken by the department, in consultation with the 
ERC, the minister and me. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Minister for Regional Development has repeatedly been reported as saying that she does 
not want to grow petunias anymore. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I want to find the spot in the Budget Statements before we go on. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. I am referring to page 217 of budget paper No 3 and the heading “Royalties for Regions 
Expenditure”. The minister was reported as saying that she was going to move royalties for regions program 
expenditure away from town revitalisation to other capital items. I note that there are quite a few new town 
revitalisation programs—namely in Capel, Donnybrook, Karratha, Collie and Mandurah. That seems to be at odds 
with the minister’s public commitment to move away from town beautification to more fundamental capital 
investment. Could the Premier explain these allocations? 

[2.10 pm] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the minister has done a good job of reorienting royalties for regions to programs, 
projects and capital works that are far more relevant and far more significant to regional communities. The example 
she always gives me is of a project in Katanning that, from memory, had funding of $15 million or thereabouts for 
beautification work largely around the city centre. She has been very keen to ensure Katanning’s long-term 
prosperity and survival. There was a significant issue in that town with the price of water for the local abattoir. 
The Minister for Regional Development is of the view that that money being spent on re-beautification of 
Katanning would have been better put towards working with the abattoir towards its long-term survival, with 
access to water at an affordable price and I agree with her. That is what she has been talking about. Does that mean 
that every single project in a town centre or across regional communities in Western Australia is abandoned, in 
particular ones that are already scheduled? No. It means that we are reorienting the program towards things that 
make a bigger economic difference in regional communities. 

I am unaware of what petunias the member is talking about in Collie, Mandurah or Karratha. There was continuation 
of an existing project in Karratha in the town centre, and as the Leader of the Opposition knows, the City of Karratha 
has had a lot of money spent on its town centre. Some of those projects are continuing. Perhaps the Leader of the 
Opposition is referring to others in Mandurah, such as the foreshore project that we committed to, which is 
$10 million or thereabouts. It may well have been a continuation of an existing project; I am not sure. The council 
in Mandurah has a significant plan for a continuation of the foreshore revival. I do not know whether the Leader of 
the Opposition knows Mandurah well, but the old foreshore at the estuary near the town centre was eroding away 
and there has been a plan to beautify and also stabilise it. It is fantastic and I think it will attract more tourists and 
more attention to Mandurah. There is a stage 2 to that. Being a tourist town, Mandurah needs good tourist 
infrastructure so that plan is part of that. In relation to beautification in the town centre of Collie, I am unaware of 
what the Leader of the Opposition is referring to. Maybe the director general has some information to offer?  

Mr D.R. Addis: I will make a couple of comments. One program in particular is the program for Capel, which 
was an existing commitment of the previous government. Furthermore, in the midyear review program going into 
the election there were substantial commitments in what were known as regional revitalisation funds, including 
Pilbara, the midwest, Gascoyne and others. They were essentially unallocated to specific projects, but allocated to 
those regions. Part of the budget reorientation has been to free those up so that they are available for the highest 
priority across the whole of regional WA.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think that largely answers the Leader of the Opposition’s question—as best we can. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I cannot tell whether the Donnybrook ones were new, but they started in 2017–18. How did 
the Premier decide, or whoever is running royalties for regions, what the priorities are across various regions in 
this revamp? Does he have a methodology of rate of return and does the department have business cases in all 
cases like it used to? What is the criterion and does the department publish the analysis of the reallocation of 
moneys across royalties for regions, of which there have been many?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will give the Leader of the Opposition an outline. I think this is general and I will try to be 
specific. Out of the $4 billion there is $591 million for job creating projects; $826 million to improve the quality 
of health care for regional patients; $377 million in regional schools, classrooms and training facilities; 
$1.25 billion for vital community infrastructure; $463 million towards regional rail, roads and ports; $126 million 
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to protect the environment; and a $173 million provision for election commitments that are subject to further 
planning. Obviously, the government is focused on delivering our election commitments in regional 
Western Australia. I will not list them all off. I have a number of them in my head, but there are important ones to 
do with roads, the great southern and the Pilbara. One I am particularly proud of is the improvement to the boat 
ramps in Broome, which is a capital works program, that was neglected for years and has the prospect of saving 
lives, because those boat ramps in Broome are very dangerous. There are a range of those across the regions. In 
terms of the management of the program, it has become far more connected with Treasury.  
Over the last eight years there has been a huge struggle for Treasury to have visibility over what royalties for 
regions was doing. As the Leader of the Opposition knows better than anyone, there was a disconnect between the 
royalties for regions program—in particular, the Department of Regional Development and the relevant minister—
with the general government sector made up of Treasury in particular. Treasury now has a lot more visibility over 
royalties for regions. There is an expenditure review committee process that will properly assess spending 
commitments under royalties for regions and cabinet will sign off on any spending commitments. But as the 
Leader of the Opposition can see, we have reoriented the program towards delivering our election commitments 
and projects to create economic opportunity, jobs, health and the like across regional WA. One of the issues that 
I am sure the Leader of the Opposition will go into is the spending of some of the royalties for regions on the 
patient assisted travel scheme, water subsidies, and remote regional communities. We have done that to ensure the 
longevity of those programs and to ensure that they are not subject to cuts in the general government sector—that 
is, savings initiatives across government. We regard those programs as being very important. That is one of the 
changes we put in place and we think that makes the program stronger and more dependable.  
Ms M.J. DAVIES: When the Premier says that he is committed to PATS, and all those other programs that he has 
pushed into the royalties for regions budget that are essential and require ongoing funding, how does he then 
reconcile that this is a fund that predominantly goes up and down according to the iron ore price and the royalty 
take? Should it actually fall, heaven forbid, which of those programs then become at risk? More and more of the 
program is being filled with recurrent expenditure, which are clearly programs that are not priorities for the 
government, otherwise it would have them out of consolidated revenue, because it goes up and down according to 
the royalty take. How does the government prioritise between those?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: I was there in 2008 when, funnily enough, the new member for West Swan, the current 
Minister for Transport, came up with the concept of the $1 billion cap. In the negotiations between then 
Premier Carpenter and the now departed Brendon Grylls, that proposition was put to Mr Grylls as an opportunity 
for him to work with then Premier Carpenter. Despite that effort and work, Mr Grylls decided to go with the 
Liberal Party and Mr Barnett. The $1 billion cap is now there. It was there under the former government and it 
was largely a creation of the member for West Swan. Our expectation is, and certainly forward estimates show, 
that across the forward estimates the royalty revenue will be above $1 billion. That is why we have allocated 
$1 billion to the program over the current financial year and each of the following three years of forward estimates. 
Therefore, what is cut, if you like, is really not something we are contemplating. Bearing in mind I was the shadow 
minister for a long period, significantly less than $1 billion was spent in various years over the last eight years. 
Some years it was down at about, from memory, 12 per cent of royalties, 15 per cent of royalties, and maybe 
19 per cent of royalties. Then of course there were substitutions of the operations of the Department of Regional 
Development. Regional development commissions were pushed into the program as were some of the efficiency 
dividends. What we have done is certainly more defendable than those things. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: It is what the Premier railed against while he was in opposition.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think it means that important programs are protected. The forecast on royalties over the 
next few years, which will answer the member’s question, are: $1.3 billion in 2017–18, $1.2 billion in 2018–19 and 
$1.136 billion in 2019–20. This is what 25 per cent of royalties would be. In 2020–21, the forecast is $1.17 billion, 
which means that the $1 billion cap is breached—the $1 billion is there. In each of the out years, 25 per cent of 
royalties is greater than $1 billion.  
[2.20 pm] 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I draw the attention of the Premier to page 226 of budget paper No 3. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Give me a line item, and these guys will give me the relevant piece of paper. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to the line item for the rail future fund. Is this the money provided for the government’s 
$30 million tier 3 railway commitment? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Just so that the member understands, I will explain what this is, and then I will explain 
where I think the member might be confusing the 2017 election with the 2013 election. The commitment is 
$32 million from the royalties for regions program over the next four years to purchase a new Australind railcar 
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and upgrade Yarloop, Cookernup and North Dandalup train stations on the Bunbury rail line—the Australind line. 
The station upgrades include construction of high-level platforms and improved disability access. There is some 
work to be done on that. The member for Bunbury campaigned on this issue, and did particularly well in the 
election. He worked hard on this issue, and it is basically about Bunbury being the state’s second largest regional 
city, after Mandurah. The city is accessed by the Australind, which, as everyone knows, is old and quaint and 
could do better. Our view is that, for tourism, commuting and recognising the important role of Bunbury, there 
could be an upgrade to the Australind. We committed before the election to fund it with royalties for regions, and 
that is what we are going to do. 

I think what the member is referring to about the $30 million is that, in the 2013 election campaign, I got into a truck 
and drove around parts of the wheatbelt with some people whose last name was Fuchsbichler. I got in a truck with 
the Fuchsbichlers—lovely people—and drove around parts of the inner wheatbelt, in the Avon area. In that election 
we committed $30 million towards an upgrade to the tier 3 railways. We would like to see the tier 3 railways 
reopened. We would like to work with both CBH and Brookfield to make that happen, but to the best of my 
knowledge we did not make the funding commitment the member is referring to in the lead-up to the 2017 election. 

The CHAIR: Just a clarification about the confusion about whether royalties for regions can be brought into this 
division: there is a dot point on page 286, under the heading “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”, which 
links royalties for regions to the activities of the department, hence the allowance of that question. 

Mr D.T. PUNCH: I refer the Premier to page 218 of budget paper No 3. My question is about the government’s 
royalties for regions investment in transforming the Bunbury waterfront. Can the Premier please detail how this 
and other royalties for regions investments in Bunbury are supporting jobs growth and the development of this 
regional city? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the member for Bunbury, the former head of the South West Development 
Commission, for his question. I am sure that he and the member for Mandurah have many a late-night discussion 
about whether Mandurah or Bunbury is the state’s first regional city, and I will not try to answer that question here 
today. 

Mr D.T. PUNCH: I know the answer. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Bunbury knows the answer, and the member for Mandurah knows the 
answer! Bunbury is certainly one of the state’s major regional centres. The waterfront project has been in gestation 
for a long time. Some important improvements have taken place, as we know. During the election campaign, I went 
to Bunbury with the member, and we made some announcements about the waterfront. Despite the very difficult 
financial times we are in, we have committed $34.4 million towards transforming the Bunbury waterfront. This 
investment will see the delivery of stages 1 and 2 of the project and the completion of a robust business model for 
future stages. It will guide public and private investment in this transformative project for Bunbury. The growth 
of Bunbury will rely on the development of new jobs and economic diversification, which we expect will be 
supported by this project. We have also provided support for the Halifax Business Park and the Kemerton Industrial 
Estate, and they will provide additional support. On top of that, as the member for Bunbury knows, I just referred 
to the $32 million to be invested in the Australind rail service, the plan for the expansion of the Bunbury port, the 
design and technical assessment for the Bunbury outer ring road, and upgrades to Bunbury Senior High School, 
Eaton Community College—$5 million—Eaton Primary School, Glen Huon Primary School, Newton Moore 
Senior High School STEM centre, and the South Bunbury Primary School classrooms and undercover area. 
Seriously, the list goes on; it is extraordinary. The methamphetamine action plan will see the drug and 
rehabilitation centre for the south west, which is sorely needed, located in Bunbury. That is just part of our 
commitments to Bunbury. There is a significant commitment to the Bunbury waterfront, and I look forward to 
working with the member for Bunbury, who knows more about the south west and Bunbury than any living human 
being, to deliver those commitments. 

Ms A. SANDERSON: My question refers to the line item “Karratha–Tom Price Road—Sealing of 50km to 
Millstream” on page 226 of budget paper No 3, which involves a $50 million commitment over four years. Is the 
Premier able to outline what the flow-on effects of this project will be after its completion? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have made investments across the state in regional roads, which now stands at 
$386 million—a 74 per cent increase on the previous year’s budget. There has been a significant increase in 
funding for regional roads. I said on numerous occasions as opposition leader that I wanted to see regional roads, 
and dangerous regional roads in particular, receive greater attention. As we know, too many people are dying on 
dangerous regional roads. As part of that we will also see improvements to policing, with the regional enforcement 
unit the police will be implementing as part of our commitment to saving lives on regional roads. 
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Part of the investment is in the Karratha–Tom Price road, or, as the member for Pilbara refers to it, the Red Dog 
Highway. I think that is a great idea, by the way. I am sure it would have bipartisan support if we called that road 
the Red Dog Highway. I am sure it would be very attractive to tourists across Australia, and I look forward to 
working with the Minister for Transport to implement that. It is an inexpensive initiative, but I am sure it would 
be appealing. Between 2017–18 and 2020–21, $50 million will be spent sealing the next 50 kilometres of the road. 
That will help open up the area for industry and tourism, in particular for the Millstream Chichester National Park. 
The road also creates an opportunity to support a drive in, drive out workforce for the Balla Balla iron ore mine, 
if and when it commences. I look forward to investing that money in that road with the member for Pilbara. I would 
like to see some commitment from the mining industry in that part of the world to assist us with that, and in 
addition to that project. I can see some benefits for mining companies out of that improvement to the road, so 
I think the major mining companies could certainly examine that project and assist in sealing other components of 
that road. It is very expensive to seal these roads so some assistance from the mining industry would be most 
welcome. 
Another point I will make is about regional roads. We made a significant commitment to the South Coast Highway 
from Albany to Jerramungup and the Great Eastern Highway in Kalgoorlie. There is planning money for the 
Bunbury Outer Ring Road and initiatives of that nature. There is also some support for the next stage of the Albany 
ring-road. There are significant commitments to roads. In recent weeks, we worked with the commonwealth to put 
some more money into works for Indian Ocean Drive, which is rapidly proving to be a very dangerous road indeed. 
Working with the commonwealth to improve that is a certainly a priority for me. 
[2.30 pm] 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Since 1957, governments have been promising to seal the road between Meekatharra and 
Wiluna. My understanding is that the Mid West and Goldfields–Esperance Development Commissions almost had 
that project signed off. It is not on the list, so I wonder whether the Premier could give us an update on the 
government’s thinking on that road. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Since 1957? 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Since 1957. The railway line was withdrawn and people were told the road would be resealed 
and it still has not been done. It would mean that we would have a sealed road all the way from Kalgoorlie north 
up to Newman. The last section of that road that has not been sealed. 
The CHAIR: The member for Geraldton remembers the promise well. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Very well. It is 700 kilometres from my electorate but I know it is important in the midwest. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We do not have that one in the budget. Obviously, in future years if money becomes 
available, we would like to do that. As the member said, that has been talked about over a significant time frame. 
There is only so much we can afford. As I said to the member earlier, there has been an improvement in regional 
road funding of 74 per cent on last year’s budget, but we cannot do everything. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am after a bit of detail about the structure of the Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development and the changes that have been made. In the previous session, we touched briefly on the 
amalgamation of the development commissions into the department. Could I please have an explanation of 
reporting lines and the role of the boards, how they interact and how they maintain their responsibilities under the 
act under the new structure? 
Mr D.R. Addis: Thanks for the question. I will start by saying that the Minister for Regional Development has 
made it very clear that she is strongly committed to maintaining the strength of a regional presence and leadership 
in the regions so that is a core principle for us in the way that we design our new department. As part of the 
machinery-of-government changes, it is very clear that the government has committed to the existing commissions 
staying in their existing statutory authority form with the boards and the CEOs in place. The staff formerly 
employed by the commissions have become employed by the new Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development, which is working with the CEOs and boards to establish a clear memorandum of understanding or 
service level agreement by which we will ensure that both region-based staff and staff more broadly in the new 
department are able to support the CEOs and boards in meeting their requirements under the legislation and 
progressing their regional objectives. The commissions have access to a broader suite of capabilities than they did 
previously. Those resources are able to be deployed with greater flexibility across regional priorities and we intend 
to take strong advantage of that. We think there is very good opportunity to work with the commissions to make 
that work well. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I understand that the department is still working through it; that is an interesting concept for 
those who are working in the organisations, because who they are reporting to is unclear. Who has primacy? There 
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is a CEO and a board under the legislation. Presumably, the staff are under the CEO but reporting to the director 
general. That to me sounds like spaghetti junction and a disaster waiting to happen. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The person who has ultimate responsibility and is answerable is the minister. That is always 
the way it has been and that is the way it will always be. The board will continue to perform its functions. As the 
director general said, the staff in the development commissions now have greater support, greater capability and 
greater resourcing behind them, and I think that is a good thing, but I will let him comment on the specifics. 

Mr D.R. Addis: It is very clear that I am accountable for those staff and they are reportable to the department. As 
I said before, we are putting in place service level agreements and memorandums of understanding to make sure 
that those staff can be usefully deployed with the CEOs and the boards to support the objectives of the 
commissions, but that is not the only thing they can support. The intention is that we will be able to put a lot more 
effort into cross-regional and whole-of-state priorities, which is broadly sensible, so that we can deploy resources 
to where they are most needed and will have the best impact. 
The deputy director general is responsible for working through with the CEOs the detail around that and how we 
make it work to best effect, so I ask him to comment. 
Mr N. Grazia: Just a point of clarification, the boards have received interim arrangements to ensure that they have 
access to the resources that they require to undertake their day-to-day responsibilities. Those arrangements have 
been endorsed by the boards and we continue to provide support on a day-to-day basis. We recognise that we are 
in a transition period with machinery of government, but the intent is, as the director general has stated, that the 
boards would have access to a broader reach of capability in the amalgamated agency than may previously have 
been the case. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: As I understand it, the CEOs are being kept on at the same level and pay grade; could that be 
confirmed? They are literally a gatekeeper, as far as I can tell, given that staff are responsible to the director general 
and, ultimately, the Premier. What are the Premier’s thoughts on the fact that previously those nine development 
commissions had very clear and direct access to the Minister for Regional Development and that gave them a level 
of authority in the regions that allowed them to deliver projects? As statutory authorities, their right to have that 
relationship with the minister was very strongly protected, but under this structure they are now funnelled through 
the director general. That has been taken away. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There are two things. Firstly, who do the staff answer to? The world is full of organisations 
that have a boss at the top and then other people below them to whom other people below them answer. If we go 
to one of the member’s favourite organisations, BHP, for instance, it has a boss in London, as I understand it, and 
then a boss in Perth and another in the Pilbara, and each of them answers up the chain to the person in London. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am not sure that this is the best example to convince me of the structure, Premier—just 
quietly! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I was giving the member one that might focus her mind.  
[2.40 pm] 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Very clear! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There are levels of responsibility within an organisation. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Remotely from where they are based? 
The CHAIR: Member, let him answer. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Within organisations there are levels of responsibility. It is no different in a government 
department. I will give the member another example. She was minister in charge of the Water Corporation. There 
is a CEO of the Water Corporation, and regional managers. People answer to the regional managers in the Peel. It 
is no different inside a government agency, the Water Corporation or BHP. 
In relation to the minister and the boards’ contact, answerability and communication with the minister, there is no 
change. Regarding the Minister for Regional Development, in my entire life, I have never met a person with more 
energy, more commitment or more staying power than Hon Alannah MacTiernan. She is irrepressible. I suspect 
that if they could work out what keeps her at that level of activity and engagement, and it could be bottled and 
sold, it would be a very expensive product indeed. Mr Addis might have something to say. 
Mr D.R. Addis: Part of the question was: do the CEOs remain in place at their present level? There is no change to 
the legislation; the CEOs, chairs and boards remain in place as per the act. They all continue to have direct access and 
I think, as the Premier just outlined, perhaps that access has magnified with Minister MacTiernan. She is in Kununurra 
today and Broome tomorrow and was in the Pilbara last weekend. She is certainly working very closely with the 
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important regional leadership networks. The CEOs remain at their present level but, as the member knows, the whole 
government is part of a significant process of change and renewal, and we are all subject to those changes. 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: Can I confirm that those commission staff who are now part of a larger department will have 
better access to professional development, training, acting opportunities and the like by virtue of being one agency? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I expect that to be the case, member for Bunbury, and I expect the member will understand 
it better than any of us here. 
Mr D.R. Addis: The integration of staff across the new department, which brings together about 130 staff 
previously based with the commissions, about 130 within the Department of Regional Development, 450 or 
thereabouts within Fisheries and about 900 within the former Department of Agriculture and Food, creates 
enormous scope for a more structured, consistent and significant investment in the development of our people. It 
creates opportunities for mobility and connection across the organisations for the work we are doing whereby we 
are very much looking forward to, I suppose, designing and making that come to life. As all change processes do, 
it will take some time. We are in the middle of that. I spent this morning briefing staff on the direction and plans 
we have for the new more integrated and coordinated approach. Broadly, I think, in the general sense, staff are 
looking forward to that. I think there will be good opportunities for region-based staff to have more impact as part 
of a bigger team. 

Mr D.T. PUNCH: It sounds like a very positive outcome. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: The director general mentioned that he briefed staff this morning on some of the changes. 
I note that the Treasurer said yesterday that the minister was still working out what to do with the development 
commissions. Perhaps the Premier or the director general would like to enlighten us on what that role will be and 
how it will all work going forward. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Who said what, where—sorry? 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: The Treasurer said yesterday that the minister was still working out what to do with the 
development commissions. I am interested that the director general said that he briefed staff this morning on how 
the new integrated model will work. Perhaps the director general, through the Premier, would like to enlighten us 
on exactly what that related to. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What the Treasurer meant? 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: What was the briefing this morning on the new integrated organisation and the roles of the 
development commissions? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Under the development commissions previously, 120 staff were based in the regions. Under 
the new integrated model, 720 staff will be based in the regions. With respect to the specific question the member 
asked, I will let Mr Addis respond. 

Mr D.R. Addis: As the Premier has just outlined, the new amalgamated department has a very significant regional 
presence—indeed, 730-odd, as the Premier has just outlined. Not too many other agencies—in fact, none, I think—
have a development orientation with that sort of substantial regional presentation. We intend to use that as a key 
part of the way we deliver value for government and with regional communities. That is a huge opportunity for us 
and I think we are just at the start of trying to make the most of that. We see the commissions and the staff who 
formerly worked with the commissions as having a key role. They enjoy a depth of regional intelligence and 
relationships that are very difficult to replicate in Perth. We want to try to harness that to the best effect as part of 
that bigger team. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am still not clear on the role of the CEO. 

Mr D.R. Addis: It is fair to say that it is an evolving role, but I think the minister has made it clear in her 
discussions with both key groups such as the Regional Development Council and the CEOs that it is intended that 
they will continue to play a key connecting role in the regions. They will take a broader-brush view of their role 
and in particular work to integrate government’s priorities with those of the regions. That ability to connect key 
stakeholders in the regions, whether in the community or in key economies, is very difficult to do from Perth. If 
we can harness that effectively, it will elevate the importance of the region-based leadership in the department 
rather than reduce it. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Are the staff currently in those development commissions reporting to the CEOs? 

Mr D.R. Addis: They are working day-to-day to the CEOs, as we work through the process of defining how we 
change that over time to a more integrated, coordinated approach. 
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Mr Y. MUBARAKAI: I refer the Premier to the Albany wave energy project on page 217 of budget paper No 3. 
In relation to the government’s investment in the Albany wave energy project, can the Premier please provide an 
update on the government’s investment in this renewable energy sector, in particular the $19.5 million election 
commitment to the Albany wave energy project? 

[2.50 pm] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Thank you for the question, member for Jandakot. It is true, we have allocated $19.5 million 
to the Albany wave energy project. As the member knows, over the last nine years a commitment was made 
towards extending the Dampier–Bunbury natural gas pipeline to Albany. That commitment was there for eight and 
a half years and it never happened. During last year, perhaps in the election campaign, we indicated that we would 
devote the $19.5 million sitting in the budget for the gas pipeline to Albany—which clearly will never happen—
to the Albany wave energy project.  

As we know, Albany is a world leader—in fact, it is a leading centre nationally—for renewable energy. The wind 
farm is located in a magnificent place and we know that Albany has the most reliable wave energy of anywhere in 
Western Australia, perhaps the world. We talked to industry generally and committed $19.5 million to position 
Albany as a global hub for technology development and expertise in wave energy research. The money is designed 
to establish common-user infrastructure to support the deployment of wave energy generators connected to the 
grid. The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development has issued a tender for companies to 
deliver the common-use infrastructure and is working towards negotiating and awarding contracts later this year. 
The department is continuing to engage with Western Australian universities on its plan to establish a wave energy 
research centre in Albany. 

It is a pretty big project and I am very excited about it. I know that some people have a pathological hatred of 
renewable energy; I am not one of them. I think that in decades, if not centuries, to come, renewable energy will 
be the predominant form of energy in the world. It is important that we are at the cutting edge of that. The capacity 
for wave energy, if harnessed properly, to create baseload power is an important part of that. Albany’s future in 
light of this commitment will be very bright and I look forward to what the department comes up with in this tender 
process. A lot of people and companies are interested in this. I think Western Australia, of all places, should be 
leading the world on this, so I am very excited by this project. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: During the election campaign the Premier committed $19.5 million to the redirection of the 
Bunbury to Albany gas pipeline, but that is actually funded out of the royalties for regions budget. On page 98 of 
budget paper No 2, volume 1, is a saving of $4 million for the cessation of the Bunbury to Albany gas pipeline. In 
the Budget Statements are savings of $4 million—not $19.5 million—and then there is an allocation in royalties 
for regions of $19.5 million. Would the Premier clarify where the money for this project is coming from? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have is that the gas pipeline from Bunbury to Albany was being funded out of 
the royalties for regions program. There has been a transferral of that money toward the Albany wave energy 
project. The Leader of the Opposition was not there at the time, but each and every year I would ask the then 
Premier about the Albany gas pipeline. On numerous occasions he said it was all ready to go, it is all about to 
happen and that there was huge interest in it, but nothing happened. Obviously, that did not do the former 
government any good in Albany, so we are looking to allocate this money to an alternative that we think will 
provide a better basis for economic research and an exciting outcome for Albany. That is what we have done. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have a further question on the Albany wave farm. At the time of the election, the Premier 
announced that Carnegie were to be the investors. I understand the government put it out for tender and he said that 
Carnegie may or may not be one of the bidders for the project. Back in 2009, 2010 and 2011 Carnegie got a grant 
from, I think, the need funding from the state government to put a wave project in Albany. It then came to the 
government of the day and said that that was not the appropriate place for that investment. After a period of 
assessment, the former government decided to give it the money—I think $20 million—to go off Garden Island. 
Carnegie, one of the proponents that the Premier mentioned, decided there were some fundamental problems with 
wave energy production in Albany and redirected the money to Garden Island. Could the Premier comment on that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am aware of the project at Garden Island; I am not aware of the history the Leader of the 
Opposition has just outlined. I suspect Garden Island was a good site for a couple of reasons: firstly, because it has 
the wave energy of the Indian Ocean pounding in on the backside of the island in my electorate; secondly, it would 
have had commonwealth support, considering Garden Island is owned by the commonwealth government; and, 
thirdly, it would have had a ready-made customer in HMAS Stirling, the Royal Australian Navy base on 
Garden Island, to which it provides some power. It may even provide some fresh distilled water because there is 
a process involved in that process that produces distilled water. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It has the potential for that. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: It has a desalination project associated with it in some sense. I understand they are the 
reasons that happened. Why was Garden Island good for a research plant? It is because the wave energy there 
compared with Albany is better for small-scale deployment. Anyone who has been to Albany knows that Albany 
is better than Garden Island for a full-scale deployment of such a facility because the wave energy is so much 
stronger. I have stood on the back of Garden Island and I have stood at Salmon Holes in Albany, and the wave 
strength is different in both locations. I think that is probably the reason, with the development of the technology 
in the last seven years, that Albany is better suited to a full-scale development. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Eventually an off-take contract will have to be signed for somebody to consume the energy. 
That $19.5 million was basically funding for infrastructure. What is the estimated total cost-to-production phase 
of the facility and has the government entered into discussions with Synergy or someone else to have an off-take 
contract to fund the production? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Grazia comment on that. 

Mr N. Grazia: The Albany initiative is not principally about off-take and supplying to the grid; it is fundamentally 
a technology test bed facility. It is a facility that will give the successful proponent the opportunity to test their 
technology and to do some research and evaluation. It is envisaged that the foundation proponent would, having 
done that, remove their facility and leave behind a test bed that could be used in the future by other technology 
providers. Albany is not principally a power generation project; it is a technology research and development 
project. Part of the scope involves the establishment of a research centre. It will be up to individual proponents to 
determine who to sell that power to, but we are talking about relatively small amounts of power. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: To confirm, it was a one-megawatt project when first mooted, so this is an experimentation and 
not a production of a wave energy–generating unit. At this stage it is an onshore, to a large extent, experimentation 
project, not the creation of a wave farm. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am advised that it is intended to be a one-megawatt project and will prove up the case for 
industry investment. 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: Was this project supported through the former Growing our South funding scheme and, as 
such, supported by the previous government? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It was supported by the former government. It was not funded, but the business case was 
developed under the former government, which probably explains the Leader of the Opposition’s knowledge of it, 
but we are funding it. Although it is not in the south west, the member for Bunbury is knowledgeable about the 
great southern. 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: I am very caring of the great southern! 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I refer to the second dot point on page 286 that refers to the review of royalties for regions to 
prioritise the delivery of regional election commitments and to support ongoing sustainability of regional 
programs. If royalties for regions across the regions is now fully allocated so that there is no discretionary funding 
apart from the $150 million that has been set aside, I think, under an administration account, can the Premier 
confirm that royalties for regions is now fully allocated across the forward estimates? 
[3.00 pm] 
[Mr T.J. Healy took the chair.] 
The CHAIR: I give the call to the Premier. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Member, the vast bulk of royalties for regions funding is allocated towards programs, 
projects and the like across the forward estimates. Of those funds, $173 million is included in administered items 
for election commitments, and $77.5 million is for notional allocations for ongoing funding of projects across the 
forward estimates. However, the rest of it is largely allocated. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Sorry, I was having a little bit of trouble hearing. What were the last two unallocated figures? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Maybe I will get Mr Addis to comment. 
Mr D.R. Addis: The administered items number of $250 million in the budget papers includes a $173 million 
allocation towards known election commitments that are yet to be defined and decided by the government, and 
a further $77.5 million of notional allocations for ongoing funding for projects within that, which are, again, not 
yet decided, but expected to be developed. Essentially, that is the extent of the unallocated funds within the 
program. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I just want to confirm this so that I am absolutely clear: is the $77.5 million over the forward 
estimates the only fat in the system for new projects that are yet to have business cases worked up and are outside 
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of the election commitments? We could not find Geraldton Hospital in there anywhere, but we were told it is in 
the $173 million allocation. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member’s analysis is largely correct. Most of the money in the forward estimates is 
allocated; that is the way it is. There is $250million in administered items, and some of that will be allocated 
towards election commitments; otherwise, it is fully committed. We will have three more budgets with further 
forward estimates each and every year. We are dealing with the existing forward estimates, but next year another 
year of forward estimates will be added on, and other opportunities, no doubt. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Thank you for that very helpful explanation, Premier. If the programs listed under 
“Royalties for Regions” in chapter 7 of budget paper No 3 come to an end, is it highly unlikely that they will be 
funded going forward? I am thinking about things like the regional childcare development fund and the boarding 
away from home allowance. I understand that will all come to an end with only $77 million over this forward 
estimates. Can we assume that the vast majority of the programs that do not have funding in the forward estimates 
will not be funded beyond what is contained in this budget? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Obviously, there are midyear reviews each and every year. As budgets come along and 
decisions are made, there is capacity to renew some programs. However, the finances of the state are in a difficult 
position. We do not have endless amounts of money—that was the case a few years ago and it was spent by the 
former government. Now this state is in a very difficult financial position. If some of our revenue measures were 
to get through the upper house—for instance, the increase in the gold royalty—that would allow us to consider some 
of these things, but that is dependent upon the Leader of the National Party. If she wants support for some of these 
things, then perhaps she should consider the very reasonable move to increase, very modestly, the gold royalty. 

The CHAIR: I give the call to the member for Geraldton. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I draw the Premier’s attention to page 299 of budget paper No 2, volume 1, and the table 
“New Works”. The first line item under “Royalties for Regions Program” is “Asset Investment Underspend 
Provision”. Can the Premier explain this figure and is he able to provide a detailed list of all the projects included 
in the asset investment underspend figure? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The asset investment underspend provision ensures that total RforR expenditure across the 
entire program remains under the approved expenditure limit, recognising that not all projects will spend their 
respective budgets. Coming back to the earlier question from the Leader of the National Party, underspends free 
up capacity for other things as well. Even though it might be largely allocated, capacity is sometimes generated 
because of underspends, climactic conditions, projects that are no longer bound to be built, and projects coming in 
cheaper than otherwise expected. All those things can happen that then allow for further opportunities for other 
projects to be delivered. I will ask Mr Addis to respond in more detail. 

Mr D.R. Addis: Thank you. Part of the way in which the RforR program expenditure is managed is through the 
application by the Expenditure Review Committee and cabinet of an annual expenditure limit. As has been the 
case for a number of years, the practice of providing within the program an allowance for over-programming 
means that more expenditure can be programmed than is able to be expended in a given year, on the basis that we 
know or expect that some projects will not achieve their full delivery rate, and, therefore, those underspends will 
push forward to the following years. We know that the objective of the government is to ensure that the full 
expenditure limit is applied in any given year to investing in important regional priorities. The over-programming 
allowance provides a mechanism by which we can balance that risk and ensure that full value is delivered into the 
regions. In previous years, it has been in the order of 12 to 13 per cent of the annual expenditure limit year on year. 
That has been a substantial part of the overall program. We have found more recently that as the program becomes 
more full of commitments, that has the effect of creating, essentially, a bow wave of unfunded commitments. This 
year we have significantly reduced the overall impact of that underspend or over-programming allowance in the 
full budget and it appears in only this year and next year. Thereafter, it is not in the last two years of the out years. 
We are taking a more cautious approach because the fund is, essentially, more full than it has been before. 

[3.10 pm] 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Would it be fair to assume that the around $20 million that was allocated under the midwest 
investment plan and was very close to sign off for the expansion of Geraldton museum is where that funding has 
gone? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is the member talking about the maritime museum? When the member said the 
“Geraldton museum” — 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: It was just a regional museum. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In Geraldton. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: To expand the maritime museum? 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: It was an interpretive — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Another museum? 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: It is for HMAS Sydney (II), basically. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Okay. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: An alternative regional museum. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have is that that project has not been progressed at this point in time. Obviously, 
if capacity frees up—for instance, if our revenue measures go through the upper house—we will have capacity to 
do more things than we might otherwise have. It was not approved by the last government, but it is certainly 
something I would consider. The member knows I am very fond of HMAS Sydney and its story. It was not 
approved by the last government. We would consider it in the future. But if we do not get our revenue measures 
through, which is an alternative way of funding things outside royalties for regions, lots of things will not be able 
to happen. Just so the member for Geraldton knows, it does not relate to the underspending issue. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Okay. 

Ms A. SANDERSON: My question relates to page 286 of budget paper No 2, the third dot point under 
“Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. I refer to the reprioritisation of royalties for regions funding towards 
more jobs and infrastructure development. Can the Premier expand on how the regional local content officers will 
support local suppliers and businesses to get government work and contracts? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Thanks for that. One of things I launched in 2016—maybe 2015—was the reorientation of 
the development commissions and their websites towards having a greater role in maximising local employment. 
We launched a plan to do that, and we have carried it out. The commission websites now have region-specific 
links directly to pre-sorted Tenders WA and Jobs WA lists. The commissions have designated local content officers 
who are actively involved in maximising local content outcomes at a regional level. The Departments of Jobs, 
Tourism, Science and Innovation, and Finance have provided training for local content officers on buy local 
policies and building local industry policy, and a Western Australian industry participation strategy is being 
developed. The Departments of Primary Industries and Regional Development, and Jobs, Tourism, Science and 
Innovation are actively assessing state government supply projects for opportunities for regional businesses to 
participate. Local content officers are reviewing the royalties for regions program list to ascertain opportunities to 
increase local content outcomes. Following the machinery-of-government changes, the Department of Primary 
Industries and Regional Development will embed local content officers in its new structure. That is very exciting. 
Again, it is inexpensive, and it will use development commissions, technology and government to provide better 
opportunities for local small businesses and medium-sized enterprises. I am very pleased the member asked that 
question. I have not been briefed recently on this issue but I launched it down in Bunbury in 2015—obviously, at 
that point in time the member for Bunbury was in another capacity—and I wanted the development commissions 
to become, in effect, local job centres, and I think that is what has happened. Local businesses will now have direct 
support through the development commissions to access particularly local employment from government. That is 
delivering on another commitment we made in opposition now that we are in government. I thank the member for 
the question. 
The CHAIR: Does the member for Central Wheatbelt have another question on this? 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Yes. Are these new appointments? Are these individuals new appointments, or has a staff 
member been repurposed from somewhere else in the department or been given additional duties within 
a department or the development commissions on the same pay scale? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is using staff in the development commissions by providing retraining and assistance to 
achieve that. It is also an adjustment of local development commission websites to enable local businesses to see 
the locally available opportunities. I think that is eminently sensible. I am sure the member will support that. I will 
let Mr Grazia comment more fully on the member’s exact question. 
Mr N. Grazia: It is utilising existing resources. A competency matrix has been developed to make sure people are 
appropriately trained and skilled to deliver the service. The staff who are located with the development 
commissions are part of that package. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I have a follow-on question. So will somebody within the development commission take on 
this role? Is it a full-time role that will become part of their duties; and, if so, what role will they not be doing to 
enable them to take on that role? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is in addition to—I will let Mr Addis answer the question. 
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Mr D.R. Addis: It is by and large full time, but obviously, in the environment in which the RDCs and staff based 
in the regions operate, it is flexible. It depends on demand for those services and what is going on as is practical. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: A number of rural energy projects were committed to by the Labor Party during the election 
campaign such as the Albany wave farm, which we have already dealt with. Another project, which is listed under 
“Royalties for Regions Expenditure” on page 217 of budget paper No 3, is goldfields major solar feasibility. Could 
the Premier give me a description of what that is? A number of private sector venturers are already proposing 
a variety of solar farms in the goldfields. Is it subsiding one of those existing ones? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Is the question about the $500 000 towards — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The $600 000 for the goldfields major solar feasibility. What is that project? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think it is $500 000. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, I have $300 000 in 2017–18, and $300 000 — 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: And it adds up to $500 000. 
Mr D.R. Addis: I think it is $500 000. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There is a rounding error here. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: All right. We have already generated another $100 000 saving across government right here 
this afternoon, so we are on our way! 
The state government has committed half a million dollars to carry out a feasibility study into a major solar energy 
project in the goldfields to secure future energy generation to Kalgoorlie–Boulder and the region. Kalgoorlie–
Boulder is a prime location for solar energy generation, with the large available space, excellent solar resources 
and suitable industrial loads. A solar project in Kalgoorlie–Boulder presents exciting opportunities to meet the 
growing energy needs of the region and facilitate economic development, while also increasing the prevalence of 
clean, innovative renewable energy in Western Australia. A preliminary assessment is underway that will analyse 
the investment opportunity and identify and propose solutions to the challenges facing the successful development 
of a large-scale solar farm in the goldfields. There will be a study report. The preliminary assessment will be 
a study report and prospectus for the goldfields solar energy project. It is envisaged that industry proponents will 
then be invited to use the information in the prospectus to conduct a feasibility study into investing in a large-scale 
solar project in the goldfields. Half a million dollars has been committed to commence the goldfields solar energy 
project. This will explore how solar technology could solve Kalgoorlie–Boulder’s growing energy needs, while 
also facilitating jobs and economic development in the goldfields region. It is an exciting project for Kalgoorlie–
Boulder and it is an exciting project for the goldfields. As we know, there is no shortage of sun out there. 
Obviously, these sorts of projects become far more attractive and far more viable at the edge of the grid. 
[3.20 pm] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Why would the government put that into a feasibility study when at least two other proponents 
have been promoting private investment and very extensive development of exactly this type in the goldfields for 
some years? 
Mr D.R. Addis: The way we are approaching this is that the department has found the resources to do some initial 
scoping work to understand what the barriers to private sector investment might be, to try to make the opportunity 
clearer and, essentially, to de-risk it, so that we can make the most of opportunities for the private sector to pick it 
up from where we get it to. We preserved the half a million–dollar commitment within the royalties for regions 
program to be used in whatever way the scoping work determines is the most valuable to progress that objective, 
with a particular focus on trying to leverage the private sector into that. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Two other projects that the government committed to in Collie are not on this list. One was 
a biomass plant and the other was a solar plant. Are they still going ahead? From memory, they were about 
$30 million each. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We want to make sure that Collie has a long-term economic future. We are committed to 
the Collie futures fund, which is devoted to funding, enhancing and supporting economic opportunities for Collie. 
In opposition we committed $30 million to biomass and $30 million to solar. Collie has a great many people with 
technical ability and is at the centre of the grid, in effect. We have made a provision of $60 million in the 
administered items for those two projects. Naturally, those two projects are based around using public support to 
attract private investment. We will work up those projects and work with proponents in future years, but it is all 
about enhancing and securing the long-term future of Collie. Collie is a town of 9 000 people. As the Leader of 
the Opposition knows, the coal industry has been through many difficulties. We want to make sure that the 
government supports the long-term future of Collie as best it can. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: When the Minister for Energy was asked this question, he made it clear that he was not 
following those projects; nonetheless, he said Synergy would not sign a contract with them unless they were the 
lowest-cost energy that was available. Would the Premier direct Synergy to sign a contract with them? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not briefed on what the Minister for Energy may or may not have said. No doubt I will 
talk to the Minister for Energy before I answer that specific question. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Clearly, the evidence even before money is spent is that a biomass plant and a solar plant in 
Collie would not be the lowest-cost suppliers of renewable energy to meet the large-scale renewable generation 
certificate requirements of Synergy. If that is not the case, why invest $30 million in each of those projects if the 
major and sole source of the electrons has indicated that it will not purchase from them, or is the Premier going to 
direct the government entity, Synergy, to buy energy from those two entities? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Obviously, this initiative has a way to go. We will work on it during this term of office. I am 
very committed to the long-term future of Collie. How and when these are implemented is something we will work 
on. As I understand it, the term “administered items” means that there is a global provision, which enables the 
government to do work to prove up the provisions. Our commitment to Collie is strong. Prior to handing down the 
budget, I went to Collie and announced a range of initiatives for the future of Collie. We want to make sure that 
that town continues to have a long-term future. We will work through the detail of these issues. No doubt the 
Minister for Energy and I will work effectively together, as we have on the budget, to secure the future of Collie. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: For the record, there is no money specifically allocated in this budget in the forward estimates, 
under royalties for regions or anything else, for the $30 million that the government committed to the biomass 
project in Collie and the $30 million it has allocated for the solar project. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is not correct. There is $60 million in administered items for those two projects. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are administered items allocated to any specific project or is it just an unallocated administrative 
item, as it is referred to here? Is the Premier saying that the government has allocated in the administered items 
$30 million for the solar plant and $30 million for the biomass plant in Collie? If it has been allocated, it should 
be listed here. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am the Premier of Western Australia. I have just advised the Parliament that there is 
$60 million in administered items for those two projects. I cannot answer the member’s question any better than that. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier cannot now alter the budget. If it is an administered item, it is an unspecified 
allocation. If the government has allocated money to these projects, they need to be listed; that is why we are 
here—for estimates. The government needs to be transparent. The projects need to be listed, as the government 
did for the Albany wave farm and the goldfields major solar feasibility study. If the money is allocated, it has to 
be specified. The Premier cannot now just unilaterally dictate that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have indicated to the Leader of the Opposition what the administered items are and that 
$60 million is in there for that. Our commitment to Collie is strong. Obviously, additional work needs to be done 
around the parameters of the projects before a specific decision of government can be made to spend the money. 
We do not operate in the same way that things used to be done. We have far more responsibility around government 
spending. This is one example of that. There is $60 million in administered items for those two projects for the 
community of Collie. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What else is in the administered items? If those funds are for specific projects, what other 
projects are lumped into administered items? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think I answered that question earlier for the Leader of the National Party. Of that item, 
$173 million is for election commitments around which work needs to be done before money is specifically spent. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Could I have the list that is in the Premier’s hand? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What is the Leader of the Opposition saying to me? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can the Premier provide that to me? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the Treasurer might have answered this question yesterday, so no doubt the 
opposition will get some information from him. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, he did not. We did not ask him. Could the Premier provide me by way of supplementary 
information with a list of the projects that are lumped under “Administered Items” on page 227 of budget 
paper No 3? The footnote states that it is — 

Funding mainly for election commitments where further planning is required to deliver the proposals. 
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I assume that is what the Premier is referring to. The Premier said that two of the energy projects—Collie biomass 
and Collie solar—are in there, but that the government has not firmed them up. If the Premier does have the 
administered items itemised, could I see a copy of that list to show the projects that the government is considering? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What happens each and every budget is that there is a line for administered items. It is 
unallocated money behind which governments have plans and things they are working on and the like. In the last 
round of royalties for regions, a figure of $1 billion had the phrase “administered” or “unallocated” next to it. This 
is obviously $173 million, so in one sense it could be argued that we have improved accountability sixfold on what 
was there before. This is normal practice in each and every budget. The government works up the parameters 
around the commitments, how the money will be spent, the business cases behind them and the exact details of 
what is going to be done before it goes to the Expenditure Review Committee and cabinet for the allocation of the 
money. That is normal practice. We are following normal practice and doing nothing different from what the 
former government did. In fact, we are doing a lot more than the former government did, because we have reduced 
the unallocated amount—those global provisions. I remember those global provisions for south west health 
initiatives and for north west health initiatives—unallocated money. I remember the good old country local 
government fund, which shovelled out the door hundreds of millions of dollars each and every year for council 
CEOs to get new houses and the like. We have far more accountability over royalties for regions spending than 
the previous government had by a long way, and the Leader of the Opposition knows that. 

[3.30 pm] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not know that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Government, Treasury and the departments are breathing a huge sigh of relief that there is 
now some accountability around this program and that government is taking a responsible approach to spending 
taxpayers’ money. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just to confirm the amount in administered items, my budget has $250.9 million over the four 
years, not $173 million. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What I said in answer to the Leader of the National Party before was that there was 
$173 million towards election commitments, and $77 million, which was, I think, termed “notional provisions”, 
had not been allocated. On top of that, if there are underspends or projects that do not proceed for climactic reasons, 
engineering reasons or what have you, further money will open up to be spent and, in addition to that, as each year 
goes by, there is another year of the forward estimates that opens up for further capacity for spend. We have put 
a huge amount of accountability into the royalties for regions program that was missing before. It is one of the 
things I am very proud of. I might say that at the first briefings I received from Treasury, it was distressed by the 
way that this program had been administered and very happy that there was now some accountability in 
government towards this program. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We will see. The reason the government has this large administrative item is that it has a fund 
of a certain quantum. If the government does not allocate and specify the money, it has a residual, and that is why 
this fund has that and that is why the accounting treatment is sometimes larger than others. I take it from the 
Premier’s statement that he is considering, but is not now committed to, the two $30 million projects in Collie. 
The assessment in the administrative items is a consideration of those, not a total commitment of the $30 million 
for each of those projects. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have our election commitment for those two projects. We remain committed to them. 
We are doing the work behind the scenes to deliver them. That work is currently ongoing. Obviously, on the one 
hand, earlier in the last division, the Leader of the Opposition was attacking us for delivering election commitments 
under the Local Projects, Local Jobs program, and now he is attacking us for having a process around what are 
very significant spends, mind you, before such time as we undertake them. I just wish that that level of 
accountability had existed over the course of the last eight years. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It did. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, it did not. In this program it did not. It was one of the things that occurred that Treasury 
was very distressed about. The advice we received on coming to office was that there were two processes in 
government and two budgets. There was the royalties for regions budget and the Treasury budget. Treasury had 
limited visibility over royalties for regions because of the dysfunctional relationship between the Liberal Party and 
the National Party. It is commonly known across government that the two factions were not talking and not 
working together. The Liberal backbench was angry about the fact that the National Party was announcing all this 
money without due process around it and was incredibly worried about what was happening to the state’s finances 
because of the conduct of government. That relationship was one part of what caused the situation that we now 
face. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: We appear to have two energy ministers—one in regional development and the Minister for 
Energy. The Minister for Regional Development has promoted a whole raft of projects for which there is no 
offtake, and when we talked to the Minister for Energy, we found that he basically has no knowledge of, access to 
or consideration of those in his policy formation. It looks like we are using royalties for regions to develop two 
sets of energy policies that are completely separate, and the two ministers are not communicating with each other, 
similar to what the Premier described existed in the past. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I know both the Treasurer; Minister for Energy and the Minister for Regional Development 
very well. I regard them both as good friends of mine and they work extremely well together. The Minister for 
Regional Development understands one fundamental thing—in fact, she understands lots of things—and that is 
that royalties for regions, as a program, needs to be accountable through appropriate government processes. Major 
government spends need to be sustainable. We need to do the work around government spends for business cases 
and the like so that we do not have projects that local communities cannot run or fund, and then come to our 
government demanding money for operational costs. The Minister for Regional Development is doing that work 
to ensure that that is the way this program works into the future. As the Leader of the Opposition has seen, 
$1 billion a year is committed to it, but we are going to make sure it is sustainable, accountable, and delivers on 
the priorities of the people of regional Western Australia. We cannot have the situation that existed whereby when 
someone had a good idea, suddenly tens of millions of dollars were allocated towards it, without any due process 
around it. With Labor coming to power in this state, there has been a significant change in the way government is 
conducted. The program remains, but it will have proper accountability. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Another energy policy that the Minister for Regional Development proposed was what I think 
is called the Pilbara solar project. It was based on a study done by the Pilbara Development Commission, using 
government funds to promote the development and export of electrons through a $20 billion project to build in 
direct current links to Indonesia and up into Asia, and a vast array of solar energy. That was based on the idea that 
Horizon Power and the companies up in the Pilbara would underwrite that development. When I asked the 
Minister for Energy, he kind of smirked. It seems to me that the Minister for Regional Development is going out 
there promoting large-scale projects, similar to other politicians in the past who had pie-in-the-sky ideas with the 
potential to undermine energy policy and indeed cost the energy consumers in the Pilbara vast amounts of money. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have about that particular proposition—all it is is a proposition—is that the 
pre-feasibility study was commissioned by the previous government. But on the broader question, the Minister for 
Energy and the Minister for Regional Development are working closely together. I will hand over to Mr Addis to 
add some comments. 

Mr D.R. Addis: In addition to the close working consultation between the Minister for Energy and the Minister for 
Regional Development, at an agency level the regional development division of the Department of Primary 
Industries and Regional Development is working on these initiatives. They are early stage feasibility works, in 
broad terms, and we are working closely with the Public Utilities Office to ensure that we keep it in the loop and 
at an appropriate time work out the best way to progress them, if they are to be progressed. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: In Parliament, the Minister for Energy was asked whether he would authorise Synergy to 
underwrite the project through a purchase power agreement, which the project is based on and would not go ahead 
without. He said that he would not. Again, this highlights that we have two energy ministers, one who is big on 
pro-development using royalties for regions money, and another who is trying to drive efficiencies in the electricity 
generation of this state. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Minister for Regional Development is in agreement with the Minister for Energy on 
what the Leader of the Opposition just said. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: On this Pilbara solar project, is the development agency putting more money into its 
development? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: If I can just repeat something I heard said earlier that the Leader of the Opposition may not 
have heard, the commissioning of this project was an act of the last government. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No; research into it was undertaken. Its promotion was solely by this one. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Research into it was undertaken by the former government, but the commissioning of the 
feasibility study, or what have you, was a decision of the former government. The current minister, as I understand 
it, was spruiking a study into the initiative and said it is worth considering. No further commitment has been made. 
The minister is promoting it. The Leader of the Opposition should be proud of it. It was the previous government’s 
commitment. I do not know why he is critical of it; it was his government’s commitment. He should be 
cock-a-hoop!  
[3.40 pm] 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was not our commitment; do not be ridiculous. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have from the public servants who were involved is that the feasibility study 
was a decision of the last government, so if the Minister for Regional Development is promoting a decision of the 
previous government, the Leader of the Opposition should hold his head with pride. She has adopted an initiative 
that the previous government took up, to examine this idea. There will be no further progression of it unless its 
economic outcomes are absolutely bulletproof, but apparently it has generated significant interest from industry. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I go back to the original part of this question, which is about the unallocated amount of 
$173 million. I am not quite sure whether the Premier agreed, in the spirit of accountability that he spoke about at 
length, to supply a list of the projects included in the $173 million. They are known election commitments that the 
Premier has made publicly. Is he able to provide, by way of supplementary information, the projects that make up 
that $173 million? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No doubt the projects will come out as we announce them, as time goes by. I have already 
advised the member of two of them—the two Collie initiatives that have provisional amounts set alongside them—
and more will come out as time goes by. The member will note from the budget that we have delivered a huge 
number of election commitments from the budget and from the royalties for regions program, and the remaining 
ones will come out in the coming months and years, in midyear reviews and the like. 

Meeting suspended from 3.42 to 3.47 pm 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: I refer to Brand WA, destination marketing and event tourism on page 217 of budget 
paper No 3. What will be the contribution of royalties for regions to improving tourism across regional 
Western Australia? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the member for Bunbury, from a very strong tourism city and region—a lovely part 
of the world. The government has delivered on its commitment to tourism by delivering $425 million for events 
and marketing funding over the next five years. The royalties for regions component consists of $13.4 million for 
Brand WA event tourism and $14.5 million for brand WA destination marketing. On top of that, funding has been 
honoured for projects including the regional visitors’ centres; the Kalbarri skywalk; the Murujuga Cultural 
Interpretive Centre on the Burrup Peninsula; the Aboriginal tourism development project, which has been funded 
for $1.15 million for the 2017–18 and 2018–19 program; and the regional events program, which has been funded 
for $10 million in 2017–18 and 2018–19. New commitments include money for the Ferguson Valley–Wellington 
forest marketing, the Minninup Pool, and the Wellington Dam walk trails. Overall, royalties for regions funding 
to Tourism WA for tourism projects in the regions over the forward estimates is over $54 million. 
I think this is a commonly held view, but I see tourism as a major part of the underpinning of regional economies. 
I do not think it is all about Perth, and our points of difference are often the regions. I was in Exmouth last weekend. 
It is an amazing part of the world, and our regional communities and environmental offerings are often the sorts 
of things that people from interstate, overseas and locally want to see. I am very pleased that some of the airlines 
have been offering deals out of Europe whereby people get a trip to Perth, and then for £35 they can have a side 
trip to somewhere in the north of the state, which is a remarkable benefit of coming to Western Australia that will 
hopefully lift European and British tourism to the northern parts of the state. We are working hard to enhance 
tourism opportunities in regional Western Australia. I thank the member for the question. I encourage everyone, 
wherever I go, to visit Bunbury. 
[3.50 pm] 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I refer to the boarding away from home allowance on page 220 of budget paper No 3 under 
royalties for regions. What is the rationale for the cut to that in the out years? The Premier will probably be aware 
that this is the first time in its history there has been a real reduction in the boarding away from home allowance. 
There has been a cut to the royalties for regions component, which is a real cut to the families that rely on it, and 
I would like to understand the rationale of the government for that happening. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the member for the question. Just so that the member understands, there is no change 
to the boarding away from home allowance for 2017. All eligible parents will receive the payment of $2 105 for 
students who board for the full year in 2017. The Department of Education’s component will continue at $1 320. 
The reduction in the royalties for regions contribution is gradual over four years, and does not start until 2018. It 
is a reduction in the boost that was given out of the royalties for regions budget and the full impact of the reduction 
will not be felt until 2022. It is phased in for students currently at school. The gradual decline will result in an 
allowance of $1 948 in 2018, $1 791 in 2019, $1 643 in 2020 and $1 477 in 2020–21. 
The boarding away from home allowance is available to eligible parents and guardians. It consists of four separate 
types of payments for isolated children, children in respite, agricultural college special subsidy and the gifted and 
talented program. The member asked why this has happened. Because of the reduction in the boost that was put in 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Thursday, 21 September 2017] 

 p410d-435a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Dr Mike Nahan; Ms Mia Davies; Mr Ian Blayney; Mr Donald Punch; Chair; Mr Vincent 

Catania 

 [17] 

place, the government has to deal with the financial circumstances that we face. I know that dealing with the 
finances is not the strong suit of the National Party, but we have to deal with the circumstances that we face, which 
are very difficult. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Premier, royalties for regions is fully allocated so this is not a saving. Is the Premier counting 
the cut to the boarding away from home allowance as part of the royalties for regions boost as a saving? It is 
a re-prioritisation, surely. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We are continuing the royalties for regions program. We are ensuring — 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: No, the government is not. Look at the budget. 
The CHAIR: Let the Premier respond and then you can ask a further question. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We are continuing the royalties for regions program. Last year I made an announcement 
about independent learning coordinators, which are supportive of students in regional communities so that fewer 
students have to leave regional communities and go off to boarding school. That is in a range of regional high 
schools and is particularly focused on supporting students studying physics, chemistry, high-level maths, 
high-level English and the like so that we keep more students at home in their communities. We have made 
a significant investment into that. I do not have the amount at hand, but it is in the millions of dollars. The member 
is correct that we have reduced this allowance for students going off to boarding schools, but in regional 
communities, where I would like to keep students—one of the things I hear from regional towns all the time is that 
they want their kids to stay in the regional towns—we have increased the spend on that program and those supports. 
From memory, there is an allocation under Education or this division to support the School of Isolated and 
Distance Education. We have the independent learning coordinators and SIDE and the millions of dollars invested 
to support students to stay in their communities. The member is correct that there has been a reduction in this 
component, but there has been an improvement in the funding to support students to stay in their communities in 
the regions. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Does the Premier understand that the boarding away from home allowance supports families 
who have to send their children away because there is not a school in their regional communities? Congratulations 
for the independent learning coordinators. For those who can get their kids to a school, that will be fabulous. This 
is for families who do not have a school in their immediate region. I do not understand the comment that the 
Premier made about it being phased in. There is a budget figure in here of $2 million for 2017–18 and then there 
is nothing in the forward estimates. Unless there is an increase somewhere else that we have not been able to 
ascertain, this is a real cut to the boarding away from home allowance in total for those families. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The decline over time is covered by the consolidated account, not only the royalties for 
regions program. That would explain that question. I want to repeat to the member: if our revenue measures get 
through the Legislative Council, the scope to do things in this regard is improved. I imagine this is relatively 
affordable, but if we do not get our revenue measures through the Legislative Council, the scope to do anything 
about these sorts of things is significantly reduced. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Can the Premier confirm to me that this is not about savings within the royalties for regions 
budget? This is about the Premier and his government re-prioritising Labor’s election commitments over funding 
boarding away from home allowances for families who have no other choice but to send their children away to 
get educated. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have not used royalties for regions to make savings. The member is correct in her 
assessment that we have kept the royalties for regions program. However, we have used royalties for regions to 
fund the priorities of the government in a range of areas. One of those areas is education and a significant boost to 
education in the regions. There is not an unlimited amount of money. I grew up in a regional community and I did 
not go off to boarding school. I want to make sure that kids who grow up in those regionals towns have the best 
opportunity to do well in life. Often, heading off to a boarding school is difficult and tough and some of the kids 
who do that are not only from isolated areas. Parents may decide that the school offerings in the town are not what 
they want — 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: They are not eligible for BAHA. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am making the point to the member — 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Clearly, he does not have an understanding of the fund. 

The CHAIR: He can finish the response and the Leader of the National Party can ask a further question. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I clearly understand the issue. I want to make sure that students in those towns have the very 
best opportunity in life. Having grown up in a regional town, I understand that often the course offerings are not there 
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and the support is not there. If people want to go on to university, their prospects are reduced. The initiatives we have 
taken are to improve the opportunities for those students in those towns to get those good results and for those parents 
who might otherwise send their kids off to boarding school to keep their kids in the schools in those towns. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: I want to be absolutely clear that the Premier understands this fund supports families who have 
no choice but to send their children away whether to a regional school or somewhere else. Someone from Ballidu 
cannot go to a local high school; they have to go away. The allowance supports those families regardless of whether 
they send them to a private boarding school in Perth, or a residential college in Merredin, Northam or Moora, which 
is not a possibility because that was not funded either. This is for families who have no other choice. The government 
has given them a real cut. The government has decided to reduce the funding for families that have no choice.  

[4.00 pm] 

The CHAIR: Is that a statement or a question? 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: My question is: does he understand that this is for families who have no choice? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Just so the member understands, $180 million is being invested in regional school upgrades, 
we have introduced the independent learning coordinator program, and there is the regional learning specialist 
team in the curriculum areas of science, social science, maths and English to support students in the regions. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: I can read the budget, Premier. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We are employing an additional 50 Aboriginal and Islander education officers, 
overwhelmingly in the regions. We are putting education assistants back in the classrooms, and a large proportion 
of them will be in the regions. When members examine one part of the regional spend on education, they have to 
look at the entire picture. The entire picture is that we have a stronger commitment to supporting students in the 
classrooms in the regions than any government I can remember because of those additional initiatives we are 
putting in place. Obviously, we cannot afford every single thing. As I have said to the member on a number of 
occasions—she marched out of here the other day, without telling the member for Warren–Blackwood, and 
opposed our payroll tax levy on large corporations and our justifiable increase to the gold royalty—those two 
measures are important measures. I am more than happy to have a conversation about ensuring these sorts of things 
are retained, but we need to get revenue measures through the Legislative Council. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: You have already conceded this is not about making savings. 

The CHAIR: Through me. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member cannot on the one hand oppose every single spending initiative and on the 
other hand vote against every single revenue initiative. It makes the member’s position not defendable in the public 
mind because she is taking a negative approach to every single initiative we take to cut spending and a negative 
approach to any initiative we take to raise revenue—considering that, since the election, the government has lost 
$5 billion through no fault of its own. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to the northern beef industry strategy on page 218 of budget paper No 3, 
Economic and Fiscal Outlook. I was recently at the Ord River and looked at Ord stage 2. It is very impressive. 
I know that the company, Kimberley Agricultural Investment Pty Ltd, which has invested a lot of money there, is 
interested also in investing a lot of money in the beef industry. However, it has a serious concern about the lack of 
security over the land in Ord stage 2. Can the Premier tell us whether the government has some intention to address 
that issue? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am pleased the member went to the Ord. Did you catch up with Mr Yin? 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Yes. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Yin is an interesting character. I will let Mr Addis comment on the specific question. 

Mr D.R. Addis: Thank you for the question, member. Thank you, Premier. It so happens that Minister MacTiernan 
is in Kununurra and met with Mr Yin and Kimberley Agricultural Investment both yesterday and today, and 
I believe will catch up with them this evening. She is talking with KAI about the matters the member referred to, 
which go to finalisation of the arrangements between the state and KAI for the use of the leased land known as 
Goomig, which is at the core of the Ord expansion, which the government has invested in heavily. The government 
has, I suppose, made it a priority to ensure that the arrangements with KAI are solid. KAI is progressing with the 
development on that land and we look forward to finalising the development lease and related arrangements with 
them in the next few days, in fact. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to the southern forest irrigation scheme on page 218 of budget paper No 3 and the 
$19 million over the forward estimates. Can the Premier provide a description of that program? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: The state has committed $19 million for 2018–19 to develop and construct the estimated 
$80 million project. The timing of the funding will not impact negotiations with project partners. The funding 
demonstrates the state’s commitment to the project and is a key driver for securing leverage funds of $40 million 
from the commonwealth government. The southern forest irrigation scheme has the potential to provide up to 
225 full-time jobs and generate an additional $100 million in economic activity per year. The off-stream storage 
dam on Record Brook will be supplied by peak flows over and above environmental requirements from the 
Donnelly River. Water scarcity needs to be managed effectively and a piped scheme can make land currently 
constrained by reliable access to water available for agriculture. Although it is disappointing to miss out on the 
first round of funding from the commonwealth, the state government and the grower cooperative are committed 
to the project and optimistic about the second round assessment. Do you have anything to add, Mr Addis? 

Mr D.R. Addis: I think you have explained it very well. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: I refer to community resource centres on page 222 of budget paper No 3. I would like some 
information on the review that is currently being conducted, which I understood was to determine future funding. 
I would also like an explanation of why, when that review is still underway, there has been a reduction in funding 
in the forward estimates. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We acknowledge that CRCs often provide valuable services to their communities. There is, 
however, considerable variation between CRCs in usage and the level of services offered. There is a need to look 
at the locations of CRCs as there is a disparity in how resources are allocated between regions. Local communities 
will be kept informed through the review process. I think the member might have asked me this question about 
CRCs in Parliament. Obviously, given the financial position facing the state, this is another issue that we want to 
get through the Legislative Council, and one that we can discuss with the member if our revenue initiatives get 
through the Council. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: The Premier mentioned the location of CRCs. Can he elaborate on that for me in relation to 
the review? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will ask Mr Addis to comment. 

Mr D.R. Addis: The current distribution of the 106 CRCs across the state is variable across the regions. They 
range from anything from two in the Gascoyne to 41 separate CRCs across the wheatbelt. Part of the review will 
be to step back and take stock of that spread and see whether it meets the current spread of priorities for 
communities. Clearly, the government has signalled an intention to reduce the total budget for CRCs and we intend 
to conduct a review in the second half of next year. The current 106 CRCs have been contracted recently. 
I understand it is an 18-month contract, which provides an opportunity for us to make some adjustments based on 
the results of that review. We have engaged with the CRCs and the Linkwest network, which provides support to 
ensure the CRCs are well advised of that proposed process. 

[4.10 pm] 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Will that reduction in funding equate to fewer CRCs or will there be less funding across the 
board for those 106 CRCs? Is the department looking to cut the total number of CRCs? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There is no particular preference. Obviously, there are 106 CRCs across the state. The 
review will examine the issue to which the member just referred to arrive at an optimal number and where they 
should be and answer all those sorts of questions. I note that the wheatbelt has 41, the south west has 13, the Pilbara 
has three and the Kimberley has 11. Anyone looking at those four figures might think that they are issues that need 
to be considered. A range of issues will be considered—the distribution, number, role et cetera. They are all things 
that should be considered. Some of these things probably have not been considered for a long time, and it is 
a significant amount of money; therefore, given the amount of money, it is worth properly considering this issue. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Can the Premier elaborate on why it is the view of the department or the government that 
having disparate numbers of services in different regions is a problem? Twice now, the director general and the 
Premier have mentioned that there are 41 CRCs in the central wheatbelt, two in the Gascoyne and a lower number 
in the Kimberley. Can the Premier elaborate why that might be an issue that needs to be investigated or considered 
as part of the review? Clearly, it is material to the discussion that is being had by the department. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: If a review is to be done, obviously part of that review should be to look at the appropriate 
distribution of services to achieve the maximum benefit for people across the state. But I make the point that it 
occurred to me the figures in the wheatbelt were pretty stark. Let me take the member through them. The wheatbelt 
has 41, so there is a CRC for every 1 800 people; in the Pilbara, which has three, there is a CRC for every 
22 000 people; and in the south west there is a CRC for every 13 000 people. When the member raises a point 
about disparate numbers and disparate distribution, it is clear that there is an issue that needs to be considered. In 
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the Kimberley, which is more remote than other parts of the state, there is a CRC for every 3 500 people. To me 
that would be a pertinent consideration of any review. Mr Addis has something to add. 
Mr D.R. Addis: It is reasonable to say that both the needs and demands of communities across the state change 
over time. The value that is being added by the CRCs broadly ranges from fair to middling to really good. It is 
appropriate on that basis that things change over time, and we need to step back and make sure that the allocation 
of priorities and resources is done in a good way. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am very comfortable that the value that is delivered be discussed, but I am concerned that any 
review would be focused on the number of CRCs in particular regions. Why is that such a focus for the department? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Maybe I will explain it again: the wheatbelt has 41, which is one CRC for every 1 800 people; 
and, the Pilbara, 2 000 kilometres away, has three, which is one CRC for every 22 000 people. If the member does 
not think that is a relevant consideration, I cannot help her. I think it is a relevant consideration. The fair 
availability of services to people is a relevant consideration. According to the argument the member is putting, 
imagine there were one CRC for every 10 people in one region and one CRC for every 100 000 people in another 
region. I think that is a relevant consideration. Population distribution, distance from Perth, remoteness, 
Indigeneity, usage rates, the quality of internet access—all those things are relevant considerations for any review. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to “Regional Visitor Centres”, about two-thirds of the way down page 218 of budget 
paper No 3. Last year in the Legislative Assembly budget estimates hearings the former CEO of Tourism WA, 
Stephanie Buckland, acknowledged that research shows that people who visit visitor centres tend to spend more 
money in a location and spend more time there. Can the Premier explain why funding for visitor centres has been 
cut and this program will not continue to be funded, given that research shows the economic benefits that regional 
centres provide to local economies? Does the Premier anticipate that any visitor centre will close as a result of the 
cessation of this funding? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I understand that it was a program of four years’ duration. It was not previously funded 
beyond that. The program has come to an end, as it would have under the former government. It is the final year 
of a four-year $4.2 million investment in regional visitor centres. Visitor centres are important. There are 
120 visitor centres across Western Australia, the majority in regional Western Australia. The grants program 
aimed to provide regional tourism with enhanced support for regional visitor centres and to assist them to transition 
to a more sustainable funding operating model. The grants program had two streams of funding—grants for 
individual visitor centres of up to $40 000 or grants between $40 000 and $100 000, and grants for network-wide 
programs. Member for Geraldton, I was once the Minister for Tourism. Visitor centres are very good and provide 
a lot of support, but essentially they must have the capacity to stand on their own. They cannot always rely upon 
the government. There was obviously a program put in place to get them to a position and that program has ended. 
A visitor centre has the capacity to earn significant revenue if it conducts is activities properly. But if a visitor 
centre relies on the government to pour money into it and it has very few people go through it and very little 
interaction—it just relies on a government grant each and every year—that is not a sustainable model. The model 
has to be one whereby visitor centres generate their own revenue so that they are sustainable, innovative, attractive 
and exciting. If they can achieve that, they will be sustainable. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There are two programs dealing with remote and primarily Aboriginal townships. I note that on 
page 224 of budget paper No 3, remote and essential services have been allocated $112 million in the last two years 
of the forward estimates. On page 222, $52 million has been allocated to essential and municipal services 
improvement in remote Aboriginal communities. Under the previous government, royalties for regions funded 
a program to try to improve the infrastructure in regional Aboriginal communities in a targeted manner, which 
I think the director general was actively involved in. Could the Premier brief me where the government is at with 
that program? Is this funding part of that? How is it being implemented and have there have been any changes to it? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a good question. This funding of remote communities was forced upon us by the 
federal government. As the Leader of the Opposition would be aware, from 1968 onwards the commonwealth 
government took up responsibility for the provision of electricity and essential services in remote communities, 
particularly in the north west of Western Australia, across the Northern Territory, the northern parts of 
South Australia and some parts of Cape York. The commonwealth took up that responsibility under the McMahon 
government, amazingly; it is the only thing that I am familiar with that the McMahon government ever achieved. 
It was a good initiative and came about as a consequence of the pastoral workers’ strikes and those sorts of things 
when the commonwealth suddenly realised it had a responsibility to the people out there, many of whom had lost 
their jobs on pastoral stations. 

It was funded by the commonwealth for the entire period, for 50 years basically, until Tony Abbott came along. 
Tony Abbott decided to end the commonwealth funding of that program and said to the states that it is now their 
responsibility. He gave them a boost of two years’ worth of funding in one year and said, “That’s it; now it’s 
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yours.” The former government accepted that. It may not have had much of a choice. But I found it to be just 
another reason Tony Abbott, who claim he was the Prime Minister for Indigenous Australians, failed. In light of 
that decision, he went off to remote communities and classrooms and wandered around, rounding up the occasional 
cow or something, which I think shows that it was just gesture politics as opposed to being real. 

This program will now be funded by the state and the royalties for regions program, which means that we will 
make those communities sustainable. We do not have a program for the wholesale closing of communities and the 
like, but a review was conducted by Terry Redman, the member for Warren–Blackwood, and that was ongoing, to 
make sure that we make those communities as sustainable as we can. Before Mr Addis comments, I will say that 
I am disbelieving when people tell me that all those communities should create an economic base when they are 
located in the middle of the desert, with no mining or agriculture nearby and no internet connection—seriously? 
People need to get a bit real about this. As a state, we have an obligation to support essential services to people in 
this state, particularly those who live in areas in which they have very few opportunities. 

I will get Mr Addis to answer on how the review has gone and what has happened, which I think was the crux of 
the member’s question. 

[4.20 pm] 

Mr D.R. Addis: Thank you. To respond to the detail, the former government committed $52 million to upgrade 
10 priority communities across the Pilbara and Kimberley, under the auspices of the Regional Services Reform 
Unit. As part of the machinery-of-government changes, the Regional Services Reform Unit was transferred from 
being attached to the Department of Regional Development under the auspices of former Ministers Redman and 
Mitchell, I think, at the end of the last government, to the new Department of Communities, which includes much 
of the work related to that agenda. The $52 million commitment to that remote communities essential and 
municipal service improvement program remains in place, and the member is referring to it now. The work to 
define the priorities and plan for the implementation is ongoing through the Department of Communities, hence 
the staged commitment of cash flow. At the same time, to underpin the state’s commitment to maintaining delivery 
of those services across the broader suite of remote Indigenous communities, to which the member has drawn 
attention, there is a provision within the royalties for regions program of $112 million for that to be a continuing 
commitment. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was a reform agenda that tried to provide greater incentives before they put in not just 
subsidies to operate that infrastructure, but also capital. There was a big shortfall of capital. The reform agenda 
tried to provide incentives for ownership of the dwelling units and greater local participation in managing them. 
Is that ongoing? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Addis answer. 

Mr D.R. Addis: The member is correct. The approach was to offer the communities improvement in infrastructure, 
housing and the like, and, at the same time, work with them on a package of reform priorities to essentially move 
to a more normalised approach in terms of rents, utilities and the like. That broad direction remains intact and is 
under the auspices of the Department of Communities. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Before, it was run out of the Department of Housing on behalf of all the input suppliers to 
these communities, and now is it run out of the Department of Communities? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Addis answer that. 

Mr D.R. Addis: Part of the machinery-of-government changes involved the former Department of Housing 
becoming part of the Department of Communities. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to page 222 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook and the line item 
“Carnarvon Residential Aged Care Facility”. I note that under the previous government, $16.6 million was 
allocated under royalties for regions for this project and it was due to commence in June this year. The site has 
been cleared. I note that the allocation has now been reduced to $10.4 million and been deferred by one year to 
2018–19 for $8 million. Apart from being absolutely disappointed and angry about it, like the rest of the community, 
I would like to know whether the Premier or anyone in the department has had any discussions with the Shire of 
Carnarvon about the location of the aged-care facility The other day in estimates, the Minister for Health said that he 
has had discussions with the Shire of Carnarvon. I would like to know who at the Shire of Carnarvon has said that 
they would like the aged-care facility to be moved from where it has been approved to go, namely at the hospital 
site, to an alternative site. Has the minister or the department had any discussions with the Shire of Carnarvon, and 
with whom were those discussions held? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Just so we understand what we are talking about here— 
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Mr V.A. CATANIA: The Carnarvon aged-care facility and the 38 beds promised under the previous government, 
down to now 24. 
The CHAIR: Member, do you want me to tell you that you cannot speak? The Premier has the call. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I make the point that in eight and a half years, this project was not completed. In 2018–19 
and 2020–21, the plan is to spend $10.5 million on this project. After eight and a half years of no action, finally 
some action is taking place. A capital allocation has been made to construct the Carnarvon residential aged-care 
facility co-located on the Carnarvon Health Campus. The facility will provide for integrated residential aged care, 
community aged care and an older person’s housing strategy. Construction of a new, residential aged-care facility 
and closure of residential aged-care beds in Carnarvon Hospital, obviously with migration to the new facility, will 
support the integration of primary care within the facility and community options, including telehealth. As I said, 
$10.5 million will be invested in the project. In terms of the history of this project, I committed to an aged-care 
facility or actions in Carnarvon back in the lead up to the 2013 state election. Had Labor won the 2013 election, 
which clearly we did not, that would have happened in the course of the last term. Obviously, after eight and a half 
years, there has been no action with the Carnarvon residential aged-care facility, and under Labor the plan is that 
there will be. This is part of a range of initiatives in Carnarvon, including funding towards Carnarvon Community 
College and a range of other projects throughout the region. The Minister for Regional Development has had 
discussions with the shire council and the chief executive officer about this. I would have thought that the people 
of Carnarvon would be thrilled that they finally have a government that is going to take some action on this. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Premier, remember that the allocation has been reduced from $16.6 million to $10.4 million. 
What will be the reduction in beds at the facility given that cabinet passed a 38-bed facility? Like I said, the land 
had been cleared. Why is the government reducing the number of beds? As to the discussions the Premier said the 
Minister for Regional Development had with Shire of Carnarvon—perhaps the Premier can take this as 
supplementary information—who did the Minister for Regional Development talk to at the Shire of Carnarvon? 
Was it the shire president, chief executive officer or full council? Has the department had any discussions with the 
shire? The community is in uproar at the fact that the shire wants to move that site, and that the Minister for 
Regional Development is entertaining that, as is the Minister for Health. 
[4.30 pm] 
The CHAIR: Premier. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: When Parliament resumes, the member for North West Central can ask the Minister for 
Regional Development who she spoke to, where she spoke to them, at what point in time she spoke to them and 
whether it was in person or over the phone. I just want to confirm again that the member might say the community 
is in uproar, but after eight and a half years they got nothing — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: It does not wash. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: — and under Labor they are getting a major project. When the member says the former 
cabinet he was not part of made a decision, it is all great that a former cabinet he was not part of made a decision 
but there were eight and a half years in which this project could have been funded but was not. We have committed 
to this project, but again — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Reduced. 
The CHAIR: Member! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: — I urge the National Party to support the revenue measures going through this Parliament 
that will ensure our budget is put on a more sustainable footing. Clearly, if those revenue measures do not get 
through, further remedial action will have to be taken, and that will be — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is the Premier threatening the people of Carnarvon — 
The CHAIR: Member! Member! 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is the Premier threatening the people of Carnarvon — 
The CHAIR: Member! Member for Geraldton! Member! Member, I will call you! 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: — that he will take away their aged-care facility if we do not pass the budget? 
The CHAIR: Member, you are called twice! One more time and you are out! 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: He just threatened the people of Carnarvon — 
The CHAIR: Member! 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: The seniors of Carnarvon! 
The CHAIR: Twice! Member, three times! 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I am saying to the member for North West Central that the former government left us with 
a budget that is a complete mess. It was the most irresponsible government in the history of Western Australia, 
and this government has to fix the situation — 
The CHAIR: Thank you, Premier. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I have a further question! 
The CHAIR: No further question. Member for Geraldton. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: — the former government left. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Outrageous! Outrageous! It is outrageous that the Premier would — 
The CHAIR: Member for Geraldton — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: — threaten the seniors of Carnarvon. I am glad the Premier got that on Hansard. 
The CHAIR: Does the member for Geraldton have a question? 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer the Premier to the line item “Boosting Bio-Security Defences” on page 298 of budget 
paper No 2. The expenditure ceases after this year’s budget, so can the Premier give us a detailed list of all the 
projects that have been included in this investment to date; can the Premier give us an idea of the global figure for 
biosecurity expenditure from this point forward; and, if it will reduce, what will be cut? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I invite Mr Addis to answer the direct question the member asked. 
Mr D.R. Addis: The boosting the biosecurity defence project was a pre-existing time-limited project to increase 
capacity in the state’s approach to biosecurity risk. It is coming to an end, as planned. I think it is better referred 
to the Minister for Agriculture and Food. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Is there any further information that can be provided? 
The CHAIR: Leader of the National Party. 
Mr D.R. Addis: I do not think we have the detail that sits below that in this division. 
The CHAIR: Leader of the National Party. 
Mr D.R. Addis: Sorry. It is — 
The CHAIR: Mr Addis. 
Mr D.R. Addis: Just to be clear. The project was conceived as being implemented through and under the 
management of the former Department of Agriculture and Food. It is not a Regional Development matter. 
The CHAIR: Thank you very much. The Leader of the National Party. Further question, member for Geraldton? 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Can I have further question on that? Is it possible to know what the boost was actually spent 
on? What were the dollars that made up this biosecurity boost specifically spent on? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We can provide the information about the boost to biosecurity by way of supplementary to 
the member for Geraldton. The exact parameters are the boost of biosecurity spend and what it went to, by way of 
supplementary information. 
[Supplementary Information No A26.] 
The CHAIR: Leader of the National Party. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I refer to the net amount appropriated to deliver services on page 285 of budget paper No 2. 
How much of that funding is appropriated from royalties for regions? 
The CHAIR: Premier. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am just waiting for something to come to me. Can we come back to that one? 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I did not realise it was such a complex question! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Let these guys find whatever and maybe just go on to another question. I guarantee I will 
answer it. 
The CHAIR: I do not have another question. Okay, Leader of the Opposition. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Page 224 of budget paper No 3 relates to the south west emergency rescue helicopter service. 
I note there is $9 million in 2017–18, but nothing after that. Could the Premier indicate the processes being gone 
through in the continuation of the subsidy for that project? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the member. This was one of the issues we considered through the Economic and 
Expenditure Reform Committee process. The rescue helicopter in the south west—I think it is based in Bunbury—
is an important initiative, particularly in relation to road accidents throughout the south west. But it is expensive; 
it is $9 million a year. I think it is a modern helicopter with teams of people on stand-by and the like to rescue 
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people who might have had an accident or might be ill or the like. We decided to retain the service, but between 
this and the next budget we will review it to work out whether there is a more rational alignment of helicopter 
services we can put in place across the state. That way, we can continue the service in a more affordable way. It 
may be that we cannot, but that is one of the things we are considering. I did not know this: it turns out that 
government has lots of helicopters of varying ages, capacities, speeds and types. We have even, apparently, got 
a Kawasaki. The idea is that there will be an internal review within this agency and/or mine and Treasury, to work 
out the best alignment of helicopter services. That is all it is. The funding will continue for another year. I have 
advised the RAC—it was very keen on it continuing—that its advocacy was effective, but it may be that we come 
up with a better or more rational arrangement in the future. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just to support that answer: I think we did a preliminary one. The Premier is right; we have 
a plethora of different helicopters and different management teams and whatnot. But the one of the biggest issues 
that convinced us to do that was to have two helicopters positioned separately to particularly service fires, but also 
road crashes. Having it in Bunbury was extremely important. It fits with another helicopter in the city. Is the 
government’s plan to look at the issue, but also have eventually have one of some sort down in the south west? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think there is one there now, but maybe it is to have a single helicopter servicing everything 
down there. I am not sure how it will all work out. The idea was to see what we can do. I also asked them to 
examine whether—obviously not for rescue purposes—drones can be more effective, considering how they are 
these days, than an expensive helicopter for some of the functions that police perform or some of the aerial shark 
patrols or the like. Perhaps there is a cheaper option that will involve a drone. In Rockingham, where I live, during 
the season I see the helicopter fly past—If I am home—once or twice a day searching for drowning people and/or 
sharks and the like. Maybe there is a less expensive option of a drone that could be used for those purposes. We 
asked them to look at all those issues to see whether there is a better way of spending taxpayers’ money. 
[4.40 pm] 
The CHAIR: Does the Leader of the National Party want to repeat the line item? 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am on page 285 of budget paper No 2, volume 1, and I refer to the net amount appropriated 
to deliver services under the heading “Delivery of Services”. I asked: how much of that is appropriated from 
royalties for regions? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will hand over to Mr Addis. 
Mr D.R. Addis: I would suggest that it is not a straightforward matter, particularly given the combination of the 
resourcing of the regional development commissions and the former Department of Regional Development, and 
the impact on the royalties for regions program. I would suggest that we take it on notice. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We will provide by way of supplementary information — 
The CHAIR: So it will be supplementary information? Can it be done within that time frame? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. What was the exact question the member asked? 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: How much of the net amount appropriated to deliver services under the heading “Delivery of 
Services” is appropriated from royalties for regions? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Is that to deliver the operations of the department and the regional development commissions? 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: It says, delivery of services. I want to know how much of that top line is appropriated from 
royalties for regions. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We will provide by way of supplementary information details of the appropriation from 
royalties for regions for the delivery of services in regional development and the regional development commissions. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: On that line item, how much is appropriated from royalties for regions to make up the figures? 
My next question was: what is the split between primary industries and regional development and the regional 
development commission? That might help clarify what I am after. 
The CHAIR: Mr Addis? 
Mr D.R. Addis: I am taking the question to be: what is the allocation from the royalties for regions program 
towards the service delivery costs of regional development within the new Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development, and, in addition, what is the direct allocation for the administration costs of the nine 
commissions? 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Yes. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That sounds fair enough. To clarify, the supplementary information is for the royalties for 
regions allocation that is devoted to the service delivery of regional development and the regional development 
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commissions within the new government department. That is a continuation of an arrangement that was put in 
place about four or five years ago. 
[Supplementary Information No A27.] 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I have two references for the wild dogs management plan. The first is at the bottom of 
page 218 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook and the second is on page 298 of volume 1, budget paper No 2, 
Budget Statements. The figures conflict with each other. Could I have an explanation of how they are made up? 
The Minister for Regional Development has committed $18.6 million from royalties for regions, but that includes 
money that has been spent up to now, from what I can see, but she has also referred to $3.95 million being released 
for a wild dog priority action plan. Is that $3.95 million in addition to the $18.6 million; and, if so, is it in the 
budget? Could the Premier clarify how much money the federal government has given? We have conflicting 
figures—one of $3 million and one of $2 million. Do the funds from the commonwealth government for the wild 
dog action plan appear in the budget? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The funds from the commonwealth do not appear in the budget. The advice I have is that 
the federal government has provided a total of $3.53 million specifically for actions identified in the WA wild dog 
action plan. The broad advice I have is that this government is cracking down on wild dogs by spending 
$18.9 million on the wild dog action plan. I am aware that wild dogs are a big issue for farmers and pastoralists. 
That is a significant commitment from the state. The commonwealth has a commitment of $3.53 million in 
addition to what we have spent. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Is it possible to get some clarity on why these figures seem to be in conflict? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will provide by way of supplementary information what we are doing on wild dogs, what 
we are spending on wild dogs, and how it is being spent. 
[Supplementary Information No A28.] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Addis will provide some context as well. 
Mr D.R. Addis: This has been an area of contention for a number of years. The minister held a forum last Friday 
with a significant group of stakeholders or interested parties to work out what the priorities should be. That is still 
rolling through into the definition of how we will prioritise the commitment. It is in flux. Certainly, coming out of 
last week, there is a strong commitment and good engagement. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I will just give an example. In 2018–19, the figure in the Economic and Fiscal Outlook is 
$4.6 million, but in budget paper No 2 the figure is $2.76 million. They are in conflict all the way along. Are they 
slightly different programs, is there more than one program or is commonwealth money in there somewhere? 
I have never before seen two sets of figures that directly conflict on the same issue. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am advised that the commonwealth money is not in there. I think I offered to the member 
the most comprehensive supplementary information I possibly could on the subject of wild dogs. I do not know 
whether there are many wild dogs in Geraldton; I think there are probably more in the hinterland than there are 
running around the streets of Geraldton. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: They have driven some people out of business; they have literally gone bankrupt. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is an important issue. I am not being flippant. We will get supplementary information for 
the member to give him full advice on those issues. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am on page 220 of budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook. I refer to the line item 
“Muresk Institute Agricultural Degree”. Can the Premier provide some information on what the figure of 
$700 000 across the forward estimates is for? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Two projects received funding; the Muresk agricultural degree received funding of 
$3.615 million, which is completed, and the Muresk agricultural skills development pathway received 
$6.385 million under royalties for regions, which is in progress. The agricultural degree is co-funded by 
Charles Sturt University in New South Wales and delivered by the Western Australian Central Regional TAFE. 
The degree never attained the student numbers needed to make it sustainable. Forty-one students enrolled across 
the three-year course. The predicted number was 144 students. Charles Sturt is committed to teach out—that is, 
complete—the degree for currently enrolled students, so no students enrolled in the agricultural degree will be 
disadvantaged. The agricultural skills development pathway is due for completion at the end of the 2018 academic 
year. The course will be delivered as per expected outcomes. The agricultural skills development pathway courses 
will be delivered as per project objectives. I have a recollection that there was an alternative program being put in 
place, but I am unsure where that is and whether questions go to the Minister for Education. The advice is, and 
I am sure I remember this, that Curtin is going to provide an alternative course at no cost to government, whilst 
the earlier courses did not achieve the numbers that were expected and were therefore not sustainable. Curtin is 
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offering an alternative course. I think that might have been published somewhere, which will be an opportunity 
for students to do another form of agricultural study out of Muresk Institute. 
[4.50 pm] 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Thanks, Premier; I am aware of the Curtin degree. I am still not clear on what this $700 000 is, 
going forward into the forward estimates. What is the line item “Muresk Institute Agricultural Degree” funding 
and who is it being paid to and what is it for? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have is that it is to allow for the teach out of enrolled students. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: It is for Charles Sturt University? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Although the course might be ending, it is to allow those currently enrolled students to 
obtain their degrees. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: That is for the CSU degree until it is taught out? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, the CSU degree. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 224 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook under the continuation of table 1, line 
item “North West Aboriginal Housing Initiative”. Can the Premier describe this project and give us some indication 
whether it is coordinated in any way with the remote area essential services program and the municipal and 
essential services program funding? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Addis handle that question. 
Mr D.R. Addis: The north west Aboriginal housing fund is a substantial commitment indeed as part of the remote 
services reform agenda that aims to provide innovative forms of housing to help Aboriginal people and their 
families move away from reliance on traditional government-provided welfare housing towards housing that 
supports outcomes for kids in education, family stability and jobs for parents. It is based on some successful and 
innovative approaches that have started out in East Kimberley, and more lately West Kimberley. It has been 
progressed under the auspices of the Department of Communities that, as I said earlier, now has carriage of the 
remote Regional Services Reform Unit. Yes, it is the heart and centre of that broad approach. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Will it expand to the new town sites or expand on the existing ones? The first one was in 
Kununurra but then 11 areas were identified, or something like that, to expand to. Is this a major investment of 
$75 million? Is it to expand the coverage of the program to other Aboriginal town sites? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Addis handle that. 
Mr D.R. Addis: Yes, it is expanding to other regions and towns, in particular West Kimberley, Broome and Derby, 
where it builds on existing programs, but also into the Pilbara as part of trying to support improved employment 
outcomes there. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The program is based on the choice of towns that the program will target, because as 
I remember, the criteria included trying to get work and trying to go to school. If it is a very isolated town, it is not 
possible. Can the Premier give me some indication of the criterion that the department targets for those town sites? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Addis answer the question. 
Mr D.R. Addis: It is about being able to support people where there are opportunities in education and 
employment. It is focused on those places that can provide that and by and large that aligns with the larger regional 
centres. That is the primary focus. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to page 286 in volume 1 of budget paper No 2. The line item “Regional Development 
Leverage Unit” shows $5 million in funding. That funding of $5 million per annum over four years commencing 
in 2017–18 will be used to establish a regional development leverage unit to identify opportunities for third party 
investment from the commonwealth, private sector and other parties in regional WA. Could the Premier provide 
us with an idea of the overarching purpose of the unit, an idea of how the $20 million will be spent and an indication 
of the number of staff that will be involved with this project? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Grazia answer that question. 
Mr N. Grazia: The funding that is provided in the forward estimates for the leverage unit is to allow the portfolio 
to develop mature business plans that are particularly targeted at attracting funding from other sources from the 
commonwealth and the private sector. It is not about full-time equivalents; it is about proving up the opportunity 
for investment from other sources. I will just add it is about trying to shift a focus within the royalties for regions 
fund to try to attract investment and not simply take a grant methodology to the deployment of the fund. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: What I find when I meet with other states is that they have been far more proactive and 
successful in securing commonwealth government support for initiatives that want a stake in their states. They 
have been far more engaged than Western Australia. When I have gone to meetings with federal ministers and 
other Premiers and the like, their engagement, public service engagement, and efforts to obtain commonwealth 
money have been extraordinary, whereas the general view nationally is that Western Australia has not been 
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particularly interested over the last few years in securing federal money. We have not had a proactive approach 
when it comes to Infrastructure Australia. It has all been very ad hoc; it has been all based upon an alleged 
conversation between a Premier or the Premier and the Prime Minister or whomever, whereas the other states have 
a far more integrated approach. This is designed so that in regional areas—we have merely a small amount—
money is set aside for applications for business cases, seed funding and the like so that we get a better share of 
commonwealth grants money, which we should have been doing over the last few years but have not. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: This will be a unit, if you like, run out of Perth to service the nine development commissions. 
Would that be right? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Grazia answer. 
Mr N. Grazia: The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development has resources that certainly 
support the commissions, and DPIRD will be looking at a number of investment opportunities across the regions. 
As the Premier outlined, it is specifically targeted at trying to leverage and attract other funding and not just rely 
on the royalties for regions fund as a source of capital or a source investment for those regional opportunities. We 
will be looking to use the existing FTE resources within the agency and with other parts of the state to build the 
relationships. This particular money is about trying to mature the business cases to provide incentives to try to 
attract leverage into the state. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We are playing catch-up. When I have been in meetings with the South Australian and 
Queensland Premiers and with federal bureaucrats and federal ministers, they have so much more engagement 
with so much effort. Perhaps that is a function of distance, but I think it is a function of attitude as well. We are 
changing our attitude. We are seeking federal support and federal money far more proactively than has been the 
case over the last eight and a half years. 
The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition, you have the last question. I note the time. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 218 of Economic and Fiscal Outlook and the line item, “Port Hedland Water 
Front Revitalisation Spoilbank Marina”. This has been a controversial one because of the cost and also because of 
the interaction with the ship channel and of course whether the Town of Port Hedland can afford to operate the 
thing. There was a lot of debate in and around whether the Minister for Regional Development was going to go 
ahead with it. Can the Premier give me the justification for it? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Justification for? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The justification for allocating $72 million out of royalties for regions for the Spoilbank Marina. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We have $72 million allocated from royalties for regions, and $40 million is held by 
LandCorp from the consolidated account towards that project, so it is actually $112 million for that project. We 
are currently going through a consultation process with the people of Port Hedland. The minister was up there last 
Saturday, as I understand it, engaging in a community engagement forum and the like, hearing from people about 
what they actually want. Before the election we indicated that we would leave that money in that account, and that 
we are committed to that project. It was a project of the former government. 
The appropriation was recommended.  
[5.00 pm] 
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