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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 13 September on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 469A–D 
(budget papers 2017–18) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 7 September 2017. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [12.44 pm]: I would like to continue my remarks on the estimates of revenue 
and expenditure as the lead speaker for the Greens. I will recap briefly. Yesterday, I spoke about the fact that there 
is very little forward planning in the budget for issues that might arise for the government, such as climate change. 
I spoke also about renewable energy. A further $36 million will be going into repairs and maintenance for 
Muja CD power station. This is following expenditure of $300 million for Muja AB. Muja AB will be closed 
down. I hope this $36 million is absolutely necessary. We should be looking at the day when we are no longer 
using coal energy. 

I do not want to continue being the harbinger of doom and gloom. We need to acknowledge that Labor has been 
in government for only six months. To me, the budget speaks to what is important to the government, what it 
intends to focus on, where money has been allocated to the projects that it believes are important, and where money 
has not been allocated to projects that are unlikely to be progressed. I hope that next year, in the government’s 
next budget, it will take a more forward-looking approach and address things in our world that are changing. One 
of the positives is the changes to world economics, with blockchain technology that will revamp some of our 
trading systems. Transport is changing with the growth of electric vehicles. These are all things in which the 
government could invest. I said yesterday that a number of countries are planning to move to all electric vehicles. 
That does not mean that individuals will go all electric. When that happens, we will not need fuel stations; we will 
need electric charging stations. Questions have been asked in this house about fuel stations that are planned in 
areas in which the community is saying it does not want them. We already have a lot of fuel stations. We do not 
need any more, particularly if they are not wanted in the area. If we jump on the bandwagon of going to all electric 
vehicles, people will be looking for electric charging stations rather than fuel stations. The Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage seems not to have grasped this yet. The world is changing, and we need to change with it. 

We also need to jump onto the bandwagon of new industries. I am pleased the government has allocated 
$17 million in the budget for a new industry fund to support emerging technologies. That is probably too little and 
too slow. I do not have any details about how this will be rolled out, how people can apply for this funding and 
what businesses it will be supporting. However, I look forward to that, because it is a start. A lot of people are 
looking forward to this. 

Just over 10 years ago, in 2007 or 2008, when I put solar panels on the roof of my house, I think solar panels were 
being built in Western Australia; they were certainly being built in Australia. However, at that time, we stopped 
doing that. I should not say “we”, because it was not the government that did that. There was an industry in 
Australia that was building solar panels. We have to wonder why that industry stopped. I am sure there were good 
reasons for that. Think how many solar panels have been imported into Australia. Australia has one of the highest 
uptakes of solar in the world. We need to look at the businesses of the future, such as battery technology. 
I understand that Elon Musk was in Australia recently searching for a possible site to build his battery factory. 
Australia has ample supplies of lithium. Therefore, to me, that would make good sense. 

Rather than continuing to support backward-looking industries that pollute and are on the cards to be phased out, 
we really should look at those industries that manufacture the equipment that helps us to build a low-carbon 
lifestyle. When I go out to the regions and to farmers’ markets, I notice that I can pick up handmade soap and 
beeswax wraps, hand-knitted cotton dishcloths and all those things that are not made out of plastic, but they are 
small-scale items. There are sustainably sourced timber toys and hand-turned pottery for bowls and mugs, but they 
are all produced on a small scale. Why can we not develop these small industries? They are very small cottage 
industries and do not employ loads of people, but they employ some. I look forward to a future in which we produce 
more of the things that we need from the resources that we have here and phase out the use of plastic for everything 
we do. That $17 million is a start and I look forward to seeing how it is administered. We have the capacity in our 
population. We have the innovation and the university research facilities. We are turning out lots of really good 
ideas, but very often, we put to the market the ideas and the research that is done by our universities, but we have 
to go overseas to have things built. It is a great disappointment to see the brain drain from WA. If it is not focused 
on mining, it just does not get a leg-up. That is what I would like to see. We have a lot of very bright people in the 
technology sector. That is where we need to focus. This $17 million is a start. I am really pleased with that. 

I refer to the growing lithium industry, as I mentioned. Luckily, I feel that we are starting to go for the lithium 
hydroxide plant, so we are looking to further process lithium. Rather than shipping ground-up rock overseas, we 
will do further processing to reduce the transport cost of sending the unnecessary part of it overseas. I look forward 
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to going to that next step with lithium and building the components that we need to start building the batteries and 
moving forward from there. I am sure that members have all heard of cradle to grave manufacturing. We need to 
be looking at cradle to cradle. We need to stop looking at all the excess things that we produce and calling 
them waste products. We need to start looking at how we can use them. There is an idea of industrial ecology 
whereby we plan industrial areas not to simply comprise whatever organisation we can get in there to start 
a business; instead, we get them to co-locate so that one business that has a waste product that another business 
can use, uses that to make their product and the waste products go on to somewhere else. It is a forward way of 
thinking. We are big enough. We have two million people here. We have industry and resources. Let us try to 
make the best use of them. Instead of talking about waste and whether we can incinerate it or where we can bury 
it, or trying to get individuals to recycle each bit, let us look at the large scale. Let us look at our industrial waste 
and try to make something out of that. 

We need to be receptive to change. We need to be out there and to take off the blinkers, open the eyes, listen, hear 
what is going on and support those technological innovations changing our world. Many members laughed about 
driverless vehicles the first time we thought about it, but with the new technology, I am starting to think that some 
of those driverless vehicles would do a lot better than some of the drivers I drive with on the freeway every day. 

Hon Robin Scott interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: It could be. I wonder what sort of personality they will give to these driverless vehicles. 
Will they have the kind of personality that slows down when they see someone with their indicator on and let them 
in or will they say, “No, no, I’m here first. I’m going ahead”? It will be interesting to see what is planned into these 
vehicles. 

Electricity through the air is another innovation that I heard about a couple of years ago. Nobody thought it could 
be done but now it has been done. I am not sure where that will lead. We will not need wires to connect electricity; 
it could be a bit challenging. 

Hon Robin Scott interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: It has been done. When I first came to Albany about 20 years ago, people were talking 
about how much it was going to cost to connect to the electricity grid. It would cost over $100 000 for a house 
sometimes because of the distance the wires had to travel. Now no-one is talking about that anymore. 
Western Power does not have to provide lines and poles over great distances because people are going off the grid. 
The price of going off-grid has dropped dramatically from what it was 10 years ago, and it may continue to drop. 
We need to plan for that. 

I want to talk about Western Power. We talked about whether we would sell Western Power. I even heard the idea 
that if these changes come through, Western Power will be worth even less in the future because we will not be as 
reliant on the grid. But the government is not here for profit, so even if I saw that an organisation that it owns was 
going to be worth less in the future, it would not mean that I would want to sell it now so that the government 
could make profit. We still have to look at what is best for the community. It really should not be a factor. The 
TAB is another one. With the way people are gambling online, it may be worth less in the future, but that should 
not be our motivation for selling it now. 

I also want to talk about resources such as coal. We know that coal is being phased out. We cannot allow that to 
be burned endlessly. Uranium is another one. It is dangerous. It uses lots of water and causes lots of problems. 
Transport is difficult. It is used for nuclear arms that we do not need. We might as well stay out of that. Lithium, 
however, seems to be a good one. It is new technology, but it may not be around for long. People are still doing 
research on other battery systems. While we have lithium, maybe we should be getting it out there as quickly as 
possible. It is the best one for transport because it is lightweight, but other battery technology is being developed. 
I refer to timber. I have talked endlessly about plantations and the forest. We have to look at those trees. They are 
smaller because we are harvesting them more often. We have more plantations, which means that they will not be 
growing for as long. From what I understand, we can take a log and do a peel veneer, stack the veneers with layers 
of glue, compress them, heat them, and come out with timber that will not warp and is much stronger than the 
original product. Eventually, it may end up being a similar cost. A large piece of jarrah is very expensive, but with 
laminated veneers, we can make a block of it any size that we want and cut it to the size we need. That makes 
much better use of our timber resources. There are all sorts of things out there. Although we are the government, 
we are not closed off. We are not “the government”—sorry, we are representing everyone here in government. We 
really should be looking outward and seeing what other options are out there to support them. 
Before I go into my portfolios, the last thing I will say is that the budget does very little to address inequity. We are 
still tinkering around the edges. There is massive inequality in our society in education outcomes, health care, life 
expectancy, basic human rights to shelter, as we just discussed, security and food. It is based on how much money 
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we have, our age, where we live or our ethnicity. It is in the budget, but we are still tinkering around the edges. I hope 
that over the next four years I will see more. We are trying to address some of the really big issues that we face. 
I want to suggest the idea of a deliberative democracy. It should be something that we do. We are all here as 
representatives and we should debate openly and fairly and try to come up with the best solution, but from what 
I have seen, that is not really how it works. With deliberative democracy, rather than focusing on getting re-elected, 
we get a representative sample of the population chosen at random to represent the whole population. We give 
them all the information that we have, as unbiased as possible, and we let them decide. I know that in Geraldton 
the local government did this with its budget and it was really successful. One hundred people walked out of the 
room feeling that it was something they could live with. That is what we need, rather than adversarial stuff whereby 
you guys just pit yourself against each other. What are the chances of changing the Westminster system? I do not 
know, but I am not from here.  
I would like to see us somehow collaborate and try to come up with good solutions, rather than spending our time 
saying what one did in the past and what somebody else did. It is not perfect. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I have pretty much given an overview of how I see the budget but I would like to look at 
how it interacts with each of my portfolios. Members might think that this would be a short task but, being 
a member of a party with only four members in this place, I have a lot of portfolios. The first one relates to jobs 
and trade. A total of $16.7 million will go into the industries fund, also known as an innovation fund in one section 
of the budget. That is all right; innovation is good. Those funds will support new and emerging businesses in the 
high-tech sector. My only request is that we focus on small business as well because that $16.7 million could be 
used up rather quickly if it went to a couple of new industries coming in from overseas and they needed all the 
money to make their business work. I expect and hope that that is not the intention of this fund but that it will be 
used for and focus on Western Australian start-ups and small businesses and companies that will be relying on 
employees, using the knowledge that they have gained, and focusing on employing people rather than using 
machines, and where the profit stays local rather than being sent overseas. As I said, I would really be interested 
to see how this fund is delivered over the year. I am hoping that the government engages industry stakeholders to 
see what they think would be the best way to distribute this fund. The start-ups and the new tech industries would 
know best what is coming ahead of us and what we can look forward to. 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Mr Acting President, I draw your attention to standing order 21. When I heard the 
honourable member speaking yesterday, the timer was on during her speech, whereas on the resumption of her 
speech today, the timer is not on. I seek clarification from you on whether the member is speaking as the member 
deputed by her party leader. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Matthew Swinbourn): Hon Diane Evers, have you been deputed by your 
party? 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I am the lead speaker. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: No, the question is: have you been deputed by your party? 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Yes. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: You have been deputed? 
Hon DIANE EVERS: They did not use that word but I am the lead speaker on this issue. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: The consequence of that is that no other person from your party gets to have 
unlimited time. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Correct. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: On the point of order, Hon Martin Aldridge, Hon Diane Evers is the deputed 
speaker of the Greens. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I was in the middle of talking about the new industry fund, hoping that it is directed towards 
small local businesses that employ people to do the technological work that we should see in the future. I also 
encourage the government to look at procurement. When the government is procuring items of this nature, it should 
look to these small start-ups and small businesses in WA to procure the goods and services that it needs locally 
and therefore keep the money local. 
I turn to small business. I had the opportunity to attend a launch of the report from the Bankwest Curtin Economics 
Centre just a few months ago. People talked about small business, with one of the major issues being that small 
businesses are sometimes paid very slowly. I understand that under the payment terms they have to agree to, it can 
be up to a year before they receive payment. I am pleased to see that the government has looked into its own 
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payment terms for businesses and is trying its best to keep those payment times reasonable. The other thing that 
small businesses offer us are flexible working hours and they acknowledge the importance of the people that they 
work with, which is a good reason to support small business. I know that we have the Small Business Development 
Fund but I really hope that there is more to it than that. Being the major employer of people in WA, small 
businesses need greater recognition and support. It is another thing for our future. Although we can go to larger 
businesses, as we have over the past decades, small businesses give us that opportunity for newness, employment 
and other things that make our economy much stronger. They are also much more able to adapt to changing 
circumstances than some of the larger industries. 
In tourism, I notice that we have $425 million in the budget designated for event and destination marketing. This 
is good. It is similar to last year, and similar to previous years. I am not certain what will be different. I know that 
we will be marketing the fact that we now have a $1.5 billion stadium, and that should draw in people. We should 
be able to build on that in other ways and not use so much of that fund just for the stadium and make that the 
drawcard but ensure that we still support the regions and smaller industries with that funding. It is a concern when 
events such as the Margaret River Gourmet Escape employ people from overseas to manage the event and get 
speakers from elsewhere in the country or even overseas. It seems to me that we have the ability to do that within 
Western Australia. I would like to see that promoted. We will wait and see where that $425 million will be spent 
but I hope that it will be spent locally and that we look at keeping our communities and our regions sustainable, 
and we take note of that. 
We have heard a lot of talk about royalties for regions. My experience of royalties for regions is that it first came 
from the Greens. We were thinking of this in the late 1990s but did not have the strength to get it through. I was 
really pleased when royalties for regions came out. That is where our support should have been going all along—
to the regional areas. There is no reason they should have been left out until 2008 or so when the Nationals were 
able to push the Liberals to introduce it. Even the description of how it was supposed to be used mentioned that it 
was not supposed to be used for recurrent costs. We were supposed to be delivering new things to the regions, not 
things that were already on the cards. That was a great idea and that is what we tried to stick to but it did not end 
up that way. Not only did $1 billion remain in the fund at the end of the term of government because it had not all 
been spent, but also some of it had been spent on things like supporting the Department of Agriculture and Food 
to run projects that it should have been funded to do in any case. Why royalties for regions funding was used for 
agriculture when it should have been used for communities was a question I got used to asking. It was just part of 
what we did and there was still more funding available. There was so much funding to create, build or do things 
that we did not need to do. Again, it was not the best prioritisation of government funds. 
Currently, royalties for regions looks pretty much the same. We are still funding some projects that I would 
question whether they are really needed, but they were election promises or whatever. The government has 
acknowledged it is allocating $860 million over four years to be spent on projects that the opposition thinks should 
come from recurrent funding and should not be in there, but it is. Whether we call it royalties for regions, royalties 
for miners or royalties for anybody, where it goes and what it is named is not the point; the point is whether we 
are looking after our regional areas in WA. That is where we fall down. We do not have the population out there 
to demand what we need. Although we have the numbers in this chamber to speak on behalf of the regions, a lot 
of us spend our time in the metro area. We become familiar with the issues facing the metro area and focus on 
them, knowing that those things need to be addressed as well. It is still very hard to make sure that issues in regional 
areas are addressed and funded and that the regions receive an equitable level of the services distributed in WA. 
I know that distance makes it difficult to deliver all services in all places, but we must still work towards that 
because if we do not provide services in regional areas, we will lose people from the regions. That may not happen 
in the larger centres of Geraldton and Albany, but it will happen in smaller communities. If people in those 
communities do not have access to health services or whatever the case may be, they end up having to move to 
larger centres. That can make things really difficult for their families. If families leave, the schools have issues 
because they lose the kids and businesses are affected. It is a real shame when that happens.  
Although the mining industry can survive on a fly in, fly out workforce, I would hate that to develop in agriculture. 
We need people on the land who see it from day to day and who can respond to issues as needed. We all should 
realise how important it is for people to be living in regional areas in WA. I know we do that by setting aside vast 
amounts of money to make sure that teaching and medical staff go out there, but it is also valuable to support those 
regional towns and communities. I hope that in the future, whatever the fund is called or however the money is 
distributed, regional areas are looked after to the levels that they should be, to the levels that they deserve, because 
people are choosing to live out there and populate those more challenging environments. It is very important that 
people continue living there and services are needed to support the industries that are out there. I really hope that 
whatever it is called, we continue to support regional areas because they are extremely important and vital to the 
success of WA. 

For agriculture, it is a good start. All the right words are in the budget. I am optimistic about how this government 
will treat agriculture. It is saying the right things. However, for a long time after I got here, I wondered why the 
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focus was so strongly on broadacre agriculture. I understand that it is where the majority of the economy is based, 
but we should really be looking to the opportunities that arise when other crops and other related industries come 
up. Quinoa is a good example. When that crop first came out, I thought, “This is great. Everybody is going to be 
eating quinoa someday.” Back when we still pronounced it “qwin-oh-ah”, I mentioned this to a few people in 
Albany and asked why we were not growing it. Now, 10 years on, we are; Western Australia is one of the major 
growers of quinoa, and the price makes growing it very worthwhile. Other things like that will be coming up. 
I think chia is another crop that is being grown here. We just never know; the world is changing very quickly as 
we spread our ideas and our tastes about the place, and as we develop more health interests in what other crops 
can be grown. I believe that that is where we need to be looking. We need to be looking at what new things are 
coming up in agriculture and be ready to adopt them.  

I get the Certified Practising Accountants magazine and I am always quite impressed with that, because it started 
out to be very conservative. Every article in it was very much about money and conservative stuff being rehashed. 
But over the last few years it is really making a stand and trying to be innovative and looking at the future and at 
what new things are happening. It featured an article on organic farming recently, I thought, “Gee, well Australia 
and Albany and the great southern and the south west should manage pretty well in there.” But it was saying that, 
in effect, Australia is a bit of a laggard in this area, because around the world the take-up of organic food is 
considerably higher than it is in Australia. For one thing, we have the added advantage that a lot our food comes 
from very clean growing areas. Again, we are blessed with so many resources from the agricultural side. Although 
our soils are a little depleted, we have the sun, rain, clean air and so forth. But the CPA was really saying that 
Australia needs to jump on the bandwagon and develop its organic industry because of the added value and the 
greater price that can be achieved from it. The world is waiting. We have the opportunity. We could be growing 
so much of that. That is what our agriculture department should be focused on; the new things and what people 
are looking at around the world that can return greater value for us—that is, the organic and even the biodynamic 
industries. We have the raw materials and it looks like the budget has some room for innovation in the industry, but 
we just have to wait to see how it pans out, especially once we get into the department. I guess we lead from above 
so, hopefully, those issues will be dragged into it and we will be looking at some greater innovation in that area. 

I mentioned our soils. I like the idea of growing what grows well in Western Australia, but the more I look around, 
it seems as though we could grow just about anything. There is somewhere in this state that will grow just about 
anything we want. That is really, really good. The only thing I would like to add to that is that we have to look 
after our soils. We really have to build up the soil. I come from the land of where there was two metres of topsoil 
in some areas; here we count it sometimes in millimetres. It will be a long time before we can build up that—I do 
not think we will be around then—but we have to look after the soils. I saw research recently about putting compost 
on soils on a large scale to build them up. People have finally realised that if that is being done to try to get microbes 
in the soil, why not put microbes into the soil and let them build it up and keep going from there. This is interesting 
and I am not a scientist by any means—I am a bit of a gardener—but I see that better soils grow better vegies, 
which is why my gardening does not work out so well. This is where we need to be going. We have to be building 
up our soils. I read about one study in which compost was put on areas of large infestations of weeds and once the 
soil was healthier, the other seeds had a better chance of germinating and the weeds started to diminish. I thought, 
“Gee, it’s so simple. Rather than pouring chemicals on them, let’s just build up the soil.” I hope that the people in 
here who know anything about soil take that out and keep spreading the word, because that is where our future in 
farming will come from. 

On the fisheries budget, I have to say I am not much of a fisheries person. I have it and I hope I can look after it 
well. It seems as though there is little change in the budget. We have depleted stocks, we are overfishing and we 
have pressure from international organisations. I was involved in the petition to stop the super trawler that was 
going to come along the south coast. It was good that we were able to stop that, because it would have put a lot of 
people out of business in the area. We need to keep the fisheries healthy so that the smaller fishing businesses and 
organisations get plenty of opportunity to make a dollar out of it. One thing about maintaining fish stocks, members 
might not be surprised to hear, is that I really like the idea of marine parks. To me, a marine park is just a nursery. 
Imagine that we had a nursery for a fish, and they grow up there and we sit right outside the marine park boundary. 
That is where they will go as soon as there are too many, and then there will be more for everyone else. It is another 
no-brainer to me. 

The last bit on agriculture provides $14.6 million to natural resource management. I am really pleased that this 
funding is available again. I was involved with that industry in Albany. It starts again next year; it was missed for 
a year and it was happening before that, so I appreciate everyone who kept it going. However, that one year without 
funding makes it really difficult because the environment does not work like that. If we have a weed control 
program, as we did in Albany, where we need to go out each year and make sure we get rid of that weed, a year 
without funding is a year when the weeds that do come up are just there to reseed and start the whole process over 
again. I would really like to take a very long-term approach to environmental funding for natural resource 
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management, because these projects need to go on and on. With the number of volunteers involved in the industry, 
it is hard to get them mobilised each time. If they do not have a year of funding, it could be difficult to get them 
back to start the whole project again. Thumbs up to that. Keep the natural resource management funding going; it 
is vital to the regional areas. So many volunteers are looking after the place for us. I appreciate every one of those 
volunteers. We need them. It is our backbone out there. Good for that one. 

On forestry, everyone has heard me say Barrabup over and again. We got the petition in this morning and we are 
still waiting on the answers to the survey. I am really pleased that so many people came forward yesterday to 
attend the rally to show the government how important it was to them. I am really pleased that the government 
seems to be taking it seriously and I look forward to seeing that forest saved for the people of Nannup and everyone 
else. In my mind, the Department of Parks and Wildlife has unfortunately been underfunded for years, squeezed 
tighter and tighter until we expect it to do so much with so little. We have so many national parks and reserves for 
it to look after and it is not easy. The money gets spread very thinly and some things get looked after and others 
do not. It is really quite disappointing, but I am pleased to see that at least it got the same amount as last year. It 
does not seem like much relief for now but hopefully that will pick up over the next couple of years, because it is 
vital that we look after our forests, reserves and national parks. It is important because we also have, on the other 
hand, the Forest Products Commission, which is doing what it can to destroy some of those areas. It does it on the 
grounds that we are going to make some profit, but as we have seen, for three years it has not made a profit. 
I noticed today that its annual report was not tabled; therefore, we have to wait until October to see it. That is some 
time off. I was really hoping to see and it and have it shown to me that it was able to make a profit this year. But 
no luck there. The Forest Products Commission does a wonderful service in looking after our plantations. We are 
not putting more funding into plantations, and that is beyond me. That is where we should be looking at our future 
for timber. One day we will pick that up. I know it makes quite a bit out of the sandalwood industry, and that is 
really good—we can develop that even further—but there are other types of timber that we should be using so that 
we are not going back to our native forests. Ideally, from a profit-centred point of view, we would be out of the 
native forests immediately if I had my choice and as soon as possible, given what happens over the next few years. 

The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions—I will wait and see. It sounds like it is similar to 
Department of Parks and Wildlife with a new name and a few other bits to it. I am looking forward to seeing what 
happens there. I just hope that it learns to manage the forest for the ecological health of the forest and that it 
manages the fire risk, which I spoke about earlier. It is a big one; it is a real challenge for us. I understand New 
South Wales already has fires burning and it is September. This is not looking good. This year, prepare. As I said, 
our winter was two degrees warmer. It is not going to be good. We are responsible; we are here making the rules. 
I do not want it to be on my shoulders, so let us get out there and do what we can to minimise the fire risk and 
please, I do not mean go out there and burn everything so that it cannot burn a second time. In many places we 
have to look at it based on the topography, fuel load, water, soil type, plants that are growing there and the history 
of it. It is different for each section; we cannot have a one-size-fits-all. To go out there and burn in some places, 
all that does is increase the fuel load for the next season and that is not good. Watch this space, we will see what 
happens there. 

I just want to quote from page 199, budget paper 2, volume 1. It states — 

• The State’s forests will continue to be managed to conserve plants and animals, provide for 
a sustainable timber industry, protect water catchments, enable recreation and tourism activities and 
allow mining and other public uses under the direction of the ‘Forest Management Plan 2014-2023’. 

That is the plan that I spoke about. I think we will need to review that before 2023. Things have changed since it 
was written in 2013. I look forward to reviewing that soon, because it is out of date. We have jarrah forests that 
are stressed from reduced rainfall, invertebrate pests, unmanaged regrowth, Phytophthora dieback and other 
causes. The logs that we are getting out of there are no longer the size or quality that make them viable for 
value-added saw and timber, so there is little reason to be logging for any other reason. If we manage the forests 
for their health, we can still make use of those forests. It does not mean lock the door on them, it means manage 
them and possibly thin them manually when they are around communities and valuable assets. It will mean some 
burning off and opening them up for people to make use of for beekeeping, seed collection and propagation, and 
above all, tourism, because that is another drawcard to our community. We need to get people in from overseas 
and interstate and even just within our own state. I mentioned deliberative democracy earlier; this is just another 
opportunity for that.  

We have issues with the timber industry at Barrabup. There are the people who want to save the forest and then 
there is the mill that is talking about closing down. I have to reiterate that they are not linked. The mill was thinking 
that long before the people were. The timber that was going to go from Barrabup was not going to go to Nannup 
mill. This is one of those areas in which deliberative democracy might make a good trial run for it. We get people 
in from all sides of the forest industry and put them in a room together. We bring in all the facts, figures and 
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knowledge that we have and the research that has been done, and let them work through that and find out what we 
should be doing with our forests and how we can use them for a public purpose, how we might not and how we 
can use them for a business purpose. I do not have the answers, but I am sure looking forward to getting the 
answers through the next four years here. 

On water, we have a drying landscape; it says it five times in the budget. I know it is true, so what are we going to 
do about it? Yes, we could just create more desalinated water and we could just create more energy, hopefully 
renewable, to make the desal. From what I understand, sometimes that desalinated water is pumped back into the 
dam to store it, and I think: “But now the dam is salty too. Does that mean we are just going to take it out and run 
it through the desal again?” It does not make a lot of sense. We have to look at how we manage water. Other 
countries that do not have as much water as we do have found other ways. Here in Perth I believe our water usage 
is about 300 litres per person per week. I think it is; I cannot remember the statistics, but it is significant. It is more 
than most people in many other countries, and yet we do not have that much water, so what is it about us? I am 
not saying this figure applies to each individual, because that includes all the agricultural and industrial use, but 
we are going through a lot of water, and we do not have that much of a supply. Maybe we could think more broadly 
about not just how to make sure that we keep supplying it to everybody who wants it, but also figuring out ways 
to recycle and reuse it—to use it more wisely, and not let so much of it evaporate so quickly. At least we do not 
have the issues they have in the eastern states. They struggle even more. There are so many large-scale dams on 
farms along the Murray–Darling that one year the water did not even escape through the mouth of the Murray. It 
is a sad joke, but we used to talk about the evaporation ponds. Some of these farms had such large areas that they 
need to fill, and then in the hot weather most of the water is going back up into the air. We have to look at how we 
use and reuse water, over and over again. 

The budget for sport and recreation does not seem to have much new in it. I had the opportunity this morning to 
hear from the new director general of the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries, and 
I am uplifted. I went to a breakfast launch of a report from the BankWest Curtin Economics Centre on the 
community benefits of Indigenous participation in Australian rules football. It was wonderful. It was a great 
opportunity to know what we would probably all guess is the case—of course Indigenous participation in 
Australian rules football is going to be good for communities. It is great to get kids involved doing these sorts of 
things. It was interesting that in the surveys of what makes people happy and in good mental health, one factor is 
marriage. It makes people feel happy, and their mental health is usually better, but participation in Australian rules 
football scored higher. I am not sure where we can take that statistic, but it was nice to see it. It had so many 
benefits, and it is really something worth supporting. It is worth supporting sport in general, but this one in 
particular. I am all for it. 

When we talk about sport and recreation, again the Perth Stadium comes to mind, that $1.5 billion venue that we 
now have. I cross my fingers, with everyone else, hoping that it pays off, and that we get those tourists in and fill 
it up each time with 60 000 spectators. It would be really good, but in my view, and that of the Greens, we would 
like to see sport and recreation funding go to communities, footy groups, netball associations and junior sports, 
and get people out there. We need a healthy population. It is nice to see that it is good not only for their physical 
health, but also their mental health. On top of that, it keeps them out of other issues, and gives them a focus and 
a feeling of belonging, and I am really pleased to see that. 

I notice that the sport and recreation budget requires an $85 million input from the state, and it was reorganised 
this year. From what I can see, because it is in a different department, there was a $5 million decrease in 
community grants in the first year, and another $20 million reduction in each of the third and fourth out years. 
I am hoping that these are replaced with something else, and we are not just cutting back on the community grants 
to participate in sport. It is vital, and it is quite important to our youth to have this. It gives them something to 
occupy them, and a sense of belonging and activity, and engages them in other things. It gives them that social 
experience, so they are not just at home playing games on the computer, or listening to their iPhones or whatever. 
They are actually involved with other people, learning teamwork and all sorts of skills. There are so many benefits 
to it, and I hope that we do that. 

I also want to comment on getting the opportunity to go down to Albany to see the opening of the Great Southern 
Centre for Outdoor Recreation Excellence, which I imagine many members did not know that we now have. It 
will be opened in early October, and will focus on outdoor recreation. It is at Camp Quaranup. 

Hon Darren West: The local member is an Olympian, you know. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I do know that; I know that very well. 

It will have kayaking and all sorts of things that people can do. I am hoping that they will get schoolchildren and 
high school students to go down there, learn new things and be engaged in the environment. I really hope they 
focus on getting metro-based kids out there because there are fewer and fewer opportunities for metro-based 
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students to experience what it is like in the regions. It is a beautiful place. If anybody gets a chance to get down 
there, it is at Camp Quaranup, a really old and lovely facility. This will give it the opportunity to develop and be 
useful to us. That is it for my portfolios. 

In conclusion, overall I am not all that impressed. We read through what we could and it is pretty much a case of 
“it will do”. I have high expectations. I did not expect too much to change. The government has only been in power 
for six months, and there will be another budget maybe six months from now. I believe I just needed the 
opportunity to let the government know what I am thinking, where I would like to see us go and what I would like 
to see developed. I get the feeling that maybe we can go there. I think there is some open-mindedness, and some 
interest in innovation. I think we can get there. 

I would like to leave the house with the word “collaborative”—collaborative government, and collaborative 
departments, working holistically, and working on the system. We need a systems approach. We are not just 
a collection of silos. We need our departments to be talking to each other. In some ways, this means that the 
amalgamations under the machinery-of-government reforms have made that opportunity more likely, because our 
departments are now more together. That is what I am hoping to see happen—that they can work to sort out some 
of the issues, not just in their particular area, but working together. The more collaboration we have amongst staff 
at the different departments, the more chance we have of coming up with lasting solutions. 

I would like us to address the fact that our storms will be stronger, our droughts will be longer and deeper, and 
rainfall will be considerably more variable. We must start thinking about that once-in-500-years storm, and 
imagine what we would do to manage it. We must address the fact that we will have drier winters, and more 
extreme hot days. We need to prepare, otherwise things will shut down, and the loss to gross domestic product 
when a business has to shut down for one reason or another is significant. Fires will get bigger and more intense, 
but let us not throw our hands in the air and stifle our opportunities with a feeling of powerlessness. We can do 
something. Other countries are addressing these issues, and we are on the way to doing it. We can look at what 
other states are doing. Corporations are addressing these issues as well, and plenty of individuals are out there 
making plans to cope. Although this budget is more of the same, and we seem to be waiting and hoping for good 
indicators, I do not think that we should be prepared to just hope for the best for the future. We really need to put 
plans in place and make use of the funds we have, take control, be innovative and make a difference. 

HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral — Deputy Leader of the National Party) [2.39 pm]: I rise 
this afternoon to make comment on the budget before us. There has been much discussion by all members of the 
house on the budget handed down last week. This is as it should be; it is very important to the people of 
Western Australia to get some clarity about the priorities of government, the future development of policy, and 
where the state is heading.  

This budget is very important and has been long awaited by everyone in Western Australia—the corporate sector 
and mums and dads, let alone us here at the Parliament of Western Australia. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Do you think it was worth the wait? 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I will go right into that sort of detail, Hon Simon O’Brien. From my perspective, the 
McGowan government’s first budget was probably inevitable from a regional perspective. We said right 
throughout the election campaign, and it has been clear since the failure of the Minister for Regional Development, 
the Premier and the Treasurer to answer questions about the focus of royalties for regions, that a cost shift in the 
royalties for regions space was inevitable. That is very disappointing, certainly from the National Party’s 
perspective. We have braced ourselves for budget day for a long time—definitely since the election, but it was 
a concern prior to that, including going into the 2013 election. There were signs right from election day to budget 
day that royalties for regions was destined to be raided by the Labor Party to fulfil its election commitments. I will 
say from the outset that I have found some of the conversations both in the house and outside the house a little 
offensive about the royalties for regions badging and logo, and about what royalties for regions means, and I want 
to explain to members why. 

Hon Darren West: I’ll just get the violin out. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: If the member could direct her comments to me, please. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: The member can leave; I do not need him to be here. 

Hon Darren West: I’m staying; I’m listening to this. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: In fact, nobody needs him to be here if he wants to leave. 

Mr Acting President, before I was rudely interrupted by that contemptuous statement, I was saying that I asked the 
Minister for Regional Development a question last week about the aged-care facility. 
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Mr Acting President, I find Hon Darren West’s hand motions in the house offensive, and I would ask that you call 
him to order. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Perhaps if you direct your speech to me. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I was speaking to you but I happened to look at him and he was playing the air violin. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: I suspect if you do not give him the attention he is seeking, that it may resolve itself. 
If you just give your attention to me, then we should be okay. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: He does seem to have attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, so I am not sure about 
that. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! Can we please get back on track? 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Thank you, Mr Acting President. 
I asked the Minister for Regional Development a question regarding the aged-care facility in Carnarvon and why 
there had been a cut in the funding for that very long awaited and worthwhile project. Members know that 
Carnarvon is my home town and it is very dear to my heart. I think the minister’s response outlines the contempt 
that she has for regional development, as well as a lack of understanding about why people in regional communities 
value things like aged care. The minister’s response was that she would have thought I would have had a little 
more enthusiasm for what the government had funded in Carnarvon as opposed to asking her a question about why 
funding had been cut for the aged-care facility.  
The reason I found that a little affronting was my grandmother died in Perth in a community that she had not lived 
in for 70 years. She was originally from Perth and she moved to Carnarvon when she got married. The Olive Laird 
Memorial Hostel in Carnarvon was the only aged-care facility there until about 2007 or 2008 when it closed down 
so, at the time, there was no aged-care facility whatsoever in Carnarvon. My grandmother died in September 2009. 
When she became too frail to live at home with my mum and dad, because she needed high-end care, she had to 
be moved to Perth. She subsequently died in Perth in a community where she had not lived for 70 years. Pardon 
me while I feel a little offended by the minister thinking that I should have a little more enthusiasm for the fact 
that the aged-care facility had been part funded, not fully funded. This event that happened to my family is one of 
the reasons I find myself here today. I thought that no government would ever take regional Western Australia 
seriously and if I really thought that was important, I needed to get involved, so I did. I decided to support the 
royalties for regions policy in the lead-up to the 2008 state election. Sometimes when I ask myself, “What am 
I doing here?” I think back to that situation and I think this fight is worth having. 
That is why royalties for regions needs a brand. Funding for regional Western Australia needs to be branded 
because otherwise, it will continue to lose face because of pressures that governments feel to fund where all the 
people live. That does not make the life of a person who lives in a smaller community, or their families, or the 
time they have determined to spend in their community, less important. Therefore, royalties for regions is not 
a political football. It is not just a badge or a logo, or something that people talk about in this chamber. It is real. 
It is tangible. It has created lifestyle changes, economic changes and community changes in a way that members 
who represent the metropolitan area, which is great, will never understand until they have to live without essential 
services that are valuable to them in their communities.  
Numerous governments over a very long period have failed; I do not lay blame on the current Labor government. 
Many governments, of many persuasions, over many years have not prioritised regional spending. If members do 
think that royalties for regions is a logo or a badge, or a political football, I question their motivation for what they 
think regional funding is and what sort of priority they think it should have. If we want to allow regional 
Western Australia to have a strong, continued voice in the Western Australian Parliament, it has to have a name 
and it has to have a face, and it has to be recognised. If it is not, that voice will be gone. We have seen that in this 
government’s very first budget. We have also seen it in this government’s decision to re-badge or re-logo royalties 
for regions. 
It has been no great shock to the people of Western Australia where this government’s priority seems to lie—it is 
in Metronet. It does not lie in regional Western Australia. Government members will continue to say, “But it’s 
funded! It’s a billion dollars a year into the fund!” That is true because it is legislated; we have to do that. Unless 
the government is brave enough to bring the legislation back to the house to change its parameters, yes, there is 
a billion dollars in the royalties for regions fund, but it is the decision-making around the funding that has changed 
under this government. Funding for essential government services, such as the patient assisted travel scheme and 
education assistants, has been moved into the royalties for regions budget. That is concerning for a couple of 
reasons. If essential services of government in regional Western Australia are funded from the royalties for regions 
fund and a downturn in the market is experienced, which is quite likely to happen, less money will be delivered 
into that fund because there are less royalties. It is a simple mathematical equation. Certainly, when we came to 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 14 September 2017] 

 p4039b-4052a 
Hon Diane Evers; Hon Martin Aldridge; Acting President; Hon Jacqui Boydell 

 [10] 

government in 2008, no-one in their wildest dreams would have imagined $1 billion a year would go into that 
fund. In fact, I think it was — 

Hon Colin Holt: It was $367 million when we first modelled it. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I thank the honourable member; I could not remember the figure. When we first 
modelled funding for the royalties for regions policy, which was for 25 per cent of royalties to be returned to the 
regions—that is where the name came from—we thought that $367 million would flow into that fund because that 
was the rate at the time. If funding for essential services such as education assistants in regional areas is to be paid 
for entirely out of the royalties for regions fund, what will happen to those essential services when the fund does 
not have as much money in it as a result of global markets? Which service will the government, whichever one is 
in office, stop funding? That is why it was never about services funded from consolidated revenue being paid for 
out of the royalties for regions fund. It was an opportunity for future investment, economic growth and community 
development, and it was about the people and the local decision-making of the people who choose to live in those 
communities. There are still some big risks for the future of regional communities that will now have those 
essential services funded through royalties for regions. Should the state experience a downturn in the resource 
sector, which could happen tonight or tomorrow, what will we do? We will have to face that issue at that time and 
decide what to do about those services that are fully funded from royalties for regions. 

The National Party understood very early on that the intent of the incoming government was to demolish the 
royalties for regions fund, because allowing it to continue in its current form with its current budget would have 
been a constant reminder to the government that the National Party in government placed regional 
Western Australia at the forefront of its decision-making. It makes sense for the government to rebrand the 
royalties for regions fund. It has gone; it has disappeared. I am sorry that I am boring Hon Samantha Rowe, but 
that is a reality. Royalties for regions was the shining light of our Liberal–National government and brought 
regional Western Australia to Parliament. To continue with that fund would be a pure reminder to the Labor 
government that royalties for regions delivered for regional Western Australia. When Labor members were 
campaigning in the lead-up to the election, they all said that royalties for regions was here to stay and that they 
supported royalties for regions. That was not the case. People in regional Western Australia now understand what 
Labor members meant when they said that they wanted it to stay; it was so that they could cost shift and deliver 
on their election commitments. It has been no surprise that the royalties for regions fund was the first cab off the 
rank for stripping. It has been a very disappointing process. 

Every budget comes down to a choice of the government, and those choices can be difficult. I fully acknowledge 
that and we have spoken about that in this house previously. The budget handed down last week very clearly 
articulated the McGowan government’s priorities and its intentions as a result of those choices. The thing that we 
cannot ignore in the choices that the Premier and the Treasurer made in handing down the budget last week is that 
they are abandoning regional Western Australia by raiding the royalties for regions fund. They made the choice to 
break their own election promise not to introduce new taxes by increasing payroll tax—the most insidious of all 
taxes. It is the first thing that anyone in business raises with members of Parliament. Members opposite will have 
been at many functions that I have been at and will have had that issue raised with them: does government have 
an answer to payroll tax? I can guarantee members that the answer those in business did not want to hear was that 
it would be increased. The reason it is the most insidious tax of all is that it is a tax on jobs. That comment has 
been made by the corporate sector since the budget was handed down. Contrary to the election slogan of the 
McGowan government that it is all about local jobs and local projects, which was the subject of the motion we 
debated in the house earlier today, it has increased payroll tax. 

The government also made a choice to break its word to the gold sector. I cannot tell members how many people 
I have spoken to in the last week who have expressed their disappointment with that decision. Indeed, it came from 
left of centre. It blindsided the whole sector. The sector was blindsided because the Premier himself made the 
commitment when he was in opposition that there would be no increase in the gold royalty. It is easy to say that 
when in opposition. The Premier stood on the front steps of Parliament House and had a nice photo taken and said 
that he supported the gold sector and that an increase in the gold royalty would be detrimental to the industry. The 
margins in the industry are smaller than they are in other areas of the resources sector and a lot more exploration 
is needed. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Because a lot more exploration is required, there are a lot more jobs in the gold sector, 
but the margins are much smaller, as I said. When the Premier stood on the front steps of Parliament House not 
that long ago and said that he would not support an increase in the gold royalty, people took him at his word. It is 
an understatement to say that they are more than disappointed to find that, without any engagement and without 
putting it on the record in the lead-up to the election in March, this was something that he was thinking about. As 
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I have said many times in this house, the Premier and the Treasurer were well aware of the challenges of the state 
budget in the lead-up to the election. Although the Premier continues to say that he has a mandate to rule and that 
the Labor Party had a landslide victory, at no stage did he make it clear to the gold sector or the corporate sector 
that he was planning on taxing them after the election, or, indeed, that 3 000 public servants would lose their jobs. 
I suggest to the Premier that although he might think he was elected on a mandate, that mandate has been destroyed 
because he did not come to the Parliament as a Premier with a financial plan to fix the state of the budget. All he 
did during the election campaign was make shiny promises and commit to $5 billion of election commitments with 
no plan for how he would pay for them. Now that he has suddenly got to the office of Premier, he is saying, 
“Oh, my goodness, things are bad; how will I rectify that?” I suggest there was a bit of a hole in that mandate because 
it did not come with any fiscal planning; nor did it come with any honesty around how he would deliver those election 
promises, let alone address the state of the budget, which we all talked about at that time. In fact, we had talked 
about it for at least 18 months in this house in the lead-up to the election. Every single revenue-raising idea the 
Liberal–National government had in government, the Labor Party opposed—every single one. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: We were here all night weren’t we? 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Yes; we were here all night. Do not cry wolf now, because no-one is listening. 
Members have to make tough decisions in government and, as I said, make tough choices. I respect that the 
Labor Party wants to deliver on its election commitments. Every government does and there is no problem with 
that at all, but the Labor Party should not come into government expecting to continue a mandate when it was not 
being honest about what it was planning to do when it got to government. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, I have already had one discussion with you today about interjections and 
I will not allow them during this debate, thank you. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Thank you, Mr Acting President. It comes down to choice, members, of the 
Labor Party in government. Its priorities will not drive growth or jobs or enhance this state’s prosperity in any way. 
It is a very difficult position. If the government thinks it is in a difficult position now with this first budget, it will 
find itself in a lot more difficult position with its second budget if it plans to still deliver its $5 billion worth of 
election commitments. Not even all the election commitments are in the budget, yet we are free-falling as a result 
of no financial plan from this government for how we rectify that situation. That comes down to budget repair. 

What are the measures for budget repair? The Treasurer himself in opposition would have taken enormous delight 
in ripping apart a budget that he himself presented only one week ago. It is a budget full of broken promises and 
election commitments not fully costed or fully funded. Where did the local jobs initiatives come from? Once that 
money is expended, how will the government determine with the local community what is a local project or local 
job? There is no framework to any of that, yet the Treasurer while on the opposition benches would have absolutely 
loved to present to the Liberal–National government that we had no framework for delivering our funding. 
I suggest that the Treasurer had a choice. He deliberated over the budget for six months but not all the Labor 
government’s election commitments are even in the budget. The situation will get worse. Debt is heading past 
$43 billion and we do not have all the Labor government’s election commitments in this budget. Things are looking 
dire indeed for this government’s second budget if things continue the way they are. In fact, former Labor Treasurer 
Eric Ripper pointed out last week that funds for some big health and Metronet projects are not in the budget. People 
were expecting that, because apparently the Labor government is committed to Metronet. I nearly said “metrodebt” 
but I meant Metronet, but it may be the same thing. 

Hon Peter Collier: Did you say “metrodebt”? They’re interchangeable. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: It was a challenge to get that into my speech! 

I can accept that we need to tighten our belts and that the government needs to make decisions. 

Everyone in Western Australia understands the ridiculous situation we find ourselves in with the GST. Members 
of the Labor government understand that all members in the Western Australian Parliament will support any efforts 
made by the government to fix that GST system in its dealings with the federal government. But it is the system 
we have; we have all known it; it has been clear in the four-year forward budget estimates presented previously. 
That is an issue that must be fixed. It is a federal issue. None of us has our hands on the levers of that, but it has 
not been unknown to any of us, that is for sure. 

I want to the address some of the issues that have arisen in the last couple of days around the budget. Members 
will not be surprised to know that I will talk quickly about some of the royalties for regions programs across my 
electorate that have not received funding. I want to put them on the record for the house, to provide an 
understanding of just how massive the impact is on regional Western Australia. In North West Central the North 
West Health Initiative has been cut by $12.9 million; the Country Age Pension Fuel Card has been capped at 
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$3.5 million, because it is now not linked to CPI; the regional grants scheme has gone; the community chest fund 
has gone; the emergency services volunteer card benefit has been cut by around $3 million; and community 
resource centres will lose $14 million. The community pool revitalisation program, Pilbara health partnerships and 
the wild dog action plan funding is reduced. There is no more funding for regional community child care 
development. The Murchison water quality improvement program has been cut. Outback Way, the Wiluna to 
Meekatharra road sealing, has not been approved. As I said at the start of my speech, the Carnarvon residential 
aged-care facility has lost funding. In the Kimberley, of course, age pension fuel cards, the regional grants scheme, 
the community chest fund and the pool revitalisation program are not pork-barrelling programs, as suggested by 
some members of this house earlier today. Those programs touched the length and breadth of regional 
Western Australia, so every part of regional WA was part of that decision-making by the former government. That 
is not pork-barrelling. In the Kimberley, the Aboriginal community critical response fund has been cut, which is 
something we desperately need, as have funds for enhanced services for victims of crime within regional and 
remote areas. There is no ongoing funding for Aboriginal tourism development, and the Kimberley Science and 
Conservation Strategy has been cut. 
In the Pilbara, the renal dialysis at Newman Hospital has gone, and the Wickham skate park shade and lighting 
facilities have gone. They are exceptionally important in the Pilbara, where it is extremely hot, just as it is important 
to have a pool in Collie that is warm—apparently. Hedland Well Women’s Centre security and lighting, the 
exploration incentive scheme, the boarding away from home allowance and the Pilbara health partnership have 
received less funding. That is the Pilbara region. 
I was in Kalgoorlie yesterday. The Shire of Coolgardie and the post office are exceptionally disappointed about 
that. To its credit, the Shire of Laverton has really tried to understand the decision-making of government in not 
funding the health centre, the Laverton Community Hub, Norseman Airfield — 
Several members interjected.  
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! Hon Jacqui Boydell is not taking interjections and none should be 
offered. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: The Norseman Airfield, the Leonora Ageing in Place project, the Coolgardie post 
office refurbishment, the Kalgoorlie MRI machine, the exploration incentive scheme and the Kalgoorlie 
motorsport precinct are all exceptionally important to the local community. In Kalgoorlie, in particular, the 
increase to the gold royalty is obviously the major issue; it is everywhere. 
The other project that I wanted to talk about is the Balla Balla iron ore project. I note that the Karratha–Tom Price 
road is funded in the out years—in the forward estimates. In speaking with Balla Balla about that, I found that it 
has a very determined regional engagement policy and priority. It is very keen to have a local workforce. In 
a nutshell, in speaking with it since the announcement of the budget, although it is very happy that that road is 
being funded, the Flinders line near Tom Price will be impacted because BBI Group has gone with a dual strategy 
because it was not sure what would be funded. It has committed funding to build an aerodrome and a link to the 
Karratha–Tom Price road. The delay does not impact on the project going ahead but it impacts on the benefits of 
the regional engagement part of the project. It will have fewer regionally based employees because they cannot be 
driven to the mine from Karratha. That impacts on and delays its capacity to engage with a regional local 
workforce. That is not something that it wanted to do. It is very keen to have a residentially based workforce. 
Considering the iron ore sector in the Pilbara in particular has always had a FIFO mindset, this has really been 
a big game changer in the community. Balla Balla in particular has really worked hard with the local communities 
to try to get that residentially based workforce. I am glad that the minister, who is in the house, heard that. I am 
sure that Balla Balla is making those representations to the member. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! Hon Jacqui Boydell has the call. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I am repeating almost word for word what it said to me today. I am sure that in time, 
if it has not already, it will ask the minister if there is any capacity to look at that funding again. The minister 
seems to be able to do that with other projects. This one is exceptionally important to jobs and residential 
workforces in the Pilbara. The City of Karratha and certainly Balla Balla would really appreciate it if that could 
be looked at. The sooner the road is built, obviously, the sooner the region can benefit from that because it is going 
towards a residentially based workforce. 
I also wanted to put on the record the announcements that the National Party has made in the last couple of days; 
that is, we will not be supporting an increase in the gold royalty and we do not support the changes that will be 
made to payroll tax. The National Party said very clearly that it will not vote against the appropriation bills because 
that blocks supply and that is not good for the state, but we will use every mechanism that we have available to us 
to oppose those two things in particular. I wanted to try to explain some of the reasons we are doing that. The 
increase to payroll tax affects 1 300 businesses—1 300 local employers. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Like BHP and Rio. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I will get to that. I thank the minister for raising that. If, as the minister suggested, 
BHP and Rio Tinto can carry that cost, 1 098 other businesses do not have to. The fact is that other options and 
choices are available to the current government around revenue sources. It would be no surprise to members of the 
house that I will raise the special lease rental. That has been raised in the media recently as an alternative. The 
government will probably have to find an alternative income revenue. The increase to payroll tax affects many 
businesses and local employers in Western Australia, and we do not support that. 

We have had a longstanding position on opposing increases to gold royalties. Although we have a policy on 
reforming payroll tax to encourage job creation, it is not our position to simply increase it. As I keep saying, the 
government can make choices. It can determine to deliver its $5 billion worth of election commitments, which 
have resulted in increased debt of $11 billion. If Labor had a real commitment to fiscal responsibility, it would 
scale back or defer its election commitments or pursue a revenue source that makes a dent in the debt over the 
forward estimates. It has chosen to do neither of those things. Instead, it has raided the royalties for regions 
program, targeted WA households by increasing power and water charges, increased payroll tax, which is a tax 
directly on jobs, and increased the gold royalty; and it will sack 3 000 public sector workers. They are the choices 
that the government made. These measures will net $3.5 billion. There is an alternative—one that I and my 
colleagues have spoken about many times and one that we were brave enough to take to an election. We took our 
position to an election. That alternative would raise $7.2 billion over the next four years. There is an alternative. 
As I said, the Nationals will not block supply. We support the two appropriation bills being considered by the 
Parliament. However, I say again that in the state Parliament we will block any moves made by the McGowan 
government to increase the gold royalty or payroll tax. Raiding royalties for regions, targeting the gold sector, 
avoiding the iron ore sector and increasing payroll tax is not the way to fix the budget. 

I also want to put on the record some of the things that have been said to me. I am sure that when Labor members 
move out of this house and start selling the budget, they will be asked whether the Labor Party has a mandate 
to introduce these measures. That question has been asked of me. As I said earlier, the Labor Party voted against 
every revenue measure that the previous Liberal–National government introduced. It is not unusual for 
oppositions to vote against revenue measures. There is no surprise there. We do not agree with all the choices 
Labor has made. I think they are the wrong choices, and we will vote accordingly, as we are entitled to do in 
this house. 

The other question we are asked is: if the gold royalty increase is blocked, will the Nationals accept responsibility 
for Ben Wyatt’s bank tax, which the Treasurer flagged sometime over the weekend? After the election, I noted 
that he said — 

Hon Martin Aldridge: In his talking points that were leaked. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: That is right. Thank you for reminding me about that, honourable member. That is 
where I read it—in the talking points that were leaked. The Treasurer has a clear choice: if the gold royalty and 
payroll tax do not get up, he will go to a bank tax. If the Treasurer chooses to bring in a bank tax rather than 
deferring election commitments or looking for other revenue sources, that will be his decision as the Treasurer to 
make. He will need to own those decisions. A bank tax will simply add another impost on the lives of ordinary 
Western Australians—the mums and dads who voted him in under false pretences—already reeling from 
a $440 increase to fees and charges quietly hidden in July and announced before the budget. The government must 
explain why it is relying on revenue sources that will have a real and negative impact on ordinary 
Western Australians and why it is not prepared to have tough conversations with BHP and Rio Tinto. 

Another question we are asked is: the Nationals helped wreck the state’s finances in government—I have heard 
members say that often—now they are doing so in opposition, so are the Nationals the most financially reckless 
political party in Western Australia? I hear that question posed mostly by members opposite. Royalties for regions 
is only three per cent of total government expenditure, yet it has been the first target of this government, which 
came to power without a financial plan. Royalties for regions is only three per cent of the state’s budget, yet it is 
the first fund that is targeted by this government, which indicates to the people of Western Australia, and 
particularly people living in regional areas, the priority of regional Western Australia to this government. This 
government has shown that it is willing to break promises, but only when it affects a section of the community 
that cannot retaliate or fight back. It does not want to have tough arguments with BHP or Rio Tinto. It does not 
want a campaign run against them. It does not want transparency presented to the people of Western Australia 
around its decision-making. The government is not being responsible; it is being selfish. The government can 
reduce its election commitments or it can sit down with BHP and Rio Tinto and negotiate with them to pay their 
fair share. The government was prepared to sit down with the gold sector—it just made an announcement—and it 
is not prepared to sit down with BHP and Rio Tinto. It is only prepared to sit down with the gold industry, the 
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smaller industry—I would suggest that it is not big business—but is not prepared to sit down with big business, 
the ones with deep pockets that can run campaigns against it. There is something not quite right in that. 

Another question that is posed and that I have heard members opposite ask is: the Nationals went to the election 
with a plan to increase taxes on iron ore miners; is it not hypocritical to block Labor’s efforts to raise revenue from 
the same sector? Let me get this on the record. Increasing the special lease rental paid by BHP and Rio Tinto, 
which has not increased since the 1960s, is very different from increasing the royalty rate on an entire sector. Our 
plan would have raised $7.2 billion over the forward estimates; the Labor government, targeting gold miners, will 
raise $392 million—that is a promise not even worth breaking. It will not deliver any change in the state budget. 
The Nationals’ plan was to increase a fee that iron ore miners already pay. 

The other matter I am asked about is: the gold price has steadily increased from about $500 to $1 500 per ounce 
over the last 10 years; it is currently about $1 600. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Surely the gold sector can afford an increase of 1.25 per cent? Gold miners have very 
thin margins in comparison with the iron ore sector. That is a well-known fact. Any impost would derail expansion 
plans and deliver a cutback on exploration. Mark McGowan said that introducing a mining tax, as he called the 
gold royalty increase, would cripple the gold sector. In fact, Premier Mark McGowan once said — 

Gold, by its nature, can often be very marginal. A lot of work, a lot of processing, a lot of employment—
but at the end of the day, costs are high and if this royalty comes in, mines will close and jobs will be lost. 

He said that when he was having his photo taken on the front steps of Parliament House. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: A gold royalty is a revenue-based royalty and it can mean the difference between a project 
being economic and non-economic. They are vastly different. We cannot compare the two sectors in any way. 

Another question or comment that I have read recently is: Is this just sour grapes by the National Party? The 
National Party had one idea; the Labor Party has another. Why not let Labor get on with it? This is about keeping 
the government honest. The Premier promised not to introduce any new taxes in Western Australia and on 
Western Australians, and he specifically promised not to increase royalties in the gold sector. So, no, this is not 
sour grapes; this is about holding the Premier and his government to account for the decisions they have made. He 
said that he would run an honest and transparent government. That means that he has to be honest and transparent 
about the decisions that he makes. He should not expect this house to rubberstamp them. This house, the 
Legislative Council, is about holding the government to account, and it will do so. It is the role of the 
Legislative Council, in fact, to hold the government to account. The Premier essentially lied to Western Australians 
to win office and is now changing the rules in the middle of the game so that Labor can deliver on Metronet. That 
is what this is about. Although we will not be blocking the appropriation bills, we will be stopping the government 
from accessing close to $800 million in revenue. Where should the government find that revenue? I suggest that 
the Treasurer make better choices. As I said at the outset, bringing together a budget is about choices—choices 
that do not impact on those who can least afford it or cost Western Australians jobs. 

In my closing statements this afternoon, I refer to an argument that is always put forward when a government is 
deciding whether to increase the special lease rental. During the election campaign we heard from the Chamber of 
Minerals and Energy, the Labor Party and others that we should not do it and that it will be no good because it will 
be redistributed via the GST over east. I have a couple of comments in response to that. It will be no surprise to 
anyone that I genuinely believe that the CME is on the wrong track. If we take the position that we should not 
increase the special lease rental or gold royalties because all of it is redistributed over east, why did we read into 
this house yesterday the state agreement on the Balla project? 

If the government argues that we should not make decisions to increase the revenue of the state because it gets 
redistributed over east, then it is essentially arguing for no investment or exploration in this state and no jobs, no 
investment and no future, because all the revenue will be redistributed. If we argue that we should do nothing and 
sit on our hands in terms of state development because it all gets redistributed, then essentially we make no 
decisions and we become a Victoria, a Tasmania or a New South Wales. They do not develop projects because 
they actually get their revenue from their pokies. That is the wrong argument. I do not think that 
Western Australians, or any government in its right mind if it has the interests of its state at heart, would argue 
that we should not invest in state and regional development and future-building projects for the state. Yes, the GST 
system is broken. Yes, it needs fixing—definitely. However, the way not to do it is to bring the state to a halt, 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 14 September 2017] 

 p4039b-4052a 
Hon Diane Evers; Hon Martin Aldridge; Acting President; Hon Jacqui Boydell 

 [15] 

because we will not get the benefit of that investment. I suggest that government members consider that. This state 
needs them to make tough choices. It needs them to support investment and state development. Decisions made in 
the state’s interests are at the heart of every government and all Western Australians who want to see the state 
move forward. It is not an argument to suggest that we should not change anything, do anything different or look 
for new sources of income revenue. I do not agree with that philosophy. 

In closing, better choices need to be made. Some tough decisions will have to be made by members of this house 
in particular, and those choices need to be honest and transparent and not cost jobs for Western Australians and 
regional Western Australia in particular. 

Debate interrupted until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Ken Baston. 

[Continued on page 4055.] 
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