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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 22 June on the following motion moved by Hon Helen Morton (Parliamentary Secretary) — 

That pursuant to standing order 49(1)(c), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 2044A–H 
(budget papers 2010–11) laid upon the table of the house on 20 May 2010. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.31 pm]: I rise this 
evening to make a few comments about the budget that has been presented this year. I will confine my comments 
this year to the area of science and innovation. I feel a bit of deja vu, as last year at the tail end of my speech on 
last year’s budget I made some comments about my concerns at that time about where the state was heading in 
the area of science and innovation. The Leader of the House, who was in the chamber at the time, said that he 
would convey some of those concerns to the then minister, and I did get some response back on that. 

However, in this past year there has been a lot of change in this area, particularly in the handling by individuals 
who have the carriage of this portfolio. It concerns me that when Labor was in government it had put quite a 
significant amount of money into various budgets to provide support to this very area of research and industry in 
our state. In the last couple of years we have seen a very steady erosion of the level of support that previously 
existed. The response I get when I meet with various players in this area, both from industry and from academia, 
is one of frustration and very much of concern about funding levels not only for current projects or programs that 
are happening in this state, but also for where we go to in the future. 

I listened with interest earlier today when the Leader of the House was speaking on another motion. He talked up 
the importance of the resources sector and how we need to create jobs in the resources sector. I sat in this place 
thinking that one way we could be looking to create jobs in the resources sector would be to provide the 
appropriate amount of funding, guidance and direction in the area of science and innovation. What are we doing 
to encourage young people to go down the paths of geology, engineering, chemistry, maths, agriculture, 
biotechnology, medicine and any other area of scientific research? If we want people to be enthusiastic about 
going into the resources sector, we should be doing whatever we can to encourage them in those areas of study, 
at both secondary and tertiary levels. We should be saying that it is a viable career; that it is not just about 
driving trucks or digging up a resource; and that a lot of other very important work associated with the resources 
sector comes through the science avenue. 

It is very disappointing to note that the level of funding in the budget for science and innovation drops from 
about $36 million this year to about $3.2 million in 2013–14. That steady erosion of funding is a real concern. It 
has got to the point where people are starting to ask, “Why does the government even continue to include the 
words ‘science and innovation’ in the heading of the department? Why does the minister dare to call himself the 
Minister for Science and Innovation when we do not have the right level of funding?” When I go through some 
further detail in my speech, I will compare what is happening in WA with what is happening in some other 
states. 

We in Western Australia have the capacity to provide support to a vital and fully sustainable industry in the 
science and innovation area. We have the opportunity to be competitors on the world stage, not just with other 
countries, but also with other states. If we look to what is happening in New South Wales and Victoria and with 
the federal government, we can see that they are just pouring money into this area. They are very targeted and 
have a plan in place because they see the value in this vital area, not just in the benefits that arise from the 
research that is done by the people in these various areas of study, but also through the benefit in jobs created 
and in the boost to their state economies. I do not know why we have missed the boat on that, why we are not 
taking on board that very important message, and why this government has sought to downgrade the level of 
support or level of engagement. 

I know that the previous Minister for Science and Innovation, Treasurer and Minister for Housing—whatever he 
was—really was not as engaged with this area. I know that he was very busy with a range of other portfolios—he 
was obviously very busy with a range of other activities—and perhaps did not pay due regard to this portfolio. I 
know that he used to be great on the song and dance stuff and performed very well at functions. It is all very well 
to do the window casing, but he actually had to deliver and I do not think he did deliver. I think that this 
particular department was one that when it came to the three per cent budget cut, it was an easy target; it was a 
soft target. We saw that while the former minister had the stewardship of this portfolio, funding was constantly 
slashed. 

If we go back through the first budget, the first midyear review and the second budget, we can see that the 
government was constantly carving out money, shutting down programs and pulling money out of other projects 
to the point that we started to see that impact on issues such as the Gravity Discovery Centre at Gingin. I know 
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that a number of members who sit in this chamber have taken up that particular issue and are very concerned 
about it, not just because of the loss of state funding to that project. I must say that that project has just received a 
boost of about $35 000; but that will take it to only 30 June. Who knows what happens after 30 June? 
Unfortunately I was unable to sit in on the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations hearing 
earlier this week with the Department of Commerce. I hope members raised that matter at that time and got some 
answers. I can see Hon Philip Gardiner shaking his head; I therefore assume that the matter was not canvassed 
with the department at that time. That is a real shame. We might have to take up that issue again. However, this 
issue is not just about state funding. The fact is that the funding was connected to federal funding. I understand 
that a number of key research projects have the potential to terminate because they will lose the federal 
contribution to their projects. 

I am quite perturbed that there is this potentially strong, viable industry that could pervade through a range of 
areas of work in this state, yet the government is dropping the ball. I do not know how far the government thinks 
$3.2 million of research funding will have gone in a couple of years. When we look at what is happening with 
other types of funding, that is a very small amount. It is unbelievable that the government is not putting in this 
type of resource.  

I will give members a comparison of New South Wales and Victoria. The New South Wales government—this is 
information from its budget for this year—has two separate funding components in this very important area. 
Firstly, it has allocated $137.6 million to science and research activities, which includes agriculture, fisheries and 
forestry. Secondly, it has allocated $47.2 million to science and medical research policy and industry innovation. 
I will give a couple of examples of what the NSW government is doing with that $47 million in that second 
category of science and medical research. We have $35 million, which will ultimately be $3.16 million in a 
couple of years. The papers I have outline what the department has achieved and what it aims to do with this 
money. It intends to develop the Innovation Pathways program to accelerate the growth of New South Wales 
organisations seeking to commercialise innovative technologies. We do not have anything that can do that. We 
have nothing in Western Australia that will support and encourage concepts from origin to market or from 
concept to market. We do not have that any more. We do not have the capacity to establish incubators in 
Western Australia any more. We have some privately funded incubators in Western Australia but we do not have 
any state support for those processes. New South Wales is leading the way in that area.  

With this money the NSW government also provides critical support to 17 medical research institutes through 
the Medical Research Support program, enabling research into a range of health conditions. It also provides for 
investments through the science leveraging fund that helps attract federal funding and develops research nodes. 
We do not have that either. We used to have a range of centres of excellence but that funding was scrapped a 
couple of years ago. I think that was one of the first areas of funding to be culled by the new government. We are 
missing out on opportunities. New South Wales has identified that this is an important area for the future that it 
should be funding. It knows that it should not just look at what is happening right now but at how it can attract 
and retain other funding, be it public or private, and support people working in this area. We have none of that. 
In the current budget and in the budgets for the next couple of years, we will not have any of that either. That is a 
concern. That is the recent budget for New South Wales.  

I now turn to Victoria’s budget for this year. It has allocated $164.9 million for its science and technology area. 
That compares to $35 million and then down to $3.2 million in WA. I say to the minister sitting across from me 
that this is an important area. In fact, we should probably provide support to a range of his portfolios as well—
vital areas of research and development that will provide support to the work that he does. We will not have the 
money to do that because this government is not engaged on it.  

The new Minister for Science and Innovation, Bill Marmion, seems to be quite keen. He has an engineering 
background. He seems to be quite committed to engaging with us. He seems to be a nice bloke.  

Hon Peter Collier: Top bloke. 

Hon KATE DOUST: He does come across as a top bloke and people say that he is. I do not know whether he 
has the grunt in cabinet to put the pressure on the government to deliver the dollars.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Madam Deputy President, I thought I had the call. I do not need the assistance of my 
colleagues or the government to slow me down. 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Helen Morton): Members! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I chose to look at the budgets of those two states but I could have picked South Australia, 
which also has substantial funding and a very good system of incubators to help people develop concepts and 
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take them through to market. I could have talked about Queensland, which has a fabulous funding arrangement 
where it seeks tripartite funding for its projects and has been able to attract large private dollars to a range of 
very important research projects. We do not have any of that. As the state government has cut and cut in this area 
and has not given any thought to a forward plan, we are relying more heavily on the federal government to 
provide the extra dollars that we need.  

We should look at vitally important projects such as the Square Kilometre Array project. I know that at least one 
of our members in this chamber has recently been to an SKA function, and I look forward to hearing about that. 
That is one of the biggest science projects we will ever see in this country, and it is fully supported by all 
political parties. When Labor was in government, we were very keen to move it along. Minister Marmion 
indicated that there might be some money for that in a couple of years but he would have to negotiate for that. 
The money is coming from the feds. It is more of a federal project than a Western Australian project, and that is 
a concern. I hope that the state government starts to up the ante on that project because it will need to think about 
putting in more and engaging more. I know that in recent discussions overseas, Senator Carr, the federal minister 
responsible for this area, spoke about changing the parameters for the SKA so it is moving away from the 
political area to a technical area, which is more to our advantage. All of those things are good but my worry is 
that we are relying on that part of government to back us up. It will support the projects it wants but it is not 
necessarily always what the state will need.  

We have seen the federal government put money into the Pawsey High Performance Computing Centre for SKA 
Science at Kensington. I think it just put $43 million into CSIRO’s geothermal site in Kensington, which is a 
fabulous project. It has given money for the rollout of broadband from Perth to Geraldton, another fabulous 
project. All of these things are happening but there is no real state engagement on these projects, and that is a 
concern. How will we generate jobs and futures for people in this state who want to get engaged in this area if 
the state is not prepared to put its money where its mouth is? That is a real concern. I do not know how we 
change that. I do not know what the new minister has to do to get the support of government to put the money 
into these areas. Maybe he can tap into royalties for regions. Maybe we can start to establish incubators in 
regional areas. Maybe we could re-badge it or move it around. I do not know the answer. At some point the 
government needs to be honest and say that it will put money into this area and have a plan for the future and 
work out how it can encourage people to invest, engage and contribute via research and plan where we can 
create jobs.  

I do not know what sort of analysis has been done in the training area to encourage people to move into these 
specialist areas of science and research. Maybe the State Training Board should look at that when it does its 
annual review and come up with a plan. It does not necessarily mean that people need a tertiary qualification to 
engage in this type of work but I think it is an area that needs to be focused on. When we meet with the 
universities, they say that their real disappointment is that they do not feel they are getting the support from the 
government when it comes to areas such as education and science. I met with some people from the University 
of Western Australia in 2009 and they said that only three dedicated maths teachers graduated from UWA in 
2008. They had gone on to teach but there were only three teachers. They were particularly concerned about 
students in the rural areas who did not have dedicated science or maths teachers who could teach them about that 
particular subject. They obviously had great teachers who were disciplined in other areas but they did not 
necessarily have the expertise, the technique or the passion for science or maths. I am not saying that is not a 
good thing. Why should children in regional areas be disadvantaged because we cannot put the focus on 
educating people who have the interest and skills to teach those specific areas? We need to encourage kids from 
the bush to go on to become mathematicians, chemists, geologists and engineers and work in all the other 
science and innovation areas. It should not just be a city focus. The government needs to think about how it 
invests right from the word go. How do we encourage people to participate in science and innovation from the 
word go? Is it through education? We have to look at how it is structured and funded. Is it through grants and 
programs?  

The innovator of the year award was stopped a year ago. It has been restarted but is now at a lower level. The 
grand prize for the innovator of the year used to be $100 000; it is now $25 000 cash and $25 000 in kind. I am 
not too sure what the kind is. Even the amounts allocated to the scientist of the year have been cut back. These 
were all soft targets for the former minister when he wanted to make savings. My argument is we should be 
boosting these. We should be raising the profile of these types of arrangements and promoting them. We should 
be saying to people, “This is a really good thing to be involved with. Yes, we are going to support it fully and 
encourage people to participate.” When we look around at other places, we see that the value of research science 
and innovation is on a much higher pedestal. People see this as a very positive avenue for the future. I do not 
think we have got there yet. Science and innovation is an area that was squeezed simply because the government 
had to save money. It is there in name but there is not much money.  
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I have looked at the estimates session that occurred in the Legislative Assembly. There was very little discussion 
about what is happening in this area. That may be because the minister is relatively new to this portfolio. Maybe 
there are things that he is planning but he certainly has not come out and talked about it. As an aside, I am 
pleased that we have a new minister. Having attended a number of functions with the former minister, 
Mr Buswell, I am pleased that I do not have to listen to the same old big-bang joke anymore. It got a bit 
repetitious after hearing it at all these Square Kilometre Array and ITC functions. I hope that Bill Marmion has a 
new line of joke in his delivery!  

Another area I want to pick up on that has been very important is the Premier’s Science and Innovation Council. 
The former minister last year decided to conduct a review into the Premier’s Science and Innovation Council. 
The government canned the Technology and Industry Advisory Council and decided to have a review into the 
Premier’s Science and Innovation Council and its operations. Late last year, after that review, the former 
minister set up an Interim Council for Science and Innovation, comprising half a dozen highly qualified and very 
good people. They were to provide yet again another report to the minister about the way forward. I met with 
Charles Morgan, who is the chair. I think I met with him prior to Christmas. We had a very robust and healthy 
discussion about where we both thought science and innovation could go in this state. I thought he was very 
proactive and progressive. I look forward to seeing the outcomes of his discussions both with members of his 
council and with the minister.  

We are now almost at the end of June, so it is more than six months since I met with Mr Morgan. I have not seen 
any press releases come out of the minister’s office. We have not had any word about what the government is 
planning to do. I have asked questions here about this. I was told that by the middle of the year the new science 
council would be up and running. We are now at the middle of the year—albeit one week away—and there has 
been no word of what is happening. There has been no direction or comment on the original review. We do not 
know what is going on. I know, however, that the former minister’s office and the new minister’s office has had 
the report from the interim council since February. I do not know why the government is sitting on that report 
from the Interim Council for Science and Innovation. I do not know what is holding it up. Here we are in the 
middle of the year and the science community fully expected it would have a new council in place to start talking 
about moving forward and about the government’s plans for science in the state.  

I have a number of concerns about the review that was initially conducted. One concern is the future role of the 
Chief Scientist. Our current Chief Scientist does a fabulous job as an advocate in this state. I would have thought 
that, given the review, the recommendation to move forward would be to make that position perhaps even more 
independent and to have a bigger say in how things are done. The Chief Scientist, until the point of the review, 
had direct contact with the responsible minister and with a number of other ministers. I know the Minister for 
Environment recently used the Chief Scientist’s services in the dolphin inquiry. She does outstanding work. She 
has great vision for some of the things that could be done in our state with science and innovation. She is 
fabulous when it comes to encouraging young people to engage in this area. She does a lot of work with schools. 
It is a very important area for us to have a lead person out there selling and promoting not just that area but also 
our state .  

It was very disappointing when the science review came out last year. We have seen what has happened with the 
role of the Chief Scientist. The role is no longer to be seen as an independent, separate person but now to be seen 
as an officer of the department. The role does not have a direct link to the board and to the minister but is an 
officer of the department. I thought: that could be anyone. What qualifications, what sort of cachet is brought to 
the role if it is not separate and independent, to be recognised by peers as leading the way? That is a real 
concern. I wait with bated breath to see whether the new minister decides to change the position on the future 
role of the Chief Scientist.  

Recently, a number of members in this chamber and the other chamber were fortunate enough to spend some 
time in Israel. Hon Michael Mischin, Hon Adele Farina and Hon Liz Behjat from this chamber spent 10 days in 
Israel. Having done some work on how Israel addresses this issue, it was very interesting to see that the roles of 
the Chief Scientist are quite different. Members might think Israel is a separate country, it has a different make-
up, but we should think about how that country operates. It is a country of seven million people. It operates in 
splendid isolation but with different issues. Fortunately, we do not have the same political issues that Israel does. 
It has developed in splendid isolation. Israel has had to be quite creative and forceful so that it can become very 
good at what it does. One of the standout areas is the way the Office of the Chief Scientist is structured. The 
Office of the Chief Scientist pretty much has the carriage. It is appointed to ensure that government policy as it 
relates to science and innovation moves ahead. That individual has the capacity to make decisions about where 
funding goes in Israel—which programs, which projects and which concepts will be supported. Israel has 
decided that, as it needs to be very progressive in this area, it funds its science and innovation area by millions 
and millions of dollars. The Chief Scientist oversees a series of panels. Various projects are put to these panels 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 23 June 2010] 

 p4422c-4428a 
Hon Kate Doust 

 [5] 

for funding. The Chief Scientist will select which ones get involvement funding. Israel does not take the 
approach that it will not fund a certain project because it is too risky; it will give most projects a go. Part of that 
is because if the project is successful, the Israeli government gets a five per cent royalty return on that project. 
That money is then fed back into the budget, so money is constantly being fed back into this very important area. 
I thought that was a great concept. The Israeli government is prepared to take the risk to get projects from 
concept to market, and we have seen that it has been very successful. The people in that country have thought 
outside the box about how they deal with this area. It is a vastly different situation in that country, but it is useful 
to see how people are prepared to be creative and adaptive to get an advantage for their situation. 

In 1990, I think, about one million Russian refugees arrived in Israel. I see that Hon Michael Mischin has heard 
all this, so he is just going to have to listen to it again. Israel wondered what it was going to do with these 
refugees; they were highly skilled engineers, IT specialists and research people. Israel developed a quick-fix, 
you-beaut, learn Hebrew and adapt solution. These people were found jobs and homes and were settled. They 
were set up in the IT area in particular, and Israel is now pretty much at the cutting edge of IT development. 
Western Australia is importing quite a bit of that technology because of the work that Israel has done. It thought 
through how to get the best out of the people who were coming to live in that country, how to utilise their skills 
and how to fund it. It has come up with a very successful funding model, and it just keeps ticking away. Israel 
has decided that this is its future. It wants to be successful. 

Some of the examples that we saw when we were in Israel were quite exciting. It was not just major corporations 
that were doing this. We went to a number of kibbutzim. We went to one place that had developed a drip 
irrigation system, Netafim, which we get here in Australia. I understand that it is exported to about 130 or 150-
odd countries. It is a fabulous irrigation system. That particular kibbutz was a multimillion-dollar profit-making 
design. That community now sees the benefit of the system. We also saw that some communities had spent a lot 
of time and effort to engage in research and development. One young fellow told us that he grew up on the 
kibbutz and when he finished school at one o’clock in the afternoon, he would go off to the research and 
development set-up and spend his afternoon doing research. How many Australian kids at the age of 12 or 13 
would be excited about doing that? But that is what that young fellow did. The people in that community have 
developed the culture that that is part of life; it is about planning for the future. They get people engaged in 
science and innovation, and people are excited about being involved in it because they see the return to their 
community, to their economy and to their country. We saw examples of irrigation systems and the solar thermal 
system. We saw a lot of different examples of the science of, and research into, water. 

Hon Liz Behjat interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I was just coming to Better Place. We all went to the Better Place facility near Tel 
Aviv and we got to test drive those fabulous electric cars. These people have been encouraged to invest their 
time and money, with the full support of the government, because the government understands the ongoing 
return to its coffers.  

Hon Liz Behjat interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, they also have external support. That is something that perhaps Australia needs to 
learn to do better. It is something that I encourage the new Minister for Science and Innovation to do, because I 
think there is capacity to encourage private citizens to contribute to this area. I do not think it is something that 
we have ever really given much thought to. 

The annual budget in Israel to be allocated to the area of science and innovation is $300 million. I know it is a 
separate country. Its population is different and Western Australia is much bigger in size. In comparison, we 
have similar types of opportunities. We certainly have the universities and the business opportunities here. We 
have the capacity to get business engaged with both universities and industry, but we do not appear to have that 
genuine support from government in terms of dollars so that we can move forward. That is a real 
disappointment. That is a real weakness on the part of the government. I hope that the new minister, Bill 
Marmion, who does not have the other onerous portfolio responsibilities of the former minister, will be able to 
engage at a deeper level with this area and get some results. I hope that when he eventually gets his act together 
and tables the report from the interim council, he will do something that I have not seen many ministers in this 
place do—that is, formulate a plan for where we go with science and innovation in Western Australia, a plan that 
will deal with how he is going to get the money and from where. 

There are some great opportunities here and I would hate to think that Western Australia will miss the boat 
simply because the government of the day is not prepared to invest in this area. It has been put to me by people, 
particularly in the information and communications technology industry, that they feel frustrated in dealing with 
this government on this issue because they do not get funding. They think that they will just sit it out and wait 
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until the next change of government, or they will go elsewhere. It still amazes me that Perth has a number of 
highly successful companies that are unknown to most of us because they do their business offshore. They 
develop their product here and sell it offshore, and we do not know about them. I do not think we are tapping 
into their success as we should. If the government had a plan in place and was properly connected to these areas 
of industry, we would be able to tap into their success and use it to encourage others to follow them. One way of 
doing that would be for the government to follow the example of places such as Israel, New South Wales and 
South Australia and look to establish government-funded incubators that provide the appropriate levels of 
support to individuals so that they can develop their concepts, regardless of the area that they are studying in, and 
get that concept to market or get that product developed, be it mechanical, medicine or whatever. That is what is 
missing here. The government thinks that it can just put it to one side and rely on the feds to bring in the money 
and that will solve the problem. 

At some point we have to ask: what are we going to do? We have not seen one new project from this government 
in the area of science and innovation. It has continued to support projects that were initiated under the previous 
government, or it has cut those projects or it is providing non-financial support to projects that the federal 
government is supporting. At some point the government has to make a contribution. It has to look at what the 
other states are doing and it has to ask, “Do we want to be a leader, do we want to be successful in this area, and 
do we want to create jobs and get a benefit for our state, or do we want to be a follower and lose out to what is 
happening elsewhere?” According to the universities and to industry, we have an opportunity to be a leader in 
this part of the world, to be a jumping point into Asia, to develop our areas of research, to develop our young 
people and provide them with job opportunities and to get a return, yet we are missing the boat because the 
government has slashed and burned in this area. If Bill Marmion does not have the backbone to stand up to his 
cabinet colleagues—I sincerely hope that he does—and demand that the government fund this area, that will be a 
major loss for the people of this state. 

I return to how I started my speech tonight. I listened to the Leader of the House today talk about how we create 
jobs in the resources sector. I think that this is one way we can look to do that. If we do not work out how we are 
going to encourage young people to move into that area not just through driving trucks or digging up the 
resource but to go into those other very important areas of being geologists, engineers, chemists, mathematicians, 
doctors or any other sort of researcher such as in the fisheries area or agriculture—any of those areas—where 
will we be in 20 or 30 years’ time? This is not something we are planning for, for the next five or 10 years; this 
is about long-term planning and where we want to be as a state in the next 20, 30, or 50 years’ time. Quite 
frankly, I would like us to be a leader in this area, but because the government is not prepared to put sufficient 
money in, we will be a follower and we will lose out on opportunities. I look to the Minister for Energy, who has 
some exciting opportunities in his portfolio around geothermal and solar energy, and all the renewables. It is 
essential to provide the funding in his area so that Western Australia can be at the leading edge in some of those 
areas, but unless he receives the funding in his portfolio area, it will be very difficult for the minister to 
encourage people to do the work in this area. 

This year’s budget, looking at the area of science and innovation, was a major disappointment. I will be 
pleasantly surprised if it turns about in the next 12 months, but there has been no indication from the government 
that it is actually interested. People in industry refer to the Premier as a Luddite because he does not understand 
the nature of this business and has no interest in this area. It is very disappointing for them as well. I sincerely 
hope that there will be some sort of turnaround and the government will wake up. Last year the Leader of the 
House said he would take my concerns on board as the representative of the Minister for Science and Innovation 
in this chamber, so I hope he will take my message back to Bill Marmion, MLA, which is that I hope he is 
beavering away in cabinet and putting together a decent bid for the next budget and the next round of funding so 
that he can put some dollars into this area. If he is not, it is just simply a name, a label, and not worth the paper it 
is printed on. If we are going to move forward, the government needs to put money where it is important. I have 
outlined some of my concerns is this area and some of the alternatives in other states and other places where they 
have taken up the challenge and invested and are now seeing the results. I say to this government tonight that it 
has a challenge ahead of it and it needs to take up that challenge so that the children in this state can plan for 
their future in these very, very interesting and exciting areas of work and study. If the government does not take 
up that challenge, it will find it very difficult to find people to fill those gaps in the future. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ken Baston.  
 


