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Division 55:  Industry and Technology, $167 234 000 - 
Mr McRae, Chairman. 

Mr Brown, Minister for State Development. 

Dr P.R. Schapper, Director General. 

Mr J. Tondut, Acting Executive Director, Government Commerce. 

Mr P. Stafford, Acting Director, Corporate Services. 

Mr S. Whitehouse, Principal Policy Adviser, Office of Minister for State Development. 

Mr J. Loney, Project Director, Department of Conservation and Land Management. 

Mr DAY:  I will commence with a general question.  I refer to the first dot point on page 945, which states in 
part - 

The Western Australian economy continues to be heavily influenced by trends in the world economy. 

That, of course, is something we would agree with.  There was a major shock to the world economy on 
11 September, and that was in the midst of what was considered to be a general downturn in the United States 
and Japanese economies, which have a considerable flow-on effect to our economy in Western Australia.  Can 
the minister provide us with information about how the Government sees the impact of the recent international 
events affecting our economy and our future industrial development and investment projections within Western 
Australia? 

Mr BROWN:  I think it is still too early to assess the full economic impact of the terrorist attacks that happened 
in New York and Washington on 11 September.  Although that has had a major impact on the world economy, 
and will reverberate right around the world and affect Australia, we have also had other impacts that will affect 
our economy - the collapse of Ansett Australia Ltd some two days later has already impacted on the tourism 
industry and, prior to that, the collapse of HIH Insurance impacted on the building industry.  A number of factors 
outside the control of the State are having an impact on the world economy and our own economy.  It is a little 
too early to say what the level of that impact will be.  For example, while there has been a shock in the tourism 
industry, a major campaign is now under way to try to get more people to take holidays in their home State, or 
people to come from interstate to try to overcome some of the gaps that might occur with international tourism.  
We may see a situation in which people from other countries who travelled to the United States for holidays may 
now travel to Australia because they see it is a safe place.  A number of other opportunities - I do not like to use 
that word - may arise as a result of what has occurred.  The one thing we have seen with the Australian business 
community generally is an ability to adapt fairly quickly to the new circumstances.  People will re-appraise their 
forward plans for the new circumstance - the uncertain times in which we live.  This will have an impact.  
However, it is too early to say what that impact will be.  To a considerable extent, it will be determined by 
factors beyond our control.  

[9.10 am] 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I refer to major policy decisions on page 946 of the Budget Statements, in 
particular, the section on decisions taken since the state election.  How was the priority assurance dividend of 
$3.168 million determined for not only this year but also the forward estimates?  Also, in the item on travel, 
advertising and consultancy savings, the figure of $791 000 is the same in each year.  Is that a general figure in 
the budget outlook, or is there a specific target list of consultancies and travel expenses that will be cut in the 
ministry?   

Mr BROWN:  The savings in expenditure on travel, advertising and consultancies relate to a general policy that 
applied across almost all agencies.  We can provide those figures, but they are based on a percentage.  Each 
department looked at the amount spent on those areas in the previous two years and based reductions on a 
formula, which I am happy to provide to the member. 

Mr STAFFORD:  The Departments of Contract and Management Services and Commerce and Trade - as they 
were then - were asked to provide details to Treasury on their expenditures on travel, advertising and 
consultancies in the previous two years.  Treasury then applied a formula; and, as I recall, the advertising budget 
was reduced by 20 per cent.  That was made across the out years as well as the current budget year.  Departments 
were asked to put in place mechanisms to achieve reductions in expenditures on those items.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Obviously a fair of amount work that is undertaken within this portfolio relates to 
overseas travel.  I am trying to determine whether the cost savings in this area were calculated on a mathematical 
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basis or whether travel expenses for particular projects were examined and the consequences of a percentage cut 
from lost trade opportunities factored in.  Did you consider the significant benefits to Western Australian 
industry of the trade opportunities that have been derived from some of the overseas work carried out by the 
department?  As the forward estimates show the same figure in each year, it would appear that a mathematical 
formula has been applied across the board rather than quarantining the areas that provide a major stimulus to our 
economy.  

Mr BROWN:  A formula was applied.  It was done on that basis to impose some discipline on both the 
department and the executive.  As the member stated, it is important to visit certain areas to promote the State.  
Just two weeks ago I was in Singapore at a fine wine and food exhibition for Western Australian producers.  We 
will continue to press the State’s case overseas when the opportunity arises.  Planning is already in progress for 
2002.  However, we must do that in the most economical way that we can, and we have to apply stringent 
conditions.  We have applied stringent conditions and I have issued some instructions on the way that cost 
savings will be made in ministerial travel.  This will be done at a lower cost.  It is not a question of not going 
overseas; it is a question of going in a different style to that which has been done previously.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Are you saying that you will be downgrading your own travel requirements? 

Mr BROWN:  Travel arrangements will be more cost effective.  A minister must uphold certain standards.  A 
minister will not be staying in backpacker accommodation - as good as that is - because it is not a place to which 
a minister can bring international investors.  However, there are limits to the standard of accommodation that 
will be utilised.  We are looking at ways to utilise accommodation that is appropriate for the office, but which is 
economically based.  Dr Schapper will indicate some of the areas in which we are looking at opportunities 
internationally, and how that is done at a minimum cost to the State.   

Dr SCHAPPER:  We can enhance our efforts internationally - even at reduced cost - in a number of ways.  In 
many of our activities overseas we have successfully encouraged other parties to cover all of the costs.  We are 
undertaking a couple of tasks for the World Bank that are fully funded by the bank, even though it will be 
drawing on inputs from Western Australian industry.  Similar activities are occurring in South America and 
South Africa that are fully funded by third parties.  In many instances it is simply a matter of asking whether that 
funding is available.  It is extraordinary how common such arrangements seem to be and how often other parties 
are comfortable covering all the costs.  We have also found that in those endeavours these other parties are 
comfortable when we take advantage of that travel to pursue other opportunities which might suit us but which 
are unrelated to the original purpose.  The funding sources are generally comfortable with that.  It is a matter of 
seeking out the efficiencies.  A number of opportunities exist along those lines.  
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  My other question related to the priority dividend and whether the $3 million-plus 
savings can be itemised.  

Mr BROWN:  Essentially, the priority dividend is a Treasury recommendation that is designed to do two things: 
firstly, to provide some flexibility in the budget in terms of re-allocation; and, secondly to provide a cushion in 
the reprioritisation of funds.  This was a decision recommended to us by Treasury and endorsed by the Cabinet.   

[9.20 am] 

Mr DAY:  We understand that that is the case.  Indeed, the Treasurer explained yesterday that the assurance part 
of the dividend was to ensure that there was a notional surplus of about $51.5 million in the overall state budget.  
It is interesting that the assurance dividend was added to the priority dividend and was worth $50 million.  
Basically, it is a way of achieving an artificial surplus.  Clearly the funds must come off what otherwise would 
have been the department’s budget.  Can the minister provide us with a breakdown of how those funds will be 
provided to make up the $3.168 million in this financial year?  The minister can provide that through 
supplementary information if necessary.  Can the minister also tell us what he expects the impact to be on the 
department’s operations in relation to a fairly substantial cut to its budget? 

Mr BROWN:  It is a question of thinking about how the budget process was completed.  We looked at making 
these adjustments to the budget and at the commitments that were given during the election campaign.  We also 
provided appropriate transfer payments, because this is a new department and because parts of this department 
have gone in two directions.  We can calculate and provide the figure.  The overall commerce and trade budget 
has ebbs and flows.  It is not like some other budgets that are, by and large, operational budgets only.  Those 
ebbs and flows depend on the programs that will be implemented.  There will be different programs in different 
years, some of which will extend for a number of years.  I have not yet seen any significant impact of that on the 
overall departmental operations, other than that they will be leaner and meaner.  
Mr DAY:  Can a breakdown of how that amount was calculated be provided as supplementary information?  
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Dr SCHAPPER:  This is calculated from the old forward estimates based on the pre-existing Department of 
Contract and Management Services and the Department of Commerce and Trade.  From the old forward 
estimates of CAMS it is estimated that we have saved $500 000 in accommodation.  That was happening as a 
matter of course in that department anyway.  

Mr DAY:  Is the department paying less for rent than it otherwise would?   

Dr SCHAPPER:  Absolutely.  There was a well-defined figure of $500 000 in savings in accommodation.  There 
has been a rationalisation of some information technology support staff, which is worth $370 000.  Part of that 
money is being made available as a result of the amalgamation of the two departments.  There are some shared 
services for support staff.  As a department, we have been sharing our support staff with some other departments 
and rationalising budgets between our department and other departments.  That has been worth about $220 000.  
The administration of some of the divisions of the commerce and trade component has undergone rationalisation.  
This will be realised through attrition and is worth about $250 000.  Similarly, some corporate services staff are 
being rationalised between the two departments, and that is worth $660 000.  We are planning to reduce some 
small and inefficient financial assistance grants and that will be worth about $1.1 million.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I appreciate that brief run-down.  Will the minister provide a detailed list of priority 
savings by way of supplementary information?  
Mr BROWN:  Does the member want to know where that figure was drawn from? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No.  I would like a list of cuts.  I have not yet had a minister say no.  The ministers 
have either given me the list immediately or said that they will provide it by way of supplementary information.   

Mr BROWN:  That is the list that has been provided, but we are happy to provide it as supplementary 
information. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will clarify my request.  I would like the most detailed list possible of the cuts that 
comprise the priority and assurance dividend.  

Mr BROWN:  I will be clear about what I will provide.  I am happy to provide the member with the information 
that makes up that figure. 

Mr DAY:  And a breakdown of how the figure was determined. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  For this year and for the forward years. 

Mr HILL:  I refer the minister to the fourth dot point from the bottom of page 950.  I note that the minister 
proposes to work with the State Supply Commission in the review of the buy-local policy.  What outcomes are 
anticipated? 
Mr BROWN:  One of the issues that was raised constantly with us when in opposition was the need for 
strengthening the buy-local policy.  Last year complaints were raised by small business in one area.  There was a 
complaint that light poles were purchased overseas rather than in Western Australia when local companies 
considered that they had the sophistication to make light poles.  There is no doubt that there are weaknesses in 
the current policy.  The constant demand on us by the business community is to strengthen the policy to ensure 
that Western Australian businesses have the opportunity to compete for that work.  It will not be an arrangement 
whereby work will be allocated to businesses that cannot provide goods at competitive prices or quality.  
However, it is an opportunity for businesses to tender for and get that work.  A review is being carried out by the 
State Supply Commission, and the Government is having input.  We will maximise the opportunity for Western 
Australian businesses to gain more work that emanates from government.  In addition, the Government will be 
looking at that from a number of perspectives.  The way in which work is allocated can have an impact on the 
degree to which the industry can develop in Western Australia.  The contracting arrangements can directly 
impact on a company’s ability to grow, to gain expertise and to ensure that the expertise remains in Western 
Australia.  Some of the companies that operate in Western Australia are successful because, even with the small 
market here, they have been able to operate in the domestic market and gain a level of expertise.  With that level 
of expertise, they have been able to sell their products and services interstate or internationally.  All of that adds 
to employment opportunities and to the economy of businesses and the State.  The review will be looking at 
strengthening the buy-local policy to give Western Australian businesses, particularly small businesses, an 
opportunity to effectively compete for government work to ensure that, wherever possible and within the 
constraints that I mentioned, that occurs.  Therefore, the economy and business opportunities will grow.  

Mr DEAN:  In my area of Bunbury, there has been a decimation of small earthmoving contracting businesses 
and so forth in the outsourcing of Main Roads WA work.  Will the minister make a submission to the Main 
Roads inquiry along those lines, or will he have any influence over decisions like that in the buy-local policy?   
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[9.30 am] 

Mr BROWN:  The Government has been alerted to aggregating and bulking up of contracts so that small 
businesses, particularly in regional areas, are unable to compete due to the breadth of contracts.  A small builder 
can build a toilet block in Geraldton, for example, but if 10 toilet blocks are required for Geraldton, Albany, 
Bunbury, etc, the small builder is prohibited from doing that work.  The Government wants to examine all those 
aspects to see what can be done about enabling smaller businesses to compete for sizeable contracts so that 
contracts can be kept within regional areas.  That could sometimes involve a cost offset to Government.  If work 
is aggregated there can be cost savings, but if it is disaggregated it can be more expensive.  In those 
circumstances, the economic benefits must be weighed up.  For regional areas that have high unemployment we 
must weigh up not only financial benefits, but also the industry and social benefits of aggregating or 
disaggregating.  The intent of this policy is to find ways of strengthening the ability of local businesses to 
compete.  

Mr LOGAN:  Has the department examined the business possibilities arising from the southern railway 
extension to Mandurah in keeping with the buy-local campaign?  Will opportunities arise from that in Western 
Australia? 

Mr BROWN:  Local work will be available for the earthworks and construction of the line.  The big issue is the 
mechanical work, and discussions are ongoing.  I understand that no resolution has been reached on that.  

Mr WALDRON:  Will the review examine the way government departments purchase computers and vehicles, 
etc from local businesses in country and regional areas? 
Dr SCHAPPER:  A major initiative is underway to complement the review of the buy-local policy.  It is aimed at 
not only regional economies but also the state economy.  It nevertheless has a special focus on regional Western 
Australia.  All our whole-of-government contracts are being restructured as they come up for renewal to place a 
greater focus wherever possible on not only the buy-local policy but also statewide industry impacts.  In 
addition, the government electronic market is being developed in Western Australia.  The GEM is specially 
designed to drive regional purchasing by Western Australian departments.  For example, a naive electronic 
commerce framework simply provides potential buyers with lists of catalogues, supplies and prices.  The GEM 
in Western Australia does not operate that way.  If, for example, the Broome office of the Department of Health 
were seeking stationery supplies or vehicles, it would seek out specifically Broome suppliers.  Even if the query 
came from head office in Perth, GEM would alert head office of Broome suppliers.  The same would apply to 
Kalgoorlie, Esperance and the like.  One of the great strengths of the new framework is that it drives compliance 
in a way that otherwise it would not be driven with the old paper catalogues and paper policy frameworks.  

Mr WALDRON:  Does it include after-sales servicing such as that which would be required following the 
purchase of computers and cars? 

Dr SCHAPPER:  Yes.  This system applies regardless of whether a formal government contract is in place.  For 
many government purchases, particularly at the small end, no government contract is in place - spot-buying is 
done by departments.  If industries register with the GEM, their catalogues or areas of expertise will be sought 
out and buyers will be alerted to their capabilities and prices.  The Department of Industry and Technology is 
expending a great deal of effort to alert Western Australian industry to this facility.  A rolling campaign of 
seminars is being held around the State in places such as Broome - one was held recently in Kalgoorlie - at 
which we are alerting industries to the importance of registering themselves, at no cost, as suppliers on the GEM.  
Approximately 5 000 suppliers have taken advantage of that.  

Mr WALDRON:  Are seminars being held throughout the State?  Has a list been or will a list be compiled as a 
result of the review? 

Dr SCHAPPER:  Seminars are being held now.  A few weeks ago one was held in Kalgoorlie, another in 
Esperance and another in Broome last week or the week before.  They are ongoing.  They are being widely 
advertised among the local business community and they are usually well attended. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister referred a moment ago to provisions for assisting Western Australian 
businesses to acquire local contracts, particularly in regional areas.  Concerns have been raised recently about the 
preference arrangements.  For example, five companies may tender for a significant contract in a regional area; 
one is a New Zealand-based company and one is a Perth-based company that does all the right things and 
establishes an office in the region so that it can meet the preference guidelines.  Lo and behold, all other things 
being equal, including the preference guidelines, it submits the cheapest tender.  However, preference provisions 
do not apply to New Zealand companies.  The Perth-based company may have loaded its costs to provide a 
regional base for its operations and, therefore, must increase the bottom line of its tender.  Without the 
preference provisions it cannot compete with the New Zealand company’s tender and, therefore, ultimately may 
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lose its bid.  Companies want to take advantage of the regional preference provisions, but they are disadvantaged 
when a New Zealand company is involved in the tender process.  The preference policy could therefore be 
disadvantaging Western Australian businesses.  I know the matter has been raised with the minister, but I would 
appreciate his comment.   

Mr BROWN:  It has been raised with me.  The matter does not fall within my portfolio; it is a matter for the 
minister responsible for supply, who has dealt with it.  I understand it relates to an agreement between the 
Australian and New Zealand Governments, the full details of which I am unaware.  I cannot provide that 
information by supplementary information, but if the member for Mitchell would like me to take up the matter 
with the minister responsible for supply, I will. 

[9.40 am] 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  With the new machinery of government operations, one of the things that we are 
trying to find out now - this was raised with another portfolio yesterday - is which ministers are pushing for 
particular results.  Although I do not disagree with the minister that the technicalities of it rest in another 
portfolio, this portfolio is driving the development of regional-based business and, indeed, Western Australian 
business. 

Mr DEAN:  I have a point of order.  To which dot point does this relate? 
Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It relates to the minister’s answer to the member for Bunbury’s question.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I understand the member is still talking about the Buy Local policy.  Is that right? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes. 

Mr BROWN:  Perhaps Mr Tondut can talk about that matter.  Maybe he can throw some further light on it. 

Mr TONDUT:  When a New Zealand company is competing with Western Australian local companies, the 
evaluation generally goes through a process of first considering all the factors and developing a short list.  Often, 
there are value-for-money considerations with a local supplier that result in a value-for-money decision 
excluding the non-local supplier.  There could be, as was mentioned in an earlier question, after-sale services 
that add to the value equation of the local supplier.  The preference clause generally applies to the short list, 
rather than to the full field.  Therefore, there are occasions on which we are still able to provide the preference 
clauses that apply between the regional company and the metropolitan Perth company because the New Zealand 
firm does not reach the short list.  Those preferences clauses often come into place to support the local regional 
supplier.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have one last question on this point.  If that final stage is reached, and there are, 
say, three tenderers, one of which is a New Zealand-based company, is the opportunity given to the other two 
companies to revise their tenders?  For example, they might say that they would rather not go for the regional 
preference provisions because they know they cannot get them as a New Zealand company is in the running; 
therefore, they will readjust the way they carry out their contracting in regional areas so that they can compete 
with the New Zealand company.  They do not get that opportunity, unfortunately, do they? 

Mr TONDUT:  Is the member saying that the end result, the short list, makes a judgment between a local 
regional company and the New Zealand company?   

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us say it boils down to two companies, a local company and a New Zealand 
company, and those two companies are short-listed.  The local company may have submitted a higher tender 
than it would have otherwise, because it wants to make use of regional labour and set up a presence in the 
regional area, partly to apply the preference provision.  However, in doing so, it has added to its costs.  It has 
worked out that its extra costs are, say, $50 000, but its regional preference would negate that cost to the extent 
that its tender would be competitive.  Without the regional preference clause, those additional costs would tip it 
over the limit, and the New Zealand company would get the business. 

Mr BROWN:  I will try to grapple with this - I ask my adviser to correct me if I am wrong.  As I understand it, a 
matter is put out to tender and the contract prices come in.  When the preference is applied, it is not added on to 
the contract price for the purpose of comparison.  The preference is taken into account for the purposes of 
comparison between contract prices.  If, for example, company A in Bunbury quoted $1 million for a job, it 
would do so on the basis that it could do the job for $1 million.  The question of whether it would get the job 
would be considered by applying the 10 per cent regional preference and ascertaining whether its other 
competitors, say, from Perth only, also had contract prices equalling $1 million.  Therefore, one would say that 
the Bunbury price was lower.  I understand that it is not a matter of adding the preference to the local purchase 
price.  The local purchase price comes in and the preference is judged, for comparative purposes, in that way so 
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that businesses are not disadvantaged by quoting a lower price, finding out that the regional preference does not 
apply, and then being required to do the job at that lower price. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That answer probably was not along the lines of what I was pushing for.  However, 
I will pursue it in a different way.  I appreciate the minister’s advice at this stage. 

Mr DEAN:  I notice throughout the budget papers, particularly on page 946 under major policy decisions, that 
reference is made to the introduction of a $50 million Innovate WA fund.  Will the minister explain that decision 
and the impact it will have on the Western Australian economy? 

Mr BROWN:  During the election campaign, a commitment was given by the Government to introduce a 
$50 million Innovate WA fund over the four-year term of the Government.  That has been provided in the 
forward estimates.  The Premier also indicated that he would form a science council, which would provide 
guidance and advice to government on the way in which those funds should be used to promote research and 
development in Western Australia.  The Government is presently conducting a review of all state government 
spending on research and development.  That review will help determine how the $50 million will be spent to 
achieve the four objectives in the Innovate WA policy.  The four objectives of that policy are to raise awareness 
of innovation as a driver of economic and technological change; to strengthen and improve the educational and 
research capacity of the State; to maximise the commercialisation of ideas by building links between industry 
and research; and to generate more jobs and expand the export potential of the State.  It is anticipated that money 
will be used on specific initiatives.  That will involve schools, tertiary institutions and industry.  As I said, there 
is a total of $50 million, $20 million of which is in capital. 

Mr DEAN:  I have a supplementary question.  In the budget figures on page 947, I see a massive increase in the 
total consolidated fund appropriations of nearly 60 per cent this year as opposed to last year.  Part of that 60 per 
cent increase is a $13 million increase in innovation and technology services from $29 million last year to nearly 
$42 million this year.  Is that part of what the minister was talking about? 

[9.50 am] 

Mr BROWN:  Yes.  That figure includes the $6.5 million this financial year as part of the Innovate WA fund, 
together with additional moneys for the centres of excellence; and the continued expansion of online services, 
particularly online security, and the development of the government electronic market system for New South 
Wales.   

Mr DEAN:  The minister has done well out of this budget, with a six per cent increase in funding compared with 
last year. 

Mr BROWN:  I will let others be the judge of that.   

Mr DAY:  He is not sure whether he has done well out of it! 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  He is looking at the administered grants, I think.   

Mr DAY:  Page 946 indicates that the $50 million for the Innovate WA fund will be expended over four years; 
namely, this financial year and the subsequent three financial years.  How can the minister justify calling that a 
fund?  To me, a fund means that we start off with X dollars, which in this case is presumably $50 million, and 
we use that money in some way over a period, or we may use just the interest from that money, or whatever.  
How can the minister justify calling that $50 million a fund when there will not be $50 million up front; and 
where is the other $20 million of capital located in the budget? 

Mr BROWN:  The commitment is for $50 million over four years.  The $20 million for capital will be provided 
not this year but in the following three financial years, and it will be provided in this budget.  Although, as the 
member will know, budget deliberations are an interesting process, a commitment has been made to provide that 
money.  It is a four-year commitment. 

Mr DAY:  The extra $20 million is not in the forward estimates at this stage? 

Mr STAFFORD:  The budget papers do not detail capital works program initiatives beyond the current budget 
year; therefore, the $20 million effectively is not itemised as such in this year’s budget papers.  The expectation 
is that it will appear as part of the capital contribution for the Department of Industry and Technology for the 
three years commencing 2002-03. 

Mr DAY:  Therefore, although that $20 million is not published in the department’s internal forward estimates 
projections, it has been allocated?   
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Mr STAFFORD:  That is the way it has been described through the budget bilateral process and with Treasury’s 
input as an adviser; and, yes, that is the way it is intended to be.   

Mr DAY:  But it is not shown in this year’s budget papers; therefore, it is not confirmed until next year’s budget 
is presented. 

Mr BROWN:  No, but we need to bear in mind that the commitment was $50  million over four years.  The 
Government does not resile from that commitment; and, indeed, the budget papers show $50 million, of which 
$20 million will be capital.  That $20 million will be provided over the following three years, but the question of 
the lumps of money that will be provided in each year to some extent will be determined by other priorities.  If 
there is an opportunity to provide that money earlier rather than later, it will be provided earlier rather than later; 
and if there is not that opportunity, it will be provided later; but it will be provided. 

Mr DAY:  Page 109 of budget paper No 3 states, under the heading “Introduce a $50.0 million Innovate WA 
Fund” -  

On top of existing funding, $50.0 million has been allocated over the next four years towards the 
implementation of the Innovate WA Policy.   

What is stated there and what the minister has just said do not match up.  How does the minister reconcile those 
two aspects? 

Mr BROWN:  It is a question of whether the member wants to interpret those words in another way.  My firm 
view is that the Government has made a $50 million commitment to the Innovate WA fund.  That commitment 
will be carried out.  The Government has not shied away from that commitment.  The budget papers state clearly 
on page 946 that a fund of $50  million will be introduced with $20 million in capital.  There is no attempt to 
somehow fudge it.  It is true that there are no precise amounts in the forward estimates for each of those years, 
but that in no way means that the fund has been dumped.  As I have said, it will be provided, but the question of 
the lumps in which it will be provided has not been determined and obviously will not be determined until we go 
through the next budget process.   

Mr DAY:  That is obviously something we will need to keep an eye on for next year.  What will be the criteria 
for the expenditure of moneys from the Innovate WA fund? Given that the $20 million capital will not be 
provided until next year, how will that money be used compared with how the other $30 million will be used?  
Have any decisions been made about what expenditure will be made in this financial year?   

Mr BROWN:  As I said in response to an earlier question, the Premier is the Minister for Science, and a science 
council has been established to provide advice to government on the optimum use of this fund to achieve the four 
objectives to which I referred earlier.  A review is being carried out of all the research and development work 
across government.   
Mr DAY:  Does this include biomedical research, for example? 

[10.00 am] 

Mr BROWN:  My understanding is that it includes all research and development across government.  Once that 
review has been carried out, the report will be considered by the science council, which will then proffer views 
about where it believes the money can be best spent in the State’s interests.  I am aware that a small amount has 
been allocated to scholarships in response to views emanating from the science council.  No major decisions 
have been made about the allocation of that money.  By and large, those decisions will be made once the review 
is completed.   

Mr DAY:  What is the expected completion date?   

Mr BROWN:  It should be completed before the end of the year.  As the member knows, these things have a 
horrible propensity -  

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the minister referring to the calendar year?   

Mr BROWN:  Yes. 

Mr DAY:  The minister might have difficulty spending that money if the review is not completed and he will not 
be making decisions until then.   

Mr BROWN:  In the short time that I have been involved in the industry development area, I have noticed that 
there is always a long delay between the date of allocation and the date of use; for example, I signed off just last 
week on another scheme that I believe was in the 2000-01 budget.  It has taken a long time to conclude, and that 
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happens in some industry development areas.  The assessment process is complex.  The proposals are subjected 
to a great deal of assessment before an allocation is made, particularly if they involve large amounts of money.   

Mr DAY:  Presumably the criteria have not been established.  Will that happen once the review is completed?   

Mr BROWN:  Allocations will be determined according to the results of the review.  That will determine the 
focus - that is, whether it will be a medical or some other focus.  To some extent, the criteria or the focus will be 
determined by the review and the Government’s assessment of the best growth potential.   

Mr DAY:  Who is doing the review?   

Mr BROWN:  It is being done within the department’s science division under the auspices of the science 
council.  The results will be presented to the science council.   

Mr DAY:  Is that the science division of the Department of Industry and Technology?   

Mr BROWN:  Yes; it is the science and research division.   

Mr DAY:  Is that separate from the science division in the Premier’s office?   

Mr BROWN:  There is no science division in the Premier’s office; it is all in this department.  As the member 
knows, we have amalgamated a number of government departments.  Although the science council is within the 
portfolio responsibility of the Minister for Science, he will be driving the policy initiatives and the administrative 
arrangements will rest with me.   

Mr DAY:  The Premier is the Minister for Science, but all the work is being done in the Department of Industry 
and Technology.  It would make more sense for this minister to be the Minister for Science. 

Mr BROWN:  I will pass those comments to the Premier.   

Mr DAY:  I am happy to help further with that argument.   

Mr BROWN:  I thank the member for the extra job.   

Mr DAY:  I refer to the medical research infrastructure fund.   

The CHAIRMAN:  How does that relate to the division?   

Mr DAY:  I want to clarify an issue.  In the past, the medical research infrastructure fund has received $3 million 
a year, and it was proposed that that be increased to $6 million.  I do not remember whether that decision was 
made prior to the election.  Have those funds now been incorporated within the Innovate WA fund?   

Mr BROWN:  I have no knowledge of the medical research infrastructure fund; it is not in my budget.   

Mr DAY:  The minister might not be aware of the fund.  I want to know whether that funding has been 
incorporated in the Innovate WA fund or whether it remains separate.   

Mr BROWN:  I do not know.  That question should be directed to the Minister for Health.  Notwithstanding the 
$50 million Innovate WA fund, we still have a significant line item for science and technology.   

Mr DAY:  That funding previously went through the Minister for Health’s budget, but the former Minister for 
Commerce and Trade and Deputy Premier was also involved in policy issues.  It was very much a joint effort.  
Have the funds previously available for the medical research infrastructure fund been incorporated in the 
Innovate WA fund, or do they stand alone?   

Mr BROWN:  No, the allocation for the medical research infrastructure fund has not been incorporated in the 
Innovate WA fund. 
Mr DAY:  Therefore, there should be a separate allocation within the health budget for that fund.  

The CHAIRMAN:  That is nothing to do with this division.   

Mr DAY:  Will the minister provide, as supplementary information, confirmation or otherwise that what I have 
said is accurate?  

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister has indicated that it has nothing do with division 55; he said that that funding 
has not been incorporated into his budget.  

Mr DAY:  If he is sure that that is accurate, that is fine.   

The CHAIRMAN:  That is what the minister said.   

Mr BROWN:  I have no knowledge of this fund having been created from funds drawn from the Department of 
Health.  
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Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I refer to the minister’s comments about the $20 million capital infrastructure fund 
and how it will be budgeted.  I would like an explanation as supplementary information.  The Economic and 
Fiscal Outlook states that the $20 million has been included in the fund for use over three years beginning 2002-
03.  It must appear in the forward estimates under the total cost of the capital works program or the cash flow 
analysis.  It must be in the budget if that money is to be provided over the three years.  I would like an 
explanation of that as supplementary information.   

Mr BROWN:  I am happy to provide that information.  However, I make it clear that the commitment was for 
expenditure over four years, and that commitment stands.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, it was over three years beginning 2002-03.  

Mr BROWN:  The Government’s election campaign commitment was to provide $50 million over four years of 
the four budget cycles.  There is no capital commitment this year.  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am referring only to the capital component.   

Mr BROWN:  That will be provided over the following three years.  I envisage that the amount will depend upon 
the economic circumstances at the time.  The commitment stands; it was a clear four-year commitment, and it 
will be honoured.  I will provide supplementary information.   

The CHAIRMAN:  How does that relate to appropriations for division 55 in 2001-02?  

[10.10 am] 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Innovate WA fund. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the member referring to page 109 of budget paper No 3, the capital infrastructure 
component to begin in 2002-03? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes; I was clarifying that.  As the Chairman might have noticed, the minister 
indicated that he has a four-year program.  I am referring to an item in the budget that relates to forward 
estimates.  It is my understanding that in these estimates committees we can also discuss the forward estimates. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Absolutely.  I am looking for the line item. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am referring to the total cost of capital works program on page 959 and to capital 
contribution under “Cashflows from government” on page 962.  A few of those forward estimates come under 
capital expenditure. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I do not think that lines up.  What other reference did the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
give?  

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I refer to page 959. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Capital works is not capital infrastructure. 

Mr DAY:  What about the first line under “Decisions taken since State Election” on page 946, where reference is 
made to $20 million capital. 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  A capital fund would be provided through capital works.  If it is not, I would love 
to hear the explanation for where else it is. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I want to be very clear about what supplementary information is required.  Will the minister 
confirm that he will provide supplementary information on the $50 million over four years? 

Mr BROWN:  No.  Supplementary information will be provided on the $20 million capital in relation to the 
Innovate WA fund. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Is that the reference on page 109? 

Mr BROWN:  No, the reference is the first line under the second heading under major policy decisions on page 
946. 

Mr LOGAN:  I refer to the first dot point under the capital works program on page 958.  The development of the 
$127 million Jervoise Bay project is very dear to my heart and to my electorate.  I am aware that this project was 
promoted at the oil and gas conference held in Aberdeen and attended by the Premier, either last week or the 
week before.  Can the minister provide me with any information about that promotion?  Can the minister also 
give me advice about the interest being shown by major oil and gas resource users of that project? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is an excellent coalition project. 
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Mr LOGAN:  Unfortunately, the member for Mitchell was not in the House, but I have already indicated in 
Hansard - 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I recall that. 

Mr LOGAN: - how the previous minister, the Leader of the National Party, promoted this project.  I 
congratulated him at length for the work that he did. 

Mr BROWN:  Work on the Jervoise Bay southern precinct harbour infrastructure is continuing.  The first 
construction contract amounting to $14.6 million was for a 1.3 kilometre island breakwater.  Work on that 
contract has been in progress for eight months and the breakwater is scheduled for completion in November.  
Some of us were at the site last week or the week before and saw the work in progress.  The second contract for 
the land reclamation phase at a cost of $5.6 million has started.  It involves the construction of limestone bunds 
to contain the dredged spoil from the deepened harbour.  That contract was scheduled to be completed in July.  
The third contract, which was awarded to Dredeco Pty Ltd, involves dredging approximately 600 000 cubic 
metres of material from the harbour and is due for completion in November.  We saw the workers beavering 
away at it the other day.  Five companies were invited to tender for the major marine works.  I think the 
awarding of that contract has been announced and a further contract will be let for an additional $25-odd million 
for on-site facilities.  It is expected that the facilities will come on stream in late 2002.  As we all know, this will 
be a very large facility.  However, it is not expected that the facility will be filled on day one after completion.  It 
will take some time to attract people to the site, but efforts are being made to promote it.  Yesterday a delegation 
in Canberra met with the Minister for Defence to try to attract to Western Australia the full refits for the Collins-
class submarines, which would involve very significant sums of money.  They are worth $100 million a refit and 
are carried out every year.  The completed refit lasts for 25 or 30 years.  Our discussions with the federal 
minister were frank.  However, we have some work ahead of us to win that project for Western Australia.  There 
are certainly good grounds for the work to be done in Western Australia, particularly as the crew is stationed 
here. 

Following our visit to Canberra yesterday and previously, we are aware that interest in oil and gas is now 
directed at the west.  This State is a considerable supplier of gas, and in the light of present world tensions, the 
whole issue of sovereign risk is becoming paramount.  Western Australia can promote a number of incentives for 
acquiring the type of investment it wants for Jervoise Bay, whether in oil and gas, facilities for larger products or 
other resource projects in the north of the State.  It is designed for a number of purposes and the State will do its 
best to attract companies to consider the site.  To some extent our success will depend partly on the world 
economy and the degree to which we can initiate major resource projects in the north and south of the State. 
Mr WALDRON:  I refer to the first dot point on page 946 under significant issues and trends, which refers to 
access to the variety of telecommunication services, with particular relevance to people living throughout rural 
and remote Western Australia.  Does that refer to the WirelessWest project to extend the Telstra code division 
multiple access network, referred to on page 958 under the capital works program?  I think that project was 
introduced by the member for Merredin.  Will the minister continue to provide increased access to 
telecommunications in rural and remote areas?  The WirelessWest project is reflected in the first dot point on 
page 946 of the Budget Statements.  Do any other programs follow on from that, so that rural Western Australia 
will get better access to telecommunications, which is an ongoing problem? 

[10.20 am] 

Mr BROWN:  That dot point relates to WirelessWest, but it is wider than that.  The State has opportunities to 
seek better telecommunications services in the regions.  The State is a significant purchaser in this area.  We will 
look at our purchasing arrangements to maximise our opportunities, and at other opportunities that may come 
along, to expand the telecommunications infrastructure.  However, a significant issue affecting the overall 
development of the State relates to the Commonwealth.  The Commonwealth has constantly put to the State that 
it should make certain capital contributions to augment commonwealth funding for telecommunications 
infrastructure.  Telecommunications infrastructure has traditionally been the responsibility of the 
Commonwealth and not the State.  We have sought to engage the Commonwealth in discussions about the 
provision of infrastructure generally for the development of the State.  The Commonwealth has a high 
expectation in a range of projects - particularly major projects - that the State will provide all the infrastructure.  
In fact, the revenue returns to the State are one-quarter to one-seventh of the revenue returns to the 
Commonwealth.  We have indicated to a number of the commonwealth officers that the State is happy to talk to 
the Commonwealth more generally about infrastructure, including telecommunications, and about infrastructure 
cost sharing.  However, that cannot be on the basis that the Commonwealth passes to the State part of its 
responsibility for telecommunications, without the Commonwealth being prepared to look at other forms of 
infrastructure, when the State is required to meet virtually all those costs from a limited tax base.  We have had 
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firm discussions with the Commonwealth, and we intend to continue those discussions.  That is a major issue for 
Western Australia.  We are not seeking to shift the responsibility to the Commonwealth away from the State.  If 
the Commonwealth wants the State to pick up more responsibility in some of these areas, it is not in a position to 
say to Western Australia that it wants to talk only about those areas that it currently funds, and not about those 
areas that the State presently funds.  Infrastructure involves not only telecommunications, but also road, rail, 
power, water and other things.  We have some interesting days ahead of us in those discussions.   

As the member for Wagin knows, the Commonwealth provided accelerated depreciation through the Australian 
taxation system.  That was to attract people who wanted to develop major resource projects by enabling them to 
write off the cost of their infrastructure earlier.  In the so-called reforms of the Ralph review, accelerated 
depreciation disappeared.  The business community made strong representations to the Commonwealth pointing 
out the adverse effects that would have on major investment coming to Australia.  After a lot of pressure, the 
Commonwealth finally agreed it would consider specific-purpose assistance for some projects.  This is now a 
picking-winners project, rather than a general taxation measure, which has difficulties.  We have found, since 
that policy was changed, that if the Commonwealth contributes to a specific project in one State, there is no 
guarantee that it will necessarily contribute to a similar project in another State.  Previously, an unbiased system 
operated between the States; now potentially it is a biased system depending on what the Commonwealth might 
do at any stage.  This is a fluid area.  Opportunities do exist and they relate to not only the WirelessWest 
program, but also a much broader vision.    

I will relate another point about the WirelessWest project.  I attended a meeting of technology ministers - what 
they call the online ministers meeting, which was an interesting experience, with Senator Alston as the 
chairperson - at which the Commonwealth Government indicated that it had allocated $60 million or $80 million 
to improve mobile communications around Australia.  I was interested in that.  I noted that $8.1 million of this 
total was allocated to Western Australia - from memory it was about 10 per cent or a bit less.  When I asked 
when we would get the $8.1 million, I was told that we had already received it.  I did not realise that when the 
Commonwealth announced a new program, it was retrospective; that is, it took into account past contributions to 
the States.  This is a novel approach.  A $100 million program was announced, but the money had been allocated 
in the previous three years. 

Mr WALDRON:  The Commonwealth allocated $7 million, Telstra provided $7 million and the State provided 
$7 million.  

Mr BROWN:  Yes.  However, it became clear that the funds that the federal Government allocated across all the 
States were retrospectively applied.  The former Deputy Premier - I am sure it had nothing to do with election 
campaigns - was able to extract from the Commonwealth an amount of $7 million prior to this new initiative of 
the Commonwealth being announced, on the basis that when it was announced the $7 million would come out of 
that.  I am sure that politics did not play any role in that, heaven forbid!  However, it is unusual to announce new 
funds, when part of the funds has already been allocated elsewhere.  It was an interesting meeting.   

Mr HILL:  What is the strategic partnering in resourcing information technology project that is mentioned 
several times in the budget papers, and what benefits will it bring to the Government and WA industry? 

Mr BROWN:  Mr Tondut will provide a more detailed explanation of SPIRIT than I could provide.   

Mr TONDUT:  The SPIRIT project is specifically designed to look at the approximately $300 million of 
expenditure on information communication and technology each year, and to improve the processes that are used 
to procure this.  We plan to do this in close consultation with both government agencies and industry.  The 
project will look at the full range of services right across the spectrum, from the hardware and the software to the 
other support services.  The intent is to create a number of procurement frameworks that will make it very 
efficient for industry to do business with government and for agencies to efficiently access the services that they 
are looking for.  It will take probably two years to put the full framework of the program in place.  The project 
team has just been put together and will do a lot of work in this financial year.  

[10.30 am] 

Mr DAY:  Page 966 refers to industry development incentives.  Can the minister provide us with any 
information on how he expects the $7.09 million in the current financial year to be expended?  Can he also 
provide us with information about how the $5.14 million was expended in the last financial year?  I am happy to 
have that provided as supplementary information.  

Mr BROWN:  What happened in the former Department of Commerce and Trade will continue to happen in the 
Department of Industry and Technology; that is, the Industry and Technology Development Act provides that the 
minister may bring down certain guidelines for financial assistance schemes for the development of industry and 
then allocate funds under those schemes for specific purposes.  There were about 55 schemes in the Department 
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of Commerce and Trade, some of which attracted significant sums and some of which were very small.  A lot of 
those schemes have been operating for some years now.  Some have been ostensibly successful; others have had 
little take-up.  The reason it is lumped in this way is that we are going through a complete review of all those 
schemes, and we are looking at the ones that we intend to delete or modify and any new schemes to be 
introduced.  Essentially, that is the sum of money available for us to allocate for industry assistance purposes.  
We are going through a range of discussions with industry groups at present.  Dr Schapper is involved in 
meeting various industry groups at present and is talking to them about how the schemes operate.  Obviously, 
one of the challenges in any portfolio is that there is always a range of very good schemes.  There are always 
challenges in any industry.  Due to recent events, some industries are facing major challenges. 

Mr DAY:  Is the minister looking at changing the criteria? 

Mr BROWN:  We would probably be looking at publishing new schemes, but they would be published in 
accordance with the Industry and Technology Development Act.  Once we have done the review, and schemes 
are deleted or new ones are published, they will go on the department’s web site and the industry will be advised.  
For example, in the election campaign we promised a specific scheme for promotion of the furniture industry.  I 
have just signed off on that scheme.  An amount of $1 million will be allocated over four years.  From memory, 
allocations of $400 000, $400 000, $100 000 and $100 000 over the four years will be designated to promote the 
furniture industry.  The industry has come back to us seeking changes to some of the proposed guidelines, and 
we are talking to the industry about that.  Those guidelines will be generally available, and then we will receive 
submissions and so forth. 

Mr DAY:  When does the minister expect the review to be completed?  

Mr BROWN:  We hope to complete the review some time in the next couple of months.  Then it will be a matter 
of drawing up the new schemes, which is not an easy process because we must ensure that we meet Auditor 
General requirements and so on. 

Mr DAY:  Can the minister provide by way of supplementary information details about how the $5.14 million 
was expended in the 2000-01 financial year?  That would simply be a list of how the money was expended and 
how much is from each project or company.  Secondly, can the minister provide the same information about any 
decisions that have been made about allocations so far in this financial year?  

Mr BROWN:  All the industry schemes and their allocations are contained in the annual report.  There is no 
difficulty with providing that information.  The former minister had a practice of tabling them once a year.  That 
is a very good practice.  It is good transparency, and I am happy to do that.  However, I do not know whether this 
information is immediately available.  With supplementary information, it is a question of the time available for 
officers to provide that. 

Mr DAY:  If it can be reasonably provided within the time available for supplementary information, that will be 
fine.  If it cannot be reasonably done, the minister should say so. 

Mr BROWN:  I am told by my officers that it can be done, so we are happy to provide that information.  I am on 
the record as saying that the changes made to the Industry and Technology Development Act were very good 
changes.  They introduced high levels of transparency.  It is certainly something that I intend to continue.  

Mr DAY:  That information is for the last financial year and includes any decisions made so far in the current 
financial year. 

Mr BROWN:  No decisions have been made in this financial year, but we will double-check and ensure that is 
the case.  No decisions have been made on the restructuring of the schemes.  However, some decisions have 
been made on the allocations.  We are happy to provide that information.  I signed off on some schemes only a 
couple of weeks ago.  We have not drawn up the final documents for the recipients of some of those schemes.  
To the extent that we can provide all that information, we certainly will.  
The CHAIRMAN (Mrs Hodson-Thomas):  To clarify that for Hansard, is the minister prepared to provide the 
breakdown for the last financial year by supplementary information? 
Mr BROWN:  Yes. 
Mr DAY:  And any similar information for this financial year that can be provided.   
Mr BROWN:  Yes.   

[10.40 am] 

Mr LOGAN:  The second dot point at page 958 refers to development of the marine industry technology park 
and construction of the marine skills training and research centre at Munster - another magnificent project for the 
southern suburbs.  What is the time frame for that project? 
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Mr DAY:  It is another initiative of the former Government. 

Mr LOGAN:  At the moment it is empty, but the former Government did not do very much other than perhaps 
purchase a couple of market gardens.  I am asking the minister in the present Government what is the time frame 
for that project. 
Mr BROWN:  I am advised that the time frame is a little problematic due to difficulties being encountered in the 
acquisition of some of the land.  An attempt is being made to secure all the land required.  However, we are not 
moving away from the project. 
Mr LOGAN:  Is the money allocated for the purchase of land, for construction of the facility or for both?  
Mr BROWN:  I have advice that LandCorp may be buying the land, and the funds are for both the purchase of 
land and construction.  I understand there is some difficulty acquiring land at present.  It is intended that the 
project proceed this financial year, given that those other difficulties are overcome. 

Sitting suspended from 10.44 to 10.52 am 
 


