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FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES LEGISLATION (EMERGENCY SERVICES LEVY) 
AMENDMENT BILL 2002 

Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 15:  Part 6A inserted -  
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Prior to the interruption, we were referring to proposed section 36A(1), which concerns the 
preparation of annual estimates of expenditure by local governments.  Will the minister explain more fully what 
is expected of local governments?  I understand what is stated in the Bill, but I presume local governments will 
need to prepare a budget in a manner and form approved by the minister and submit it for approval by an 
appropriate time.  When considering the amount of extra money that will go to local governments, will local 
governments be required to prepare a plan of annual expenditure, whether or not they receive funds from the Fire 
and Emergency Services Authority?  If they do not receive funds, why should they provide an estimate of 
expenditure? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  This relates to the recurrent budget; the capital items are dealt with separately.  I will 
refer only to the recurrent budget for those brigades and State Emergency Service units within local government 
authorities.  I am told that FESA wants to keep this as simple as possible to make it easy for local governments 
to comply with a minimum of effort.  The reporting requirements that are currently being worked on will, in all 
likelihood, fit on one or two pages, and the key items will be listed.  Our FESA managers will also be available 
to work with local governments in the development of those budgets.  FESA will set out simply and clearly what 
is required of local governments.  Our management will work with local governments on their emergency 
management plans and budgets. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I want to understand how the process will work.  Harvey council will be a net loser out of 
this, because there are no career people at Harvey.  It relates to the local bush fire brigade and the volunteer bush 
fire brigade. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It does have the Fire and Rescue Service of Western Australia, which is funded by us even 
though the people are volunteers.  The funding for the FRS units is provided by FESA. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That funding will be ongoing each year, as occurs now.  At the moment, the volunteer bush 
fire brigades are being funded from municipal rates.  Even though some of their moneys will be siphoned off to 
other FESA units elsewhere, I presume they will receive a set budget, plus an amount for inflation, to maintain 
their plant and equipment.  I understand the minister has visited Kojonup, and the member for Wagin also 
referred to that area.  Kojonup sought an exemption - I can understand why that exemption cannot be given - to 
be not covered by the scheme, but I understand its plant and equipment is pretty much up to date.  I presume 
Kojonup will receive a budget to maintain and run its volunteer bush fire brigade assets and, if and when it seeks 
to upgrade or expand, it should apply by way of a normal expenditure application.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I have given a commitment directly to the chief executive officer and the shire president 
at Harvey that their bush fire brigades and SES units, if they have them, will not be funded to a lesser degree 
than they are currently.  The first step in allocating funds is to maintain the funding levels that organisations have 
currently.  We will take into account what the shire expends, as well as any fundraising that has been undertaken 
by a bush fire brigade or an SES unit, be that in the form of a lamington drive, a raffle or a notice sent out to 
landowners in the area asking for voluntary contributions.  All of that money can be added to one global amount, 
and that will represent the baseline allocation they can expect.  Those units in Harvey, for example, and 
elsewhere where there is a similar situation will not be worse off.  Similar issues have been raised in Kojonup 
and Katanning.  We have given an undertaking to work with those shires to come up with something that assists 
them.  The member referred to the shire bush fire brigades.  They are in a different situation from a lot of other 
shires because, as they explained to me, they have private brigades.  Very little by way of shire rates is put into 
those brigades by the Shires of Kojonup and Katanning.  They do have costs for insurance, for example, but in 
Kojonup there are 10 or more private brigades.  In the past, they have not been able to qualify for the 50-50 
equipment purchase for their appliances, and there are a lot of similarities in that area.  That is the system that is 
in place within that shire.  I have asked FESA to work with those organisations to see whether an allocation can 
be made through the shire.  I do not think we can make an allocation directly to private brigades.  However, if 
that is the system that is in place and it is working in that shire, I have asked FESA to see if it can give some 
money to that local government, or any other local government in a similar position.  That will take into account 
that a different situation is in place and appears to be working well. 
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In the past couple of days, more detailed figures for those two shires have been provided to me.  I took a 
particular interest in those shires after visiting them a couple of weeks ago.  Broomehill runs its own town fire 
brigade and has its own fire appliance, albeit a very old one.  Shires such as those do not have town brigades.  
They do, however, have fire and rescue services, which are funded by the Fire and Emergency Services 
Authority of WA.  The amount received in revenue from both those shires is less than the minimum amount that 
will be spent in those shires.  Although the shires have put the view that they believe they will be net losers, as 
has the Shire of Harvey - I have not seen a further update on those figures at this point - when I reviewed the 
new figures that had been provided to me and took into account the fire and rescue services, I found that FESA 
will spend more money in both Katanning and Kojonup than we will collect via the levy.  That is not something 
I could have said confidently a month or so ago.  However, I can say that with some confidence now.  Because 
of all the money that has been expended on bush fire brigades, fire and rescue services and the like in country 
areas, the figure provided by local governments is about 25 per cent, but I will ask my advisers. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I ask that the minister continue.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I am advised that we are likely to collect about $40 000 from Kojonup by way of the 
levy, but the expenditure that is currently made through a combination of the fire and rescue service and the local 
government is much higher than that.  I saw the figure yesterday and it was in the order of $10 000 more.  That is 
just the direct expenditure.  We want to make a difference in regional Western Australia.  I have said that we will 
look at the arrangements that are in place for the private brigades.  Although we cannot directly fund them, we 
hope to enable local governments to put a case to us so that they can better assist those brigades.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I thank the minister for that explanation.  I can understand and empathise with those local 
government areas in which private land-holders have purchased a lot of equipment.  It helps to make up an 
effective brigade.  That occurs in most local government areas across the State.  It certainly happens in my 
district, which has a very good system.  However, these people will get another bill in the mail.  If they have 
multiple blocks, it will be a multiple of 30.  I expect that there will be some criticism of that.  However, if the 
service is maintained and upgraded in the future, that will be for the general good.   

What impact will this proposition have on the grants system?  Currently, applications for grants for volunteer fire 
brigades are matched on a 50-50 basis between the local government and FESA.  How will that be affected by 
this proposition?  Will the local government still need to match the funds if there is a major capital works 
upgrade?  In Manjimup there is a proposal for a collocation of the town fire brigade and the fire and rescue 
service.  How will those projects be impacted on by the new concept? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  On the funding issue, two representative grants committees will be formed.  One of those 
committees is already in existence, essentially.  It currently allocates the grants for the capital items.  Under the 
current system, 50 per cent of the grant is funded by the local government authority and the other 50 per cent is 
funded by FESA.  In the future, 100 per cent of that money will come from the FESA fund, so local governments 
will no longer have to meet the 50 per cent cost.   

I also have the figures that were provided to me yesterday on Katanning and Kojonup.  The advice from FESA 
indicates that the anticipated emergency services levy to be raised in Kojonup in 2004-05, which will be the first 
full year of the levy, will be $41 000.  Currently, the direct brigade operating costs for Kojonup are $30 000 and 
the indirect capital replacement cost is $30 000, which is a total of $60 000.  The variance is $19 000, so at least 
$19 000 more will be spent within the shire’s boundaries than is collected from within its boundaries.  There is 
also a note on how those figures are worked out.  It is likewise for Katanning.  The direct brigade operating costs 
are $47 000 and the indirect capital replacement cost is $30 000, which is a total of $77 000.  The amount 
anticipated to be collected from the shire is $74 000, which is a variance of $3 000 in favour of the Shire of 
Katanning.  They are fairly direct costs.  The shires have insurance costs and other smaller amounts of money 
that they expend.  In some instances, we will consider meeting some of the costs that the brigades expend in 
excess of that.  We will be able to count the number of country shires that will be worse off under the new 
arrangement on one hand.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I thank the minister for that information.  This is probably the wrong clause on which to 
raise this issue.  However, bearing in mind that quite a few private individuals have their own plant and 
equipment and contribute to the overall fire control effort, has it been considered that some kind of incentive 
could be offered through the local government to assist land-holders in purchasing, for example, slip-on units, 
which are very effective and can be moved very quickly?  I am sure there would be dozens, if not hundreds, of 
them.  If there were a system whereby the cost of those units could be defrayed to some extent so that private 
individuals could get access to that cost-effective scheme, there would be a lot more equipment that would not 
cost the Government a great deal of money.  I recall there was an incentive for purchasing slip-on units.  That 
would make damn good sense and would probably save many people a lot of money.  The private individual 
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could use the unit for his own use and protection, as well as for watering trees, provided the units were available 
for any fire or emergency event.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Some work has been done on that in the past.  I give the member the commitment that we 
will continue to work with those shires.  I do not think there is any capacity for FESA to pay money directly to 
private property owners who have the equipment on their property, partly because of their requirements for 
harvesting and so on.  However, we acknowledge the fact that they make a vital contribution to the firefighting 
effort within their shires.  We are trying to be as flexible as possible with those shires.  We are insisting that it be 
coordinated through the shire, and we will consider every reasonable suggestion of shires such as Katanning, 
Kojonup or the other shires that are in that position - that is, they are primarily, if not solely, made up of private 
brigades - to see whether we can provide moneys to those shires that they can, in turn, use to support those 
brigades. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer the minister to proposed section 36D, which deals with the exemptions that may be 
prescribed.  It states - 

The regulations may - 

(a) provide for kinds of land that are exempt or partially exempt from the levy; and 

(b) specify conditions to which an exemption, or partial exemption, from the levy is subject. 

Will the minister give the House some examples of land that may be exempt?  If a good case was put to the 
minister by a church group or non-profit charitable organisation, is that an example of the type of land that 
would be exempt; or will the minister give me some examples of the kinds of land that may be exempt or 
partially exempt? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I am happy to do that.  This clause is not intended to exempt church groups and not-for-
profit organisations.  Most of those groups are currently paying insurance.  Under this scheme, many of them 
will end up paying less than they are currently paying on their insurance.  I think I could say, pretty much 
without doubt, that that will be the case almost universally in areas that are not part of the career fire service 
district.  I expect that what they currently pay on their insurance will exceed what they will pay under the Fire 
and Emergency Services Authority of WA levy.  Therefore, I do not think that people who will be better off 
under the new system will have much of a claim to be compensated or exempted. 

Some months ago, a couple of members raised some concerns with me.  One of those members was the member 
for Eyre.  He raised concerns about mining companies in his electorate.  He put the case that it was probably fair 
enough to expect those mining companies that were making a good income from their properties to pay, but he 
said that there were also many exploration tenements and so forth.  He put a case that we should not put further 
impositions on mining companies or people who are engaged in the business of exploration.  A fairly strong case 
was put, and it was welcomed by the Chamber of Minerals and Energy. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is the block of land or the fixtures on the mining tenement rated on the gross rental value? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  It is the tenement.  There were some discussions between FESA and the Chamber of 
Minerals and Energy on this issue.  I understand that the local government implementation group also looked at 
the issue again.  It was considered to be fair and legitimate to make those exemptions for those tenements on 
which only exploration was taking place.  The other major exemption will be for local government unimproved 
land.  We will not charge a levy on its parks. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to proposed section 36G, “Minister to determine levy”.  I have not been able to find 
the reference to gross rental value.  Obviously, the Government must find a way to raise a levy, and it has 
decided to proceed with a proposal for a levy based on gross rental value.  There are some inequities in that 
situation.  If somebody has looked after his property or has a very valuable property, that person will pay a 
higher levy.  That is one of the inequities in the gross rental value system.  Does the minister have any comment 
on that?  To clarify this proposed section, will the minister strike the rate in the dollar of the gross rental value on 
advice from the authority? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I will clarify that for the member.  The minister will declare either a rate in the dollar or a 
flat rate.  We could have arguments about what is the fairest system.  I believe that rating it on GRV is probably 
fairer than most other systems.  Local government rates are based on that.  I point out that the process of coming 
up with a figure is largely the same as what we currently do as part of a budget process.  Under the current 
system, I am required to publish in the Government Gazette similar details of the insurance that must be paid.  I 
suppose the actual process is similar to the existing system under which the minister comes up with the budget 
and then advertises it in the Government Gazette.  Whatever the minister puts in place must be matched 
proportionately by both local government and insurance companies.  Therefore, it is a similar situation.  I take 
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the opportunity to reiterate that all moneys we get from the levy will be directed to the FESA account, and the 
legislation specifies what FESA can and cannot spend the money on. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  On that same issue, the minister may strike minimums and maximums.  Will the minister 
explain the rationale behind the minimums and maximums regarding both the GRV and the flat rate for blocks? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  An example of the minimums would be the figure of $30 in the category five areas.  The 
maximum is the $175 that we are proposing as the maximum residential rate.  For commercial properties, the 
maximums are different. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer the minister to proposed section 36H, which deals with the determination of the levy 
by reference to the gross rental value.  Certain areas that are zoned residential will contain buildings that 
obviously will be rated on gross rental value.  Will some blocks of land be rated on the gross rental value, or will 
the vacant blocks in residential areas be rated on the block rate; that is, the $30? 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I will clarify that matter.  We will use the property use values, not the zonings.  The 
zonings will not have the impact; the property use values will, in the same way that that applies to local 
government currently, and that is factored into local government rates as well. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  If there was a residential area on the beach in downtown Cottesloe, for example, with a vacant 
block full of wild oats, I presume it would be rated at $30 rather than - 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  It is still a vacant block.  
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Earlier this morning we discussed expenditures.  The minister said that the provision for 
the pensioner and senior concessions would be $5.4 million.  When the member for South Perth was discussing 
the concessions, he gave the impression that they would apply to self-funded retirees.  Concessions for seniors 
vary across local government agencies.  How will the provision for pensioner and senior concessions be 
determined?  There is a great differential among the local councils over the concessions they give to their seniors 
and self-funded retirees.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Pensioners will get a 50 per cent discount.  A state Seniors Card holder will get a 25 per 
cent discount.  However, a person with a state Seniors Card and a commonwealth Seniors Health Care Card will 
get a 50 per cent discount.  
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Is the minister saying that the concessions will be means tested?  Where do self-funded 
retirees come into this?  I do not know whether they would necessarily have those cards.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The simplest way of putting it is that the front-end check on eligibility will be exactly the 
same as it is for local government rebates.  The discount will be means tested to the extent that local government 
rebates are already, to some degree, means tested.  However, there is no means testing for the state Seniors Card.  
I see no reason that those people would not get the 25 per cent discount.  If they do not qualify for the 
commonwealth Seniors Health Care Card, they would not qualify for a 50 per cent discount, but nor would they 
under the existing rates.  This is a uniform scheme that pertains to local government rates and other areas.  It is 
recognised as the standard.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to proposed sections 36J and 36L.  Proposed section 36J states -  

(1) Subject to sections 36L and 36N, a local government is to - 

(a) assess the amount of levy payable for a levy year by each person who owns leviable 
land in its local district; and  

(b) serve written notice of the assessment on the person. 

(2) The assessment notice is to - 

(a) state the date the notice was issued and, if section 36G(4)(b) or 36I(2)(b) applies to 
the determination of the levy payable on the land, the purpose for which the land is 
used as determined under section 36G(5); and  

(b) include or be accompanied by any matters prescribed by the regulations.   
What kinds of matters could be prescribed by regulations?   
It seems to me that there is almost a duplication between proposed sections 36J and 36L.  Under proposed 
section 36J, the local government will assess the individual to determine whether each person who owns leviable 
land in the district should be sent a notice; and, under proposed section 36L, the authority will assess the amount 
of the levy payable for land owned by the State, a state agency or instrumentality or a local government.  It 
seems that the local council will do something at the same time that the authority makes assessments.  Will the 
authority assess the local government area or only those properties owned by the local government?  The local 
government will do an assessment of the individual, and the authority will do an assessment of the State’s assets 
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or any state instrumentality or local government.  Does that refer to the properties owned by people in the local 
government area or to the local government’s assets?  

My questions are about the notice and the matters to be prescribed by regulation; and whether the local 
government and the authority look at separate issues.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Proposed section 36J(2)(b) states that a notice must -  

include or be accompanied by any matters prescribed by the regulations.   

This refers to what would go on the rates assessment notice.  We are still negotiating what they might be.  They 
could be such things as the minimum and maximum rate or the rate on the gross rental value.  The regulations 
could also prescribe that we must state the emergency services levy category that the property is in, the property 
use classification or a range of other things.  We are currently negotiating with local governments about what 
things will go on the rates notice.   

The member asked whether something applied to the local government constituents or to the local government 
assets.  The answer is the local government assets.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Does proposed section 36L refer to the authority looking at the local government’s assets 
rather than at the individual properties?  Is that done by the local government? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Yes, that is right.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Proposed section 36N, notice and payment of levy payable on state land, states -  

Despite any other provision of this Part, the Authority may give notice of the assessment of, and may 
accept payment of, the levy payable on any land owned by the State, or a State agency or 
instrumentality, in accordance with arrangements agreed between the Treasurer and the Authority.   

What kinds of arrangements could they be?  I understand that some state instrumentality assets might be 
involved.  Does that include the government trading enterprises and their assets?  What kinds of arrangements 
could be agreed between the Treasurer and the authority?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  This relates to the method of payment and how many assessments are sent out.  For 
example, it might be simpler and more economical for one bulk bill to be sent to the State Government for all its 
properties rather than for individual notices to be sent to each government agency.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Proposed division 4 is headed “Payment of emergency services levy”.  Proposed section 
36O refers to the levy being a charge on the land.  It states - 

Subject to the Rates and Charges (Rebates and Deferments) Act 1992, the levy, together with any costs 
of proceedings for recovery of the levy and any levy interest, is a charge on the leviable land.   

Is this to do with the charging of the emergency services levy category related to gross rental value or does the 
levy relate to vacant land or blocks? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The explanatory notes state that proposed section 36O mirrors the equivalent provision in 
the Local Government Act 1995, which is section 6.43 that relates to local government rates and service charges.  
The heading of the proposed section is “Levy is a charge on the land”.  It will enable the same provisions to 
apply that apply to local government.  People can currently defer local government rates.  We are saying that in 
the same way as local government rates are a charge against land, so would be the emergency services levy.  
Pensioners can currently take a deferment on their local government rates, and they could also take a deferment 
on their emergency services levy rates, which would remain as a charge against the land.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Under proposed section 36Q the minister may approve payment of the levy by instalments.  
I presume that this provision is similar to that which applies to local government.  Proposed section 36R refers to 
discounts, concessions and agreements.  Is the minister saying that pensioners can defer payment against their 
estate as they can currently with local government rates?   
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The instalment arrangement would mirror whatever arrangement the local government 
now has in place.  There is some variation between local government instalment plans, but we want them to be 
able to charge this levy in the same way. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That makes very good sense.  Anomalies arise from time to time on the question of 
pensioner eligibility relating to rural zoned land.  When some special rural zones are zoned under gross rental 
value, there is sometimes a problem when the powers that be allow the exemption of only the house and the 
immediate curtilage that is used.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  We are not using the zoning at all.  We are simply going by the Valuer General’s 
determination. 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If a property of five or 10 acres with a special rural zoning is rated on the basis of gross 
rental value, for example, the gross rental value of that property could be higher than that of a property of a 
quarter of an acre.  If those anomalies do arise, they will need to be addressed.  We might have to examine a 
house and its curtilage as opposed to the whole of a lot.  Does the minister follow? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I do.  The member may find that those kinds of properties are more likely to be in a 
category 4 or 5 area, which means the charge is not likely to be very high in any event.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Under proposed section 36V the local government is to pay the levy and other amounts to 
the authority.  I read somewhere in the legislation that the local government, if it invested the levy, could keep 
the interest.  However, I may be wrong.  The proposed section reads - 

A local government is to pay to the Authority at the times, and in accordance with the procedures, 
determined by the Minister after consultation with the local government - 

(a) the amounts of the levy and levy interest paid to the local government; and 

(b) the amount of levy payable by the local government on any leviable land it owns. 

Does the local government have an opportunity to keep any interest that is accrued from the collection and 
investment of the money before it sends the money off to the Fire and Emergency Services Authority? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  It relates to the payment schedule for local governments to remit the money to FESA.  
The provision says that it is subject to consultation with local government; for example, the amount could be 
payable monthly, quarterly or whatever.  Some of the smaller shires in particular might say that it would be more 
onerous for them to have to remit the money monthly and that they would rather remit the money quarterly.  We 
are currently negotiating that with local government.  I draw the member’s attention to section 36U, which reads 
- 

(1) Amounts of levy and levy interest paid to a local government are received by it on behalf of 
the Authority. 

(2) If a local government credits to its trust fund kept under 6.9 of the Local Government Act 1995 
amounts of levy and levy interest paid to it, the local government may, with the approval of the 
Minister, retain any interest earned from investing those amounts. 

I believe that what the member said is right.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You will probably get a lot of letters from local governments.  I expect that the authority 
would want to have some of the interest too. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Since we are such generous people, we are looking at a situation in which local 
authorities can keep it.  I may put that in more general guidelines for them so that they may keep it.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I thank the minister for that commitment.  I am sure that the whole of the concept will be 
dependent on goodwill from the minister, FESA and local government.  I understand that two committees are 
being set up and that local government will be well represented on them.  This kind of commitment will ensure 
that there is trust between local and state government.  If there are anomalies that create difficulties, it may assist 
in resolving them.   

Proposed section 36ZC refers to the application for an order for sale of land.  Proposed subsection (1) reads - 

If an amount of the levy that is due and payable on any land has been unpaid for 3 years or more, the 
Authority may apply to the Supreme Court for an order for the sale of the land, or part of the land, so 
that the proceeds of sale may be applied towards satisfaction of the outstanding amount of levy. 

This appears to be a fairly strongarm tactic.  People do go overseas and move to other States and still hold land.  
There may be an absentee owner who lives in another State or another country.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Were you the minister responsible for bringing in the Local Government Act 1995?   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I was. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  It was you who put the provision in.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Did I?  It sounds like a draconian provision.  Is it not amazing how things change when one 
changes sides of the House?   

Before the minister’s interjection, I was about to make the point that I hope that every effort would be made to 
track down the owner of the land.  I do not know of any local government that has sold land in order to retire a 
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debt.  Local government usually waits some time when it comes to unpaid rates.  If the provision is already in the 
Local Government Act, I accept that, but it may be that in this instance it is fairly strong action to take. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  This provision mirrors sections 6.64 and 6.68 of the Local Government Act.  This clause 
contains the word “may” and the Local Government Act contains the word “may”.  There is no compulsion for 
the authority to take action against a property owner, just as there is no compulsion for a local government 
authority to do so.  The member for Warren-Blackwood’s understanding is correct.  Most local government 
authorities would not take this action lightly, nor would the Government.  Only in an extreme circumstance 
would the authority take action if the local council were not also taking action.  Although that action may be 
taken after three years as the member pointed out, it may also be the case that after six to eight years it still has 
not been taken.  A definite decision would be required to take that action and sell a pensioner’s house, for 
example.  Very few local government authorities do that, and I do not think the authority or the minister would 
encourage the use of this provision.  It is in place to mirror the Local Government Act. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I expect commonsense will prevail.  If a vacant lot were involved, at an annual levy of $30, 
even after five years it would cost much more to take the action than it would to forgo the levy.   

In layman’s terms, proposed section 36ZI, “Emergency Service fees and charges in certain cases”, means that if 
someone calls out a permanent or volunteer fire brigade, the authority may serve the owner or occupier with a 
notice.  What kind of call-out would be involved?  Would it be a matter of someone being blatantly called out 
when there is no fire?  How far away would the hazard need to be?  Would it involve a fire coming over the hill, 
or one that is a number of kilometres away?  Who would decide whether a fee or a charge should be imposed?  
What would be the amount of it and who would set it?    

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Proposed section 36ZI updates and consolidates the provisions in the Fire Brigades Act.  
The fees and charges are payable on the provision of a range of services under the emergency services 
legislation.  This is nothing new.  The provisions are in place to deal with situations such as repeated false 
security alarms that the fire brigade attends when the person concerned does nothing to rectify the problem. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It makes sense to me.  

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 16 to 30 put and passed.   

Clause 31:  Section 17 amended - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  What does proposed subsection (2)(1b) mean? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  If a pensioner, for example, pays part of the levy, Treasury will pay the money directly to 
the Fire and Emergency Services Authority.  It will avoid the convoluted process of Treasury sending it to the 
person to send to FESA.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Would it be sent to the local government authority? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Treasury will pay the money to the Office of State Revenue, which will make good that 
money to FESA.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 32:  Section 32 amended, and transitional - 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Will the minister explain whether there is a difference between the amount in this year’s 
budget and the amount in next year’s budget?  Will the amounts be the same?  If not, what transitional 
arrangements have been made to make those amounts the same? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Clause 32 provides that a person approved for the purpose of rates is also approved as a 
senior for the purpose of the levy. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.D. McRae), under which clause do I seek clarification on this 
matter?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I am not sure what questions the member wants to ask.  I would like to be helpful, and 
suggest where she could ask her questions, but I need more clarification.  Then, perhaps we can assist her.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.D. McRae):  I do not have a question before the Chair at the moment.  For the 
indulgence of the member for Alfred Cove, I think the comments of the minister are appropriate.  Some of the 
subject matter the member seeks may be in the schedule.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I was advised by someone within the department that it came under the transition 
provisions.  That is why I am asking now.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  I will put a question, and the member can raise the matter.  If it is appropriate, it will 
be dealt with; if not, she will have to wait until the next clause.  Alternatively, the member might seek advice 
outside the debate going on in the Chamber.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 33 and 34 put and passed.  

Clause 35:  Transitional provisions - 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have been advised that my question comes under this clause.  Can the minister, under 
this clause - 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  If the member wants to raise a particular matter, she should just deal with it.  I advise 
that clause 35 gives effect to the schedule, whilst the schedule details the matters to be given effect to.  They are 
interdependent items within the Bill.  I am happy to take the member’s questions when I put either of the 
questions.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If clause 35 is passed, does that still enable members to raise issues when the schedule is 
considered?  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Yes.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  There has been some doubt or concern in the Chamber today as to whether the net 
allocation to the Fire and Emergency Services Authority under this new Bill will be the same as that which 
applied prior to the implementation of this Bill.  Can the minister advise how much has been set aside in the 
current budget, and, when this Bill comes into force, how much will be set aside?  Will there be a decrease that 
needs to be made up from other areas?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I am happy to do this again.  The total funding provision for FESA, with or without this 
levy, is in the order of $40.5 million.  The direct appropriation to FESA in the future will be $28 million.  That 
will be made up of $8.5 million paid by the Government for the emergency services levy on its own properties, 
$18.5 million as a balancing subsidy to support rural volunteers, and $1 million for the Volunteer Marine Rescue 
Services.  That totals $28 million.  In addition, there will be an indirect appropriation of $7.5 million.  The 
indirect appropriation comprises two figures: $5.4 million from Treasury to the Office of State Revenue to cover 
pensioners and seniors concessions, and $2.1 million provided by the Treasury to Homeswest, which will be 
given to FESA.  The total state government commitment to FESA will be $35.5 million.  That is $5 million less 
than the previous commitment.  The $5 million represents the stamp duty that the Government will no longer 
collect from insurance premiums.  Under the current system, people pay the fire levy as part of the insurance 
premium.  Whether or not the levy is listed separately on an insurance premium, people pay stamp duty and GST 
on it.  The Treasury has been receiving $5 million a year in stamp duty from that source.  It has been a form of 
tax to pay for emergency services and has been in place for a long time.  People have paid $5 million in stamp 
duty and GST on what they have remitted through their insurance premiums.  That source of $5 million is lost to 
the State Government.  The $5 million will be collected as part of the levy.  The total amount of money available 
to FESA globally will be $4 million more than it currently is.  That is our best estimate.  Something that makes 
this funding situation so complex is that, under the existing arrangement, 12.5 per cent of funding comes from 
the State Government, 12.5 per cent of funding is collected through local governments, and 75 per cent of 
funding is collected by insurance companies.  Money will no longer be collected in the same way.  We want to 
ensure that the State Government’s commitment remains the same and that the amount of money provided to 
FESA exceeds the current amount at its disposal. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I appreciate the reduction in revenue from lost stamp duty of $5 million; I have no 
problem with that.  I am also pleased that $5.4 million will be provided to cover pensioners and seniors with 
concessions and that $2.1 million will be provided for Homeswest rental costs.  The minister has stated that there 
will be an overall increase in funding of $4 million.  Is the situation a $4 million increase or a $3.5 million 
decrease?  Should an additional $3.5 million be provided by the Treasury to account for the provisions to 
pensioners, seniors and Homeswest rental costs? 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  No.  The advice is that, in total, the levy will raise about $6 million more than is 
currently raised.  About $2 million of that will be paid to local governments for administration.  As has been 
identified by members opposite, that will leave $4 million, which the Government hopes to target at bush fire 
brigades and SES units throughout the State.  I would not come into the House with a system that would mean 
less money for volunteers.  The new system will provide more money for volunteers, particularly the bush fire 
brigades and SES units.  I reiterate that everyone across the State benefits from the work of the emergency 
services.  It does not matter whether people are from the metropolitan area or the country; if they are in 
Yallingup or Exmouth and are involved in a road crash, the State Emergency Service will turn up and cut them 
out of their vehicle. 
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Everyone agrees that more funds should go to the SES and other areas, but it still 
appears that the Government will receive an additional $7.5 million.  I am not disagreeing that the SES needs 
additional funds, and they should have been provided years ago.  However, it still seems it is coming from within 
the FESA budget and the Government should be topping up this budget.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I assure the member - many times over - that there will be an appropriation from 
Treasury to the Office of State Revenue to cover seniors and other discounts.  There will also be an appropriation 
to Homeswest to cover its costs as well.  Just as the member for Alfred Cove said the situation would be unfair to 
FESA, it also would be unfair to deplete the Homeswest budget by $2.1 million.  That is why additional 
Treasury allocations will go directly to Homeswest and the Office of State Revenue.  In total, Treasury will still 
pay out $35.5 million.  In the first instance, $28 million will go to FESA, $5.4 million to the Office of State 
Revenue and $2.1 million to Homeswest.  Then, by law, Homeswest and the Office of State Revenue will be 
compelled to pay that $7.5 million to FESA.  That is the way that government accounting works.  It would not 
make any difference to me whether we paid the whole $35.5 million directly to FESA, but then we would not 
make those allocations to Homeswest or the Office of State Revenue.  This is about a transparent budget process 
so that people can see the money that will come from Homeswest is the amount that needs to go to FESA.  I 
cannot reiterate any more strongly that $35.5 million remains the commitment of the State Government that will 
go directly and indirectly through State Revenue and Homeswest to FESA.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.D. McRae):  When I was asked for advice on whether we could deal with 
matters in the schedule and the clause and I affirmed that that was the case, it still requires members to debate 
the clause at hand or the content of the schedule at hand and not matters extraneous to that.  I have allowed some 
latitude because I was aware that the member for Alfred Cove had attempted to ask similar sorts of questions at 
an earlier stage of the debate.  However, that latitude has stopped and I will be stricter about dealing with the 
matters before the Chair.   

Clause put and passed. 

Schedule 1 -  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Clause 4(3) of the schedule relates to the arrangements with insurance companies and 
requires some reaffirmation from the minister.  My comments might be extraneous to this clause, but I am 
disappointed a similar clause does not require local government to ensure that any savings from the 12.5 per cent 
of rates that they collect for the career fire brigades is passed on to ratepayers.   

Clause 14 of schedule 1 states - 

(1) The Minister, after consultation with the ICA, is to take all reasonable steps to enter into 
arrangements with insurance companies that provide for the Minister to be given sufficient 
information by the companies to satisfy the Minister that, as a result of the introduction of the 
levy, the companies have appropriately reduced, or have given appropriate refunds in relation 
to, the premiums payable for policies of insurance. 

Clause 15, which relates to a report by the minister, states - 

(1) Within 18 months after the commencement day, the Minister is to prepare a report on the 
arrangements referred to in clause 14 and the information given to the Minister in accordance 
with those arrangements. 

(2) The Minister may omit from the report any matter that the Minister considers to be of a 
commercially sensitive nature. 

(3) As soon as practicable after the report is prepared the Minister is to cause it to be laid before 
each House of Parliament. 

They are noble sentiments, but there is no compulsion for an insurance company to pass on savings to insurance 
policyholders.  I am concerned that after 18 months, as stated in clause 15(1), the horse will have well and truly 
bolted.  The minister mentioned that she would use the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection to 
ensure that the insurance companies were held to account.  In reality, the insurance companies provide 75 per 
cent of the funding for the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of WA, 12.5 per cent comes from local 
government and 12.5 per cent from the State Government.  Some local governments have already intimated to 
me that they will not pass on those savings to their ratepayers, because most local governments are pretty 
strapped for funds anyway.  Next year is a local government election year, but by the time the savings come 
through, those elections will probably have passed and local governments may be brave enough to withhold 
those funds. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  That would be a transparent decision; it would show up in their accounts. 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It would show up the first time only, and then they would get away with it.  It would be a 
good way for local governments to receive a fillip as far as their revenue was concerned, but whether it is fair 
and just is another question altogether.  They are two important issues; I will raise the other issue of contiguous 
rating with the minister privately.  Will the minister explain how she will use her very strong personality to 
convince these insurance people that there is something physical within the law to force them to do this, or will 
there be a moral compunction on them for honest dealings, in which case they will pull the wool over our eyes 
very quickly? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I know insurance companies are not the most popular people in the world at this time, but 
I assure the member that the Insurance Council of Australia has been working with us in a positive way and we 
have had productive discussions.  We have developed a draft letter of understanding with those insurance 
companies, which goes into some detail about what is required and also the transitional arrangements.  A period 
of 18 months is required because we are working on the basis that this legislation should pass through both 
Houses by the end of this year. 

The commencement date of the new system is 1 July next year.  As the member is aware, some people pay their 
insurance premium annually.  They are paying for a 12-month premium and would pay a small amount into the 
following year.  Therefore, some transitional arrangements must be provided.  The 18 months referred to in the 
Bill include the proposed six-month transitional period from 1 January 2003 to the end of June 2003, plus the 
first 12 months of operation.  We expect that insurance companies would provide a detailed report to the 
Minister for Emergency Services on a quarterly basis.  The intended reporting dates are 30 April 2003, 31 July 
2003, 31 October 2003 and 28 February 2004.  An audit opinion would state -  

Whether, having regard to: 

a) The Fire and Emergency Services Legislation (Emergency Services Levy) Amendment Act 
2002 which was enacted to eliminate the insurer’s liability to any future contribution to the 
career fire and rescue service costs and which has been funded by the insurer from Fire 
Services Levies (FSL) and/or premium loadings on certain insurance policies; and 

b) The amount contributed by the insured to these expenses via FSL and premium loadings on 
policies for the period 1 January 2002 to 31 December 2002.  

there has been full and proper compliance with the implementation strategy as set down in the Letter of 
Understanding between the insurer and the Minister for Emergency Services.  

To the extent that, in the opinion of the auditor, there has not been full and proper compliance as set 
down above, then the auditor should indicate:  

c) The key areas of non-compliance; and  

d) The estimated financial impact on policy holders. 

A transparent reporting process will occur.  I do not propose to wait until the end of the 18-month period to find 
out whether the process was working.  The Western Australian Insurance Commission has advised the 
Government that it will send me individual draft letters of understanding from each of the insurance underwriters 
operating in Western Australia.  The WAIC will then agree with the draft letter of understanding.  It has assured 
me that each of the insurance underwriters operating in Western Australia will initiate the draft letter of 
understanding and sign off on it.  The WAIC has gone into a considerable degree of detail.  I again assure the 
House that the insurance companies had no difficulty removing the levy in South Australia.  The industry 
considered it to be a selling point because it meant the insurance companies were able to advertise insurance at 
much reduced premiums, which made them more competitive. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Clause 16 of the schedule states in part -  

(1) If there is no sufficient provision in this Schedule for any matter or thing necessary or 
convenient to give effect to the purposes of this Schedule, that provision may be made by 
regulations under section 40 of the FESA Act.   

(2) Without limiting subclause (1), regulations referred to in that subclause may provide for any 
matter or thing necessary or convenient -  

(a) to assist the Minister to enter into the arrangements referred to in clause 14; or  

(b) to give effect to the purposes of entering into those arrangements.   

From what the minister has said about the memorandum of understanding and the exchange of letters, it seems 
that the Government has a very honourable arrangement with the Western Australian Insurance Commission, 
which sounds fair.  However, the word “compel” was not once used. 
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Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You have highlighted the section that is the big stick.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is what I was getting to.  Would the minister consider using the word “compel” under 
clause 16(2)(b)?   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I believe I have an obligation to do so on behalf of everyone in Western Australia 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I appreciate that, because that is an important message to send to the public.  Despite what 
may happen in the first year or two, when insurance companies may act in good faith, as time elapses their 
enthusiasm for passing on the savings may wane.  While we are on this issue, the minister can make regulations 
under clause 16(2) of schedule 1.  Will she consider making regulations in relation to local governments if they 
do not pass the savings on to ratepayers?  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  My inclination at this point is to say no.  I see local government as a responsible sphere 
of government.  I would be totally aghast if local governments were not accountable to and transparent with their 
ratepayers on this issue.  I would like to deal honourably with insurance companies, but there is the backup 
provision in clause 16 of schedule 1, to which the member referred.  The accounts and books of local 
governments should be transparent.  FESA has done a lot of work with them on their current expenditures and 
the amount of ratepayers’ funds they are currently expending.  That will all be transparent.  I will have no 
difficulty in making all that information public.  If anything, the Government has made public more tables and 
information on this Bill than on any other Bill for quite some time.  We will continue to be open and transparent 
about it.  For a period of years, FESA has collected information on what local governments, bush fire brigades 
and State Emergency Service units are expending.   

If local governments think they can get a windfall out of this, they will need to explain to their ratepayers why 
they are having to pay the emergency levy and why they are still being charged for the same purpose in their 
local government rates, whether or not it is part of a global amount.  I do not think the big stick approach is 
appropriate for local government.  There is certainly a possibility of shaming some of those local governments if 
they very blatantly do the wrong thing.  That will be seen fairly easily, especially with those local governments 
that are currently spending a lot of their rates for this purpose.  Once that money is forwarded to them from the 
new emergency services levy fund, if there is not a similar reduction in rates, they will have to explain that to 
their ratepayers.  If there are some anomalies or some local governments blatantly do the wrong thing, I will not 
have any difficulty in coming into the House and reporting to that effect.  To be totally prescriptive about it 
would be very difficult.  I am not sure that in reality it would have any effect, because local governments could 
easily say that they took off that amount but had developed a new program that they would have charged for on 
top of the rates in any event - which the member and I may well suspect they would not have done.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This will be the final time I raise the issue.  I, too, love local government dearly.  In my 26-
odd year involvement in local government, I met a lot of very fine, loyal, hardworking people who serve their 
constituencies well.  It would be easier if there were some compulsion in the legislation for local governments to 
pass on the savings from the levy.  As I mentioned briefly earlier, local governments in rural Western Australia 
are not wealthy councils.  Many of them have a small staff with small budgets and are battling to make ends 
meet.  Some of the issues that arise, whether they be as a result of the elements - such as the drought in the 
wheatbelt at the moment - the effects of dairy deregulation, the Government’s timber industry policy or 
whatever, cause local governments significant pain.  There is no doubt in my mind that local government will be 
tempted to use some of those savings.  It would have been preferable for the legislation to compel local 
governments in addition to the insurance companies to pass on those savings.  It may be suggested cynically that 
the Government is prepared to take on the big bad insurance companies but not the friendly local governments 
because there are 142 of them.  That is my thought.  It is not a question of whether I trust local government.  I 
know the stresses and strains under which they operate.  They may be forced into not passing on those savings.   
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Because of concerns that have been expressed about a decrease in the budget, which the 
minister has assured the House is wrong, I ask the minister to include in the report to be presented to Parliament 
the difference between the funding under the old arrangements during the transition period and the new 
arrangements when the funding has been implemented. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I am happy to undertake to report to the Parliament on that matter. 
Schedule put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Third Reading 
MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [5.22 pm] - by leave:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 
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MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [5.23 pm]:  I thank the minister for her cooperation in the later stage 
of the Bill.  At an earlier stage I thought we were in for a long haul because it appeared that the minister was 
frustrated at some of the questions that were asked. 
I reiterate my special thanks to those dedicated officers of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority who have 
provided briefing notes and have answered questions over a long period.  At the risk of being repetitious, I will 
reiterate some of the comments I made in the second reading debate. 
This is very important legislation because for the first time in a long period it will change the way in which funds 
are raised for fire and emergency services in Western Australia.  There is no doubt that there are inequities in the 
current system and that it must be modernised.  This is a time when fire and emergency services are very 
important.  Members need only look at the terrible fires flaring in Sydney to realise that they will occur in this 
State.  The bush fire brigades and the Department of Conservation and Land Management will be placed under 
pressure, as will the fire brigades in the metropolitan area and FESA. 
There will always be a catastrophe, whether it be a storm, a flood or an earthquake, for which emergency 
services are required.  In those times of stress, people expect the Government of the day to provide resources, 
particularly to volunteers, to ensure that their lives are not placed under threat as they go about the business of 
recovery.  There is no doubt that volunteers, the career fire brigade officers and the marine rescue people put 
themselves under risk.  It is incumbent on us as members of Parliament to ensure legislation is in place to 
safeguard those people, whether that be by the Bush Fires Act, the Fire Brigades Act, the Fire and Emergency 
Services of Western Australia Act or any other legislation.  Part and parcel of that is to have those people 
properly equipped. 
This legislation has evolved over time.  I think the member for South Perth mentioned that proposals for change 
have been around for 20 years.  I cannot recall proposals being around for that long, but I can certainly recall 
their being around for a good part of the last decade.  A lot of thought has gone into the legislation.  Somebody 
may come up with a totally different formula.  That formula may be to leave the situation as it is or target the 
non-insurers - in other words, those people who insure offshore or self-insure - and apply a levy to them, unless 
they can provide a certificate of insurance from a local insurance company.  That is just one proposal that has 
been suggested. 

Although a lot of information was forthcoming, as it got close to the eleventh hour in the discussions on the 
legislation, there were some answers to questions with which opposition members were not happy.  The jury is 
still out on some of those issues.  It may be that before the matter is debated in the Legislative Council, those 
matters can be clarified for opposition members in the upper House to ensure that the transition of the Bill is 
fairly secure.  I expect that this legislation will not be a high priority in the upper House in the near future 
because of the Government’s electoral reform legislation.  However, I agree that it would be good to have it 
passed so that any measures can be put in place by the beginning of the next financial year - in other words, 1 
July next year. 

Many questions will be asked.  As members of Parliament travel around the State, we will be put under pressure 
to answer those questions.  I hope that if questions come from left field, the minister’s good officers will be 
available to assist us in answering those questions. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I am happy to give that commitment. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I thank the minister.  I appreciate that very much.  I do not think there is any doubt that 
questions will be asked about the multiple rating of properties.  In other words, if property owners have more 
than one block, they will be charged more than one emergency services levy.  The issue of how contiguous 
properties will be dealt with will also be raised.  Some people in the community are self-funded retirees who rely 
on property income.  They will have multiple levy bills to pay.  I am sure we will get feedback about that as we 
travel around the State.  We will be asked how and why we came to our conclusions.  We will also be asked 
whether the proposed system will be better than the old system.  As we travel around the State, we will have to 
answer all those questions. 

Although I support the concept of the legislation, I still have some doubts about it.  I believe that some questions 
about this legislation will be very difficult to answer.  Not only government members but also opposition 
members will be asked these questions.  When people are upset about some parts of this legislation and ask us 
questions, we must have solid answers for them.  I expect that the Government will give us those answers, if and 
when they are required. 

Fundamentally, we are trying to introduce legislation that is fair.  To that extent, I do not think that we will ever 
have legislation that is absolutely fair when it comes to a property tax.  There will be anomalies; there will be a 
cross-subsidisation.  Some country local governments will not be happy about this legislation because they will 
be net losers.  There is no doubt that metropolitan local governments will be net losers under this legislation.  If 
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the funds are redistributed to the areas of need - in other words, to those people who cannot raise the money for 
themselves - that will be for the general good of the State.  However, I will again express my concerns.  The 
legislation has been in gestation for a long time.  The previous Government supported the legislation to a degree, 
but it was not introduced into the Parliament for the very reasons that have been raised in the debate today by 
members on this side of the House.  I thank the member for Mitchell in particular for his contribution to the 
debate.  With his inquiring mind, he has been very persistent in trying to get some information out of the 
minister and bureaucrats of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority.  That has been done in the spirit of 
trying to get the legislation right, and certainly not to delay the legislation.  After all, we could continue the 
debate for another hour and a half if need be to ensure that the legislation is given the attention it deserves.  I 
thank members of the Opposition for their assistance during the debate and the minister for her cooperation this 
afternoon.  

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.30 pm]:  The Opposition 
began its consideration of this legislation in the vain hope that the Government might have been able to come up 
with a formula that was fair to one and all.  As we asked more and more questions of the minister, we were 
ultimately able to extract some answers from her.  It seems that we have ended up with an arrangement that is 
not all that we had hoped for.  Putting it bluntly, it is clear, from all the information, that the Government has not 
been prepared to pay its own way.  As a result, the Government is in effect passing on about $21 million of 
additional costs to home owners, small businesses and farmers through the new fire and emergency services 
levy.  That is $21 million extra that property owners will have to pay because of the way in which the 
Government is implementing this legislation.   

It is easy to see how home owners and small businesses will be slugged.  In many cases, they will pay much 
more than they pay now through insurance and council rates, even though the idea was to reduce the cost across 
the board.  In other words, if the net were thrown out a bit further, the loopholes closed, and the system made 
fairer, the people who currently pay property and contents insurance and contribute through their council rates to 
fire and emergency services would theoretically benefit from a reduction in costs.  However, our inquiries have 
found that is not the case.  I cited some real-life examples during the debate, and I will cite them again.  I earlier 
gave the example of a 25-year-old, four-bedroom, one-bathroom home in Duncraig for which the owners have 
responsibly taken out both property and contents insurance.  The fire levy for that property, through the 
insurance company, is about $91.  The family pays a further $14 through council rates.  The total cost of 
providing fire and emergency services to that property is about $105 a year.  That family will pay more under the 
new arrangement than the present arrangement - the levy will be about $112 a year.  This is the sort of family 
that was meant to benefit from this scheme.  They will be left scratching their heads and wondering why they 
have received a bill for $112 when they previously paid $105.  I also gave the example of a four-bedroom, two-
bathroom home in Innaloo.  That family is currently paying about $54 through insurance, and close to $15 
through shire rates to fire and emergency services.  The total is roughly $70.  They will end up paying about 
$156 under this proposal.  That is double the amount that they pay at the moment.  Members do not have to take 
my word for it or use my calculations, because we received a list of the median or typical levies that would be 
charged throughout Western Australia following a briefing on this issue.  I read a few out for the record: in 
Cambridge, the median, or typical, levy will be $161; in Canning, $109; in Gosnells, $91; in Joondalup, $126; in 
Kalamunda, $97; in Melville, $138; in Mundaring, $97; in Perth, $142; in Rockingham, $93; in South Perth, 
$127; in Stirling, $109; in Swan, $102; and in Wanneroo, $105.  Those are the typical bills that home owners in 
those areas will receive in 2004, the first full year in which this levy is introduced.  A similar situation will exist 
in the country.  In Albany, the typical levy that this Government will force people to pay will be $69; in 
Bunbury, $85; in Geraldton, $65; in Greenough, $83; in Kalgoorlie-Boulder, $94; and in Mandurah, $74.  That is 
an idea of how much home owners will pay in those regional centres when the Labor Party’s plan is introduced 
in full in 2004.  Let us see whether home owners in regional areas will save under this scheme.  I mention a 
couple of real-life examples.  A family in Geraldton currently pays around $51 through its insurance.  It will pay 
$95 under the Labor Party proposal.  A typical family in Albany currently pays $51.  It will pay a bit over $90 
under the Labor Party’s proposal.  That will all take place in 2004.  It is clear that something went wrong, and 
that is the way the Government did the budgeting for this.  Through this levy, it will impose an additional 
$21 million on property owners in the way that we discussed earlier.  We demonstrated that by using information 
provided to us through the minister.   

No economic or social impact analysis was carried out.  I find that quite surprising as we are talking about a 
$107 million levy.  I find it very surprising that not-for-profit organisations were not consulted.  The impact on 
those organisations was not assessed and the Government is not providing some sort of mechanism to relieve 
them of all or part of the burden of this levy.  Further, they were not even consulted.  The Government’s 
mechanism provides absolutely no funding certainty.  A small amount of additional funding will go to some 
country services, but there is no way of determining where that money will go.  However, there will be extensive 
cross-subsidisation.  Some areas will pay more than others, and people who have homes with a high fire risk will 
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pay the same, or less, than others.  The rate on which the levy is based can be amended almost at will by the 
minister with nowhere near the same degree of accountability that would apply to a normal taxation measure.   

Importantly, and the shadow minister has gone into this in great detail, there is no hard-and-fast mechanism to 
ensure that savings in rates and insurance premiums will definitely be passed on to home and business owners.  
It is our understanding that, contrary to what the minister might have us believe, savings in other States in which 
similar schemes have been established have not been passed on in full.  With one simple, graphic example, I will 
clearly demonstrate how the savings cannot be passed on in full.  Local councils currently contribute around 
$9 million to the permanent fire brigade.  That $9 million is built into all the costings that we have been talking 
about in this debate.  Therefore, we could say that because the councils will no longer have to provide that 
money as it will be provided through the levy, the cost to the community will be reduced by $9 million.  
However, even if we were to believe that the councils will pass on that cost saving to the community - which I 
suggest would be like believing that there are fairies at the bottom of the garden - we still need to recognise the 
fact that the councils themselves will be required to contribute towards this levy.  We do not have an exact figure 
for that contribution, but we understand it will be around $2 million.  Therefore, of course the councils will pass 
on to ratepayers at least that part of the cost.  That will mean that the full reduction in council rates will at the 
most be $7 million, not $9 million.  I argue that the saving to ratepayers will be absolutely negligible.  The Bill 
contains no mechanism to ensure that the rate reductions relate to and equate with the amount that the councils 
will save under this new scheme.  

It is proposed to audit the insurance companies.  However, we need to bear in mind that this is the same 
Government that paid for professional forensic auditors to examine the books of the oil companies to find out 
why they were not complying with the new petrol pricing system.  In the end, not only could the Government not 
tell us why the system was failing and why the oil companies were not complying with the new system, but also 
it threw its hands up in the air and said it would give up and change the system back to what it was and let the oil 
companies continue to rule the roost.  I would be delighted to know how the Government will be able to try to 
keep the insurance companies honest when it was unable to find out what was going on in the books of the oil 
companies.  I do not think the Government has a snowball’s chance in hell of achieving that.   

We have heard nothing from the minister about ideas that may have been considered to provide a system that is 
fair and does not have the anomalies that we have in this system.  On the face of it, it seems like a good idea to 
have a system under which everyone will contribute their fair share towards the cost of providing fire and 
emergency services in this State.  As the shadow minister has said, we can accept a bit of cross-subsidy here and 
there and a few anomalies in the system, because we will never get a system that is perfect.  However, the Labor 
Party has botched this up big time.  Because Labor was not prepared to live up to its financial responsibility by 
providing funding through the budget in the way it should have done, it has had to jack up this levy by an extra 
$21 million, and property owners will have to bear the cost.  The idea was to bring in a system that would reduce 
the costs for property owners.  Instead, Labor will impose higher costs on home owners, small business owners 
and farmers.  In 2004, when the first full year’s levy is sent out to property owners with their council rates, we 
will remind them that this is Labor’s plan.  It is Dr Gallop who is making them pay this new tax on their home, 
small business or farm, and it is Labor that is ripping them off to the tune of $21 million and is making the 
councils collect that money on its behalf.  Let the record show that we Liberals strongly object to the way in 
which Labor is doing this.  We Liberals do not support property taxes.  We oppose the way in which Dr Gallop 
has turned the fire and emergency services levy into a property tax.  Labor has failed the people of Western 
Australia once again.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [5.43 pm]:  I thank the member 
for Warren-Blackwood for his approach to this legislation.  I particularly want to place on record my thanks to 
the staff of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western Australia who have assisted with this 
legislation.  This legislation will be an enormous boost for our FESA volunteers, and particularly our bush fire 
brigade members and State Emergency Service members.  It will also be a wonderful boost for regional Western 
Australia.  I have pointed out that the Bill provides for $10 million cross-subsidisation to regional Western 
Australia.  I have cited line and verse what some country local authorities are currently paying for their bush fire 
brigades and state emergency services.  In some instances it is up to $200 per annum. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is it $200? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Yes.  I am talking about householders in some country local government shires paying up 
to $200.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It sounds high. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  It does sound high, but I quoted a list yesterday containing figures of $201, $100-odd, 
$80-odd and so forth.  For many small local shires, if one worked out the amount of money that the local 
government authority can demonstrate to the Fire and Emergency Services Authority that it has been expending 
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on its bush fire brigade and/or the State Emergency Service unit, and one divided that per annum by the number 
of rates notices that go out, in some cases individual ratepayers are paying up to $200 per annum.  Those people 
will be amazed beneficiaries under this scheme.  Many will be in category 5 areas, where the maximum they will 
pay per rates notice will be only $30.  It will therefore be a big win for many of those people.  In regional 
Australia, hardly a shire can in any way, shape or form say that it will be disadvantaged by the new system.  
Everyone can pick an occasional example to show that some individual will pay more, but by and large this is a 
much fairer system.  For every example of someone paying more, there are even more examples of people who 
will be paying less.  One thing that is sure is that we will have a better system for emergency service funding in 
Western Australia.   

I thank the staff of FESA, including the chief executive officer, Mr Bob Mitchell, and the director in charge of 
this area, Mr Lindsay Cuneo, both of whom have briefed local governments and had a lot of involvement in this 
issue, as have other senior staff, particularly the advisers that I have had with me today on the floor of the House.  
I also thank Penny Valentine and others.  Their approach has been excellent.  They have been available for 
briefing members opposite and will continue to be available.  I thank them for their input.  It is significant that 
this Bill is about to pass through the Legislative Assembly.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


