
 

 

Legislative Council 

Thursday, 26 May 2011 

                 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House) took the chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers. 

TRANSPERTH CONTRACTS — BUS OPERATIONS STAFF 

Petition 

Hon Ken Travers presented a petition, by delivery to the Clerk, from 151 persons regarding the lack of concern 
for the wellbeing of Transperth bus operators. 

[See paper 3341.] 

SKILLED LOCAL JOBS BILL 2011 

Petition 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [10.02 am]: I present a petition with 133 signatures, which is 
couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 

We the undersigned residents of Western Australia say the WA Parliament should pass laws that ensure 
a greater share of skilled engineering and fabrication work for our major resources projects is performed 
in Western Australia. 

Our major resources projects are increasingly sending their skilled work offshore. Many of Western 
Australia’s fabrication workshops are almost empty and our engineers have to go overseas if they want 
to help design our LNG projects. 

Our natural resources can only be used once and we should use the current resources construction boom 
to provide training and apprenticeships for our young people, so that they can have a future after the 
boom. 

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council support the Skilled Local Jobs 
Bill 2011 with the objective of ensuring a greater share of skilled work for our major resources projects 
is performed in Western Australia. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 3335.] 

Hon JON FORD: Mr President, I also present a similar petition containing 395 signatures. 

[See paper 3336.] 

CITY OF SWAN LOCAL PLANNING SCHEME 17 

Petition 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [10.04 am]: I present a petition containing 79 signatures, which 
is couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 

We the undersigned residents of Western Australia are concerned that Amendment 40 to the City of 
Swan Local Planning Scheme 17 will unjustifiably reduce the property rights of landowners and 
residents. 

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council to call upon the Minister for 
Planning not to approve Amendment 40 to the City of Swan Local Planning Scheme and that he returns 
it to the City of Swan for further consideration and community consultation. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 3337.] 



4032 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 

 

CONTAINER DEPOSIT SCHEME 

Petition 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [10.05 am]: I present a petition containing 98 signatures, which is 
couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 

We the undersigned residents of Western Australia support actions that increase the number of beverage 
containers recycled in Western Australia and assist in improving the ongoing litter problem we have in 
our state. 

Your petitioners therefore respectfully request the Legislative Council to call upon the Barnett 
Government to immediately introduce a Western Australian Container Deposit Scheme, similar to the 
system that operates in South Australia. 

And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 3338.] 

ENERGY SECURITY INITIATIVES 

Statement by Minister for Energy 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [10.06 am]: I am pleased to inform 
the house of two initiatives that will significantly boost energy security and reliability in Western Australia. The 
state government has approved a long-term agreement between Verve Energy and the APA Group, which will 
lead to further development and expansion of the Mondarra gas storage facility, near Dongara. In addition, the 
Independent Market Operator has been selected to operate a gas bulletin board and develop a gas statement of 
opportunities for Western Australia. Both projects are key recommendations of the Gas Supply and Emergency 
Management Committee, which I established following two major gas supply disruptions in 2008. The 
committee’s recommendations aim to mitigate the impact of gas emergency situations and ensure that Western 
Australia is in a stronger position to co-ordinate and manage a government and industry response to any future 
supply disruptions. The committee identified gas storage as one of the cost-effective mitigation measures that 
could be implemented. 

Once operational, the Mondarra gas storage facility will provide additional supply in excess of 120 terajoules of 
gas per day, servicing the demands of electricity and gas customers in the south west interconnected system in 
the event of a future gas shortage. The new contract arrangements will provide Verve Energy with up to 
90 terajoules a day, enabling an additional 800 megawatts of gas-fired generation to operate during peak demand 
periods for up to 60 days. To provide some context, 90 terajoules a day is more than twice the consumption of 
the residential gas market. The Mondarra facility will also allow Verve to store additional gas that it is required 
to pay for but does not use, which Verve can access when it is needed. This project supports the Liberal–
National government’s objectives to provide a secure, reliable, competitive and cleaner energy supply to meet 
the needs of the community and support WA’s growing economy. 

The appointment of the IMO represents a key milestone towards implementing the gas bulletin board and gas 
statement of opportunities and reflects the GSEMC’s recommendation for an independent WA body to 
administer the two initiatives. The GBB and GSOO will greatly improve information transparency on gas supply 
and demand to the wider public, and provide for a more competitive and dynamic gas market in the state. The 
GBB will provide web-based up-to-date gas system and market information across the gas supply and demand 
chain in WA, and will use the existing infrastructure of the successful eastern states’ bulletin board, which is 
administered by the Australian Energy Market Operator. The GBB will provide greater visibility on the near-
term availability of gas as a commodity and its transport, whereas the GSOO will provide regular long-term gas 
supply and demand forecasts to help inform future investment decisions in WA. Today’s announcement between 
Verve Energy and the APA Group will greatly enhance energy security in Western Australia, while the GBB and 
GSOO will help establish a more dynamic and transparent gas market for the state. 

Consideration of the statement made an order of the day for the next sitting, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer. 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 

Twelfth Report – “Report on a Proposed Inquiry into Regional Prisons” — Tabling 

Hon Max Trenorden presented the twelfth report of the Standing Committee on Public Administration, “Report 
on a Proposed Inquiry into Regional Prisons”, and on his motion it was resolved — 

That the report do lie upon the table and be printed. 

[See paper 3339.]  
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DEPUTY CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEES — RESIGNATION 

Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Members, I have a letter for tabling. It is a letter from Hon Max 
Trenorden resigning as Deputy Chairman of Committees, and I table that letter. 

[See paper 3340.] 

SHIRE OF BUSSELTON — USE OF A PUBLIC JETTY AMENDMENT LOCAL LAW 2011 — 
DISALLOWANCE 

Notice of Motion 

Notice of motion given by Hon Sally Talbot. 

STATE BUDGET 2011–12 — IMPACT ON FAMILIES 

Motion 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [10.11 am] — without notice: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett–Grylls government for its dishonest budget, which is harsh on 
families and drunk on debt. 

I welcome the opportunity to make some comments on the impact of the 2011–12 budget, in particular its impact 
on families. The first thing I want to put on the public record is that this is indeed a bad budget and is built on 
very poor assumptions. It is inherently dishonest in terms of the way in which it is being sold throughout the 
state. There is no doubt in my mind that this budget will have a substantial adverse impact on the average 
Western Australian family. It is also likely to have an adverse impact on businesses, be they small, medium or 
large businesses, in particular as a result of the utility hikes that this budget brings forward. When we look at this 
budget, we can see that there is no real growth across health, education, and law and order. Any additional 
allocation of money seems to be made simply because of the demand created from an increase in population and 
from consumer price index pressures in those areas. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not know whether this budget is considered to be a great budget by 
government members. However, I do know that Hon Wendy Duncan, in giving her budget speech in Kalgoorlie–
Boulder on the day the budget was brought down, vowed to keep the state government honest over the increase 
in utility prices. That is what she sees as her role. When I read that, I found that incredible. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hon Wendy Duncan is a parliamentary secretary; her leader sits in the cabinet 
and she is playing a duplicitous role and pretending that she is separate from the government. I find that 
incredible. I find it lacks integrity. I just say that one would only go to Kalgoorlie–Boulder and present oneself in 
that way if one were ashamed of the impact of this budget. Clearly Hon Wendy Duncan is, but I will leave that 
issue for later. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! We can do without the four or five little audible conversations happening. 
The member on her feet is trying to direct her comments through the Chair. I can see that this morning! I give the 
call to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thanks, Mr President. This budget does not support the community. Being 
badged as a people-friendly budget would have to be the biggest joke out. This government is, in fact, creating 
an underclass within this society. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Other members will want to contribute to this debate without interjections. 
So, as I keep saying, the same rules apply to everybody. Please allow the member on her feet to continue her 
remarks without interjections. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr President, I am happy for any member to get on their feet on this motion and 
to present what they want to present to this place on the benefits of this budget, as they see it. I am putting on the 
public record only my interpretation of this budget, which has been sold as a people’s budget. Yet when I go 
through the detail of this budget, all I see is revenue raising. All I see is no commitment to honouring election 
promises. All I see is the creation of a group of people who, because of the hardships imposed on them by this 
government, particularly through increases in utility charges, will invariably find themselves unable to pay those 
utility charges. 
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Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, minister!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They will invariably find themselves with either debt collectors at their door or 
presenting to a non-government organisation such as the Salvos, or whoever, looking for assistance. The 
Minister for Community Services says, “But then we’ve put money into homes and we’ve put money into 
supporting NGOs.” Yes, she has, but the government created the problem first, and she is trying to address it at 
the end point. The government should never have created the problem. That is really the point. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This budget does not deliver on major social infrastructure projects. The 
government has crowed about many projects, such as the major stadium, for a considerable length of time. 
However, when we look at what is in the budget, there is nothing there. The Ellenbrook rail is yet another 
example of that, but there are pages and pages of examples of election commitments this government has crowed 
about and has failed to honour. 

An important part of this budget appears to be that the government is taking as much revenue as it can out of the 
utilities and putting it in the consolidated fund, while at the same time running the argument publicly that it is 
increasing utility charges because we must move to full cost reflectivity. There is no doubt in my mind that this 
third budget is not framed within the context of families. It is framed around fleecing families in WA and ruining 
their future by increasing utility prices to their highest level ever, and around increasing state debt to the highest 
level ever. Over the forward estimates by 2014–15, state debt will rise to $22.4 billion. That equates to nearly 
$10 000 per person. The interest payment on the debt is already $1.7 billion annually, and it is on the increase. 
That amount of $1.7 billion could buy many things. Of course, anyone who has debt knows that debt is dead 
money. That is what the government is doing on an annual basis, and it will grow from $1.7 billion. 

This government is also causing immediate and future hardship for thousands of Western Australian families. As 
I have said, this is not a people’s budget; it is a budget that slugs Western Australian families to fund the 
extravagances of the Premier and his ministers. We need look only at the Premier’s palace, which is now running 
at some $30 million. That is what it will cost for the planning and all the rest of it. The Minister for Training and 
Workforce Development had to have new offices at the Optima Centre and he had to rebadge colleges and all 
these other things. There are a lot of questions about leasing the Optima Centre and whether Western Australians 
got value for money, but that issue is for another day. 

This budget shows that families were hit in the last three budgets with increases in electricity charges totalling 
57.3 per cent and water charges totalling 45 per cent. That is an astounding increase. As I say, electricity 
increases will be borne by the business sector, because power is an input for production. Consequently, there is 
no doubt that once it is factored into all manner of things, it can be expected to have some inflationary impact. 
Many businesses in this community are doing it particularly tough. We have a two-speed economy. Instead of 
making it easier for small, medium and large businesses, this government has a policy that will make it much 
harder for those businesses to survive. We can look also at the impact of these increases in utility charges on 
schools, for example. People from the Department of Education have appeared before the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations. From memory, the net impact of the increases in power bills across the 
system for the education department runs to $100 million. These increases have an enormous impact on 
government agencies. Obviously, the health department and every other agency that has to pay for utilities will 
be affected. But those who will be hardest hit are the people within our community, including the ill and the 
elderly. Many of those people could not afford to turn on their air conditioners during summer because of the 
cost of electricity. As we approach winter, many of them will not be able to turn on their heaters, simply because 
it is not affordable for them to do so. 

I will quickly touch on the increased funding of $600 million over the forward estimates to non-government 
organisations to deal with the growing number of Western Australians forced to use these services. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Absolutely brilliant! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister says that it is absolutely brilliant. No-one in their wildest dreams 
believes that that is a great initiative. Everyone understands what is going on: the government is creating the 
crisis and then paying NGOs to fix it. The point I made earlier is that the government should not create the crisis. 
We can expect an increase in the number of people demanding the services of NGOs. For example, the St 
Vincent de Paul Society says that demand for its services has gone up 55 per cent in the past couple of years. 
That demand will increase even further, and it will want additional funding to meet this increased demand for its 
services. I would say that St Vincent de Paul is not an exception. The demand for these sorts of services will be 
exceptionally high and will grow right across the board. The minister is being light-hearted about it by saying 
that this is all okay because the government has just put in some extra money. It is a bit like the hardship utility 
grant scheme. What an absolutely useless thing that is. I do not know any migrant people who would put in a 
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HUGS application because, quite frankly, many would not be able to get through the paperwork. I would not 
think that many Indigenous people would be making HUGS applications. I certainly know that no-one in remote 
communities would be putting in HUGS applications. I think the minister is treating this very light-heartedly 
indeed. This is a major problem. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: You should be ashamed of the motion you put up today. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think the minister is raring to make some comments on this motion. She cannot do 
it by continual interjection, but she will have an opportunity to do so at some later stage in the debate. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It would be refreshing if the minister said something that made some sense just 
for a change. 

I return to the issue of debt. It will be $22.4 billion by 2014–15. On 30 June 2008, debt was $1 680 per capita. 
By 30 June 2011, it will be $5 698 per capita. By the time we get to 2014–15, we anticipate that that figure will 
be close to $10 000 per capita. 

Another point I want to touch on is how we deal with growing debt. I imagine that by 2014–15, as debt levels 
increase, one of the strategies that this government will be forced to consider, if it is still around then, will be 
privatisation. The minister should not shake his head. We know that the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia’s pre-budget submission to the government in 2009–10 referred to the position that it took on 
the privatisation of ports. It made it quite clear that it considered that this is one area in which the government 
should give consideration to privatisation. 

Hon Peter Collier: But it’s not the government. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I know it is not the government, but it has a very important role to play and no 
doubt has the ear of government. I say to the honourable minister that the only thing that is stopping the 
government from doing that at this point, apart from the probable public backlash, is that the ports generate a 
dividend for the government. There is no doubt that, as the pressure comes on for the government to take the 
debt monkey off its back, it will seriously consider port privatisations. I think there is a privatisation agenda. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The Economic Audit Committee, which was part of the government’s election 
commitment for its first 100 days in office and which was provided for in the government’s first budget, was 
billed as the group that would do the work to put forward the strategic economic direction of the state. Since 
then, it has been absolutely shrouded in secrecy. Clearly, the five or six eminent members of that group either 
did absolutely nothing or have done something that this government does not want to make public. I would put 
my money on the latter. There is an agenda. I need only look at members opposite to see how quiet they have all 
become; they are absolutely dead silent.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They are so transparent. 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Everyone has been quiet at my instruction. As we continually say, the odd 
constructive, positive interjection is part of the normal debating style. But if you invite interjections you will 
certainly get them and they will be unruly.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They just went dead silent—deader than usual!  

Several members interjected.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There is a hidden agenda there; there is no doubt about that. We are a 
hardworking opposition and we will get to it.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I want to continue my comments. I want to quickly make some comments on 
broken election commitments. I was commenting on the government making promises. One of the key promises 
prior to the last election, of course, was to retain Royal Perth Hospital. The Liberal Party campaigned very 
strongly on the redevelopment of Royal Perth Hospital. It had not done any costings or planning. Everyone 
asked, “How can they build a new hospital and so forth as well as run Royal Perth Hospital?” But members 
opposite said, “Oh, it’ll be all right; Royal Perth Hospital is a bit of a sacred cow; we’ll keep it.” Three budgets 
later and no significant funding has been allocated to redevelop that hospital—only $10 million in each of the 
past three budgets. Members opposite have gone back to being dead quiet again.  
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The Ellenbrook railway line is another one. Again, after three budgets there is no significant funding to build this 
railway line. 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Funding was to be allocated for 2012–13 for planning the Ellenbrook railway 
line so that it could be relocated to transit concept and feasibility studies associated with the public transport 
master plan. But the Premier is saying that he never made the commitment; he cannot remember the 
commitment. But Mr Alban put out posters. Everyone knew a commitment had been made.  

Hon Alyssa Hayden: Mr Alban?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I said Mr Alban and that is what I intended to say; that is his name. If Hon 
Alyssa Hayden wants to say it in a different way, she can do so. Fancy not remembering —  

Several government members: Five, four, three, two, one!  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [10.32 am]: What a lazy looking 
motion this is. I could not believe it. 

Government members: Hear, hear!  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I thought it was a joke when we were given notice of today’s non-government 
business. The honourable member could not even be bothered finding a matter of importance to her electorate 
and to her side of politics to raise in the valuable time of non-government business. Instead, we have this 
incredible broad-brush motion condemning the Barnett–Grylls government for its dishonest budget, which is 
“harsh on families and drunk on debt”. What is drunk on debt? I am not sure whether it is the budget or the 
Barnett–Grylls government. Let us not go into the grammar or syntax of this motion. It represents a lazy exercise 
from an opposition that has no ideas of its own, as demonstrated by what is on the notice paper.  

Let us go back to what is a very fine budget. It was a great privilege to be able to read the budget speech into this 
place last week. I am sure Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich would have enjoyed it if she had paid attention. Perhaps she 
should read it because the brief remarks we got out of her today about the budget bore no resemblance to the 
reality or the context of what was in there.  

Hon Jim Chown interjected.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Is that Hon Jim Chown? Can he actually speak?  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: This motion shows that Labor is opposed to this government’s massive infrastructure 
program, which is designed to benefit the community at large. The message that we can take from the words of 
the member who moved this motion and the Labor Party is that Labor does not want the community to benefit 
from more and better hospitals. Labor does not want children going to new and better schools; it does not want 
people to have reliable power and water supplies; and it does not want this government to try to ease the traffic 
jams by investing in roads. Labor gives up easily. Labor does not want public transport expanded and improved 
in the years ahead.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Don’t talk about public transport; you were an embarrassment.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Labor does not want our city’s appeal to flourish with a waterfront development.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order, members!  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Labor does not want to see the city’s landscape improved by our sinking the rail lines. 
It does not want to see people who live in regional areas enjoying better facilities and housing. Labor does not 
want more of our disabled and needy people to have better housing. Labor does not want economic development 
in regional areas. In short, the Australian Labor Party of Western Australia does not want the government to 
meet the needs of a growing state and the expectations of our people for an even better society. By contrast, we 
are delivering what we promised and that is a better government for a better future.  

If Labor members want debt lower than forecast—they have big mouths some of them—they should come in 
here and give us their hit list of these government investment decisions they would cancel if given a chance. 
What is not needed for the benefit of the community and the economy of Western Australia? Perhaps they would 
cut road investment by $200 million a year as they did in 2001. They might reduce investment in power so we 
can have more power cuts and power crises as we did in 2004. If Labor is not prepared to show what it would 
cut, perhaps it will tell us which taxes it would raise through the roof—perhaps another 25 per cent increase on 
stamp duty on homes as it did when it was in office. Maybe Labor would have another go at a premium property 
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tax. Perhaps that is part of its secret agenda, which Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich seems to delight in exploring. Perhaps 
we should find out which taxes and charges Labor would send through the roof.  

Our total public sector asset investment program will cost vastly more than the Labor Party was ever prepared to 
invest in this state’s future. Our investment program is about $26.5 billion over the next four years. We will 
spend an average of $6.6 billion a year on our asset investment program to build Western Australia. The 
previous government, despite having billions at its disposal in true windfall revenues, averaged only $3.2 billion 
per annum over its time in power. What is more, the costs of its key government projects that it was responsible 
for all blew out, sometimes by hundreds of per cent. So much for its management; so much for its productivity; 
and so much for its legacy for Western Australia.  

The specifics of our investment and growth programs are contained in the budget. But for the member to 
suggest—she picked on health, for example—that there are no real increases in health expenditure is simply 
wrong. We have not only increased expenditure to cover normal CPI; we have also provided growth money to 
meet higher population projections. Further growth money is included in the health budget as well. The member 
should look at the budget, because she has obviously not read it.  

Again we are investing record sums in education, including growth money and $850 million for capital 
infrastructure. In water, we are investing in excess of $3.5 billion over the next four years. Would Labor slash 
that? Would it cut those projects that are so vital to Western Australia’s future? The honourable member had a 
few things to say about power bills. Labor claims that the government is trying to fix problems of its own 
making. I do not know when the government created the problems that it is now addressing, but it certainly did 
not create them over the past two and a half years. No, we got them from somewhere else. That was never more 
so than with the question of electricity charges. It was a Labor government, headed by the current Leader of the 
Opposition—although we do not know how long he will be around—that set us on the path of wrecking what 
was a good and low-priced electricity system. That is what they did. They promised us competition to reduce 
prices. They promised us reduced prices across the board. Where are they? What did they deliver? They 
delivered a policy of freezing electricity prices, knowing that the chickens would have to come home to roost 
one day. Labor was wrong in all that it did with its electricity policy. Now, everyone in Western Australia is 
paying the price, whether through increased user charges or through general revenue, to which every taxpayer 
contributes in some way. Labor Party members need to understand that when they get up and try to talk about 
dishonesty and about being harsh on families, and make allegations of the government being drunk on debt.  

I explained last week the financial basics that showed that we are managing finances well and that the forecast 
debt levels are well within the bounds of good financial management. We can do it again now with the latest 
budget figures. Of course we have debt. Indeed, almost every household will have some debt, with most carrying 
a large debt in the form of a mortgage. Our household debt is affordable if we can meet our obligations within 
our income. We all know that, and we all have to live it every week. It is the same for government. The debt 
forecasts are well within our means to manage without resorting to tax increases. There is no dishonesty there. 
All of our figures about debt are on the public record, including all the provisos that rely on worst-case scenarios 
and not best-case scenarios; that is what we are dealing with and have made provision for, courtesy of the federal 
government and its attitude towards GST and royalty payments.  

Labor will claim to understand the battle that many families face in keeping up with cost-of-living pressures. 
Indeed, these pressures were well and truly around when Labor was in government. This government 
understands the pressures on families as well. That is why we have framed this budget very carefully to minimise 
the impact as much as we can within a framework of maintaining good financial management, so that families 
are not hit even harder in the years ahead. Did Labor ever consider the impact of its tax rises on families, such as 
the stamp duty increases which people faced when buying homes and which added many thousands to their debt 
and subsequent interest payments? The mover of the motion should tell me that. Did she consider them when she 
was a member of the cabinet of the day? Apparently not. Now Labor cries crocodile tears for families over utility 
prices. 

Hon Sue Ellery: So you don’t think families are suffering under utility prices? 

Hon Peter Collier: That’s not what he said.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I will say what I am saying. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That is exactly what he said. 

Hon Peter Collier: It was nothing of that kind. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The Labor Party is now saying — 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Let us get to the truth. Labor is now saying that $4 a week in higher government 
charges for an average household will send families into financial oblivion. We all know, understand and have 
sympathy for the fact that there are always families who do it tough regardless.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Now more than ever.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: You can get up and have a shriek in a minute. Do not shriek at me from your chair! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us keep both the comments and the interjections at least on the topic and do not 
relate them to personal issues that people might have.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I certainly will not be making personal comments. I am sorry if anyone thinks I might 
do that.  

Treasury models the representative household to give some idea of the impact of government charges on an 
average household. The same exercise was done under Labor. We can see the results of our exercise on page 299 
of budget paper No 3, which shows an impact of $206 per annum, or $4 per week. Obviously, that is going to 
differ according to each household’s patterns and routines, but it does give a good average indication. Yes, we do 
regret having to put up charges, but I explained in my budget speech why that is necessary. I remind the house 
that it was only a couple of years ago that the Howard government’s tax cuts of $5 a week were denounced by 
Labor here as an insult, yet now that same modest amount is declared by Labor as a major financial strain on 
families. Again, I state that any addition to pressure on families is something we are sympathetic with. We have 
been mindful to minimise the impact as much as we can within a framework of the good financial management 
that our community needs.  

Most people understand that governments do not provide things for free—that there is a cost, even if it is not 
always paid directly by those benefiting from the government spending. Our power and water utilities are like 
companies that have to meet their costs and have some extra to pay for investment and maintenance to ensure 
that we actually have water and power supplied. Labor seems to believe, or would have people believe, that we 
can avoid the cost pressures in those utilities and just freeze prices, like it did before. That is a dishonest stunt. 
Just last week Labor made the point clear by emphasising that its call for an electricity price freeze, because that 
is what it has called for — 

Hon Kate Doust: For 12 months.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Yes, for 12 months only. That is a political stunt that would temporarily delay the 
inevitable; a political illusion that prices do not need to rise. That is the lie Labor is trying to sell to the Western 
Australian public. That is dishonesty. It is something that the mob opposite seems to have been well practised at 
when in government.  

There was nothing of any substance in this motion and certainly not in the painful and shameful excuse for a 
speech that we endured from the mover of the motion. The irony, of course, is that straight after this we get on to 
the budget debate. If that is all we can expect from the budget debate, we are going to spend a long, long time 
enduring it.  

Our government is doing things for Western Australia. In contrast, the opposition is devoid of ideas. It is so 
devoid of ideas that it not only will not or cannot tell us what it would slash if it were ever back in government, 
but also cannot even come up with a basic, positive, decent issue to debate during non-government business 
time. The mover of the motion is an embarrassment to her own side and this house should not take much notice 
of her.  

HON WENDY DUNCAN (Mining and Pastoral — Parliamentary Secretary) [10.48 am]: I welcome the 
opportunity to respond to this resolution about the Liberal–National government having a dishonest budget.  

Hon Kate Doust: How many Chubb vans did the National Party line up to take their cash up to the bush? That’s 
what your leader said about it. 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: How many Chubb vans have members opposite used in the past to take the cash from 
the bush and put it into the city and the railway lines? 

Several members interjected. 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: It is actually about time that those Chubb vans went in the opposite direction! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members!  

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: I can tell members that regional Western Australians are very pleased with that 
outcome. When the Nationals campaigned to be part of government in Western Australia and to have the balance 
of power so that we could get a fair go for regional Western Australians, we also made a commitment to protect 
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the state’s AAA credit rating. We are committed to strong state finances because for royalties for regions to have 
some longevity, we need a state with strong financial management. That is exactly what is happening with this 
government; the financial management of this government is designed to retain our AAA credit rating, and the 
Nationals in government support that totally. We have participated in the three per cent efficiency dividend in 
the past and we have also committed to another one per cent to ensure that we can keep public sector expenditure 
reined in. I think public sector expenditure growth was near 13 per cent under the previous government and we 
aim to keep it somewhere near seven per cent. The Nationals are committed to that.  

The reason that the Nationals are in an alliance in government is that in joining this government, we negotiated 
to retain the ability to represent our constituency and to have the freedom to voice our concerns. That is 
something members opposite do not have; they go to their caucus room and once a decision is made, they are all 
tied together and there is no opportunity to stand apart and represent the people who elect them to government. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: We have committed to stable and strong government. When matters of importance to 
regional Western Australia come up, we pursue those through cabinet and the normal channels. We are not about 
creating unstable government, which is what we see federally at the moment with the Greens putting their head 
up on every little occasion and making life virtually impossible for Julia Gillard in trying to run this country. 

I move now to the comments of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich about power prices and my comments at the budget 
breakfast in Kalgoorlie. I do not back away from those comments. It is very important for regional people, 
particularly regional small businesses, to have access to utility prices that enable their businesses to grow and 
prosper. We know that both power and water are precious resources, they are scarce, they are expensive to 
produce, and, not only that, greenhouse gases are created in the production of these resources. I am very 
conscious of the fact that to preserve these precious resources and to reduce our carbon footprint, we need to 
work towards pricing these commodities near the cost of production.  

We also need to be conscious of the fact that metropolitan Perth is a city that is expanding. There are plenty of 
examples in which the citizens of Perth have stood and objected to urban sprawl; they do not want to see their 
city extend from one end of the coast to the other. On the other hand, every time there is some talk about putting 
up a high-rise building, particularly along the Cottesloe beachfront, everybody comes out en masse and objects 
to that. Where will the Western Australians that we predict will come to our state over the next 20-odd years go? 
The population is going to double, so we need to ensure that our state is developed in a balanced and sustainable 
way, which means developing our regional towns and cities. It was very interesting to see the comments of the 
Grattan Institute the other day that expenditure in the regions should be in the south west where the population 
growth is. By all means, it should be; in fact; there is expenditure in that area, but that should not be to the 
detriment of the Pilbara, where our wealth is generated, and the Goldfields, because the population growth is 
there but it is constrained by the lack of land, housing, power, water, decent hospital facilities and decent 
education facilities, which are squarely and fairly in the previous government’s court! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: They were neglected and that is why we are in this situation! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: The previous government miserably failed regional Western Australia! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! One at a time and that is the member on her feet. 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: In this recent budget, we have continued to devote royalties for regions funding to 
those areas of neglect that I just outlined—$1.2 billion in 2011–12.  

Hon Adele Farina: And the Grattan report says it’s out of proportion and it’s not going to deliver the results that 
you claim. 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: It certainly is! The member probably does not get out there much but I travel 
throughout the Mining and Pastoral Region and I can tell members that the difference is there. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: In fact, Felicity Jefferies from the WA Country Health Service has herself said that 
she has not seen expenditure in rural Western Australia in her 30 years with the service. I hate to bring up old 



4040 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 

 

ghosts, but one reason that we are in this position is that the past executive director of the WA Country Health 
Service, Christine O’Farrell, on her retirement said that the health system in regional Western Australia was 
blatantly “expletive” unsafe. Blatantly unsafe! Mr McGinty said that the Royal Flying Doctor Service is an 
interest group. That demonstrated a total lack of understanding of the needs of regional Western Australia. 
Therefore, while the Nationals are working responsibly in government and back the government’s aim to 
maintain the state’s AAA credit rating, we retain the right to stand up for our constituents. That is what members 
of Parliament should do; that is what we are elected for.  

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: Exactly.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: Over the period of this government to 2015, $1 billion will have been spent on 
regional health. Every dollar of that is sorely needed. There is $538 million in this most recent budget to 
strengthen medical care to try to attract general practitioners into regional areas. We are spending $220 million 
on the Mid West investment plan to stimulate economic and social growth. We are spending $85 million on 
super towns. There has been talk that this might have been a thought bubble of the Minister for Regional 
Development, but it is not; it is what governments should do. The government needs to allocate funding for 
planning so that when an area of growth with established economic potential is identified, it can in good time 
ensure that it has the land, water, power and communications needed. People wanted to live in Karratha but they 
could not because rents were $2 000 a week; people were stuck in containers. We need to think ahead and that is 
what this is about. 

The country local government fund will be continued. Labor is on the record as saying that it will do away with 
that fund when it gets the next opportunity. This is an excellent program that provides for local governments to 
make local decisions about their local priorities to fix some of the infrastructure backlog that has developed over 
decades. Now when I go around my electorate—the Mining and Pastoral Region—which I thoroughly enjoy, I 
am starting to see those towns look good with the amenities that they need. The really important thing is that the 
people are feeling so much better, more optimistic and so much more positive. That is what gets people to live 
and work in regional Western Australia where we need them. People cannot be bribed with funding and we 
cannot harass them and force them to move; we have to make that place somewhere that they want to live and 
work. That is the government’s responsibility. Then the people will come. Guess what? After that, with more 
people, there will be more politicians in the regions. That is our ultimate aim. 

HON HELEN BULLOCK (Mining and Pastoral) [10.59 pm]: Mr President, the best way to deal with 
nonsense is to ignore it.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I do not think that is the sort of interjection that Hon Helen Bullock invited; she 
invited the respect of other members to listen to her comments. 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Yes, I am addressing you, Mr President; I only have eyes for you!  

I will talk about the Minister for Finance, who I think does not realise he is living in the best economic period in 
Western Australia’s history—he is a very lucky man! I remind the Minister for Finance that we are in the middle 
of the best economic situation we will ever be in. Our dollar is at an all-time high, and the mining boom has 
generated, as the minister knows, billions and billions more dollars than ever before. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: How’s the real estate market going? How’s consumer confidence? How are small 
businesses doing? 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Is that the minister’s problem? That is the minister’s problem. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It’s everyone’s problem. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You’re the Minister for Commerce; do something about it!  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: Mr President, I have only 10 minutes, and I now have only nine minutes left and I 
have lots to get through. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You haven’t done much yet! 

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: The mining boom has generated billions of dollars for this government. The 
inflation rate is currently at 3.1 per cent—it cannot get lower than that—and the employment rate is at 4.5 per 
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cent; there is almost full employment. If anybody wants a job, there are two or three jobs waiting for that person. 
We cannot have better circumstances than these, yet look at this government. Look at the budget and look at the 
debt level—it is at an all-time high. The government is $14 billion in the red, and it is projected that Western 
Australia will have a record debt level of $20 billion by 2014. The government is hoping that our economy will 
improve in the next few years so that more income will be generated to pay off this debt.  

This budget spends money we do not have and money that the government thinks it will have in the future. I 
would just like to remind members that this state does not have savings, and it has only two major assets left—
namely, the Water Corporation and Western Power. As we heard yesterday from the Minister for Energy during 
question time, they are not for sale at the moment but the economic situation may change in the future, if not 
soon, and I think that by then it will not be up to the government to decide whether to sell the assets or not. By 
then it will have no choice; it will have to sell them.  

Let us come back to reality. According to the figures from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, in 2009 the 
average income in Western Australia was about $54 000. In 2010, the average income was about $56 000. The 
current inflation rate is at 3.1 per cent, and by using that figure we can roughly estimate the average income for 
2011; it is about $57 000. I would have thought that a family with a combined income of double the average 
income should get by all right—they should, at least, not need to ask for help to pay their utility bills. That is not 
the case.  

The Sakiri family, as reported in The Weekend West of 2 April 2011, has a combined income of $110 000 per 
annum. The family has two school-age kids, and recently the family has been pushed over the edge. They have 
had to ask a charity for a food parcel to feed the family, and they have had to ask a family member to help with 
their mortgage repayments. According to the Sakiri family, everything goes into the mortgage and bills. They 
say that electricity and gas has gone through the roof, but they just do not seem to be able to keep up. According 
to my notes, they said, “It was a big shame and not a nice feeling to need to take things from a charity or family 
member, but we had to ask for help.” 

The Robbins family, as reported by The West Australian on 21 May 2011, has a combined income of $100 000, 
which is just about twice the average income. That family manages a little better than the Sakiri family, but still, 
after paying the weekly expenses, there is nothing left. At the moment they have not had to ask charities for help, 
but there is no doubt that they are sitting on the edge, and with the next round of increases in utility bills I am 
sure that they will be the first to fall. 

The Sakiri and Robbins families are typical middle-income families in Western Australia. They are struggling to 
cope with the reality of ever-increasing utility bills and the cost of living. While many middle-income families 
struggle to cope with the day-to-day cost of living, it is unimaginable how pensioners and low-income earners 
are coping. Stories abound of pensioners suffering through the long hot summer we have just had without putting 
on their air conditioning because they cannot afford to pay the electricity bills. Instead of easing their suffering, 
the Premier actually declared that Perth residents do not need air conditioning for the Perth summer; I just hope 
that the Premier has been living by example.  

Many of these pensioners will be facing the long winter months without being able to turn on their heating. 
Diana Ryan, as reported in The West Australian of 23 May 2011, is one such disabled pensioner who has 
struggled over the past two years with the rising cost of utilities. According to her, she has survived two years of 
price rises, but cannot deal with a third. She had to give in and apply for a hardship utility grant last month. More 
than 50 Western Australian households a day are applying for the hardship grant, and yet this so-called people’s 
budget does not address the issue, except to provide increased funding for not-for-profit organisations to provide 
counselling for those people in hardship. I thought it was quite crude to, on the one hand, take money away from 
those people, and on the other hand employ somebody to counsel those people. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: They don’t need counselling; they need money.  

Hon HELEN BULLOCK: That is not the way to deal with it, Mr President.  

Each time I read this kind of story I have to remind myself that these kinds of things are happening during our 
best economic situation. All members should think about the debt that this government has incurred and think 
about those families out there who are struggling—middle-income families included—to pay their electricity 
bills, water bills, and gas bills, and who are struggling with the cost of living and trying to put food on the table. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [11.10 am]: I am pleased to support this motion. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let me explain. This is a matter of non-government business. Normally, 
the third member to speak on the motion would be, I would have thought, a member of the Greens party. But the 
Greens were not here at the time. Therefore, I went with the other party, the National Party, and that then caused 
the two sides to be out of kilter. So I am just restoring that balance. 
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Hon ADELE FARINA: Thank you, Mr President. 

I am pleased to support the motion moved by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. It is unfortunate that we find ourselves in a 
position in which we need to move a motion such as this. When we peel away the government’s spin on this 
budget and carefully examine the assumptions on which this budget is based, we discover significant dishonesty, 
and assumptions that at best are fragile. That gives the people of Western Australia real cause for concern. The 
government has sold this budget as a people’s budget. That suggests that this budget will deliver great benefits 
for the people of Western Australia, and they will welcome and be very pleased with this budget. However, we 
know that is not the case. The government’s spin is dishonest, in that it inaccurately describes what is in this 
budget and what it will deliver to the people of Western Australia.  

I do not have time to give this issue the justice that it deserves. But in the short time that is available to me, I 
want to address some of the issues with this budget. This is the third year in a row that this government has 
delivered massive increases in household costs for the people of this state. Those costs are crippling household 
budgets. So, this is not a people’s budget. It is a mean budget. The government has brought down a budget that 
demonstrates a blatant disregard for the many people in Western Australia who are doing it tough. This includes 
pensioners and self-funded retirees. It also includes an increasingly growing number of families who in the past 
were considered to be middle income earners on a good wage who should be able to manage. Well, they cannot 
manage any more. Many people are doing it very tough. People who are already doing it tough are being slugged 
even harder because of this government’s policy settings. This budget is not about good financial management. 
This budget does not address the real needs and problems that are facing the people of Western Australia. This 
budget delivers a hit to Western Australia families, just so that this government can keep on spending. This 
government’s failure to rein in its spending is delivering real pain to Western Australian families. Since the 
Barnett government was elected, electricity prices have soared by a massive 46 per cent, with another five per 
cent increase in this year’s budget. Water prices have increased by a massive 45 per cent. These are not easily 
accommodated increases in the budgets of people who are trying to survive from pay packet to pay packet. These 
increases are crippling for those people. 

It is also interesting to highlight the dishonesty in this budget. The government’s spin was that the increase in 
water costs in this budget was 8.5 per cent. However, that does not include sewerage costs and drainage costs. 
When we put that together with the increase in water costs, the increase in this year’s budget is actually 13.9 per 
cent. This is an illustration of the dishonesty that is built into the government’s spin and sale of this budget.  

This budget is not a people’s budget. It does not support people who are struggling. All it is doing is whacking 
the people of this state yet again with a massive sledgehammer. The government used that sledgehammer in its 
past two budgets. It is now giving the people of this state another hit with that sledgehammer in this budget. For 
the standard representative household, the Barnett government has delivered an increase of nearly 7.5 per cent in 
household costs in just three years. There is no way, with those sorts of cost increases, that we could say this is a 
people’s budget. This budget does absolutely nothing to keep down the costs for families. It does absolutely 
nothing to help people who are struggling financially. Despite all the evidence that the massive increases in 
household costs are crippling Western Australian families, and our call for a freeze in this budget on an increase 
in those household costs, to give people who are struggling the opportunity to breathe and catch up, this 
government has arrogantly ignored that evidence and that call and has whacked the people of Western Australia 
yet again with more increases in household costs. Why has the government done that? It is because it is not 
financially responsible and cannot rein in its own spending. That is the reason Western Australian families are 
being slugged in this way. 

We have all had constituents come into our offices asking for help because of the financial difficulties they are 
facing, and we have all read stories in The West Australian about people who are struggling. Unfortunately I do 
not have time this morning to go into those stories. But we all know them, and we all have to deal with them on a 
daily basis. The honest truth is that in this budget, families are being hit yet again because of this government’s 
failure to rein in its spending.  

The government has sought to soften the blow about its inability to manage its finances by saying that it will be 
giving $600 million to welfare agencies. The government expects to be congratulated, because it is increasing 
funding to welfare agencies, yet it is the policies of this government that are forcing more and more people into 
the arms of welfare agencies. This is senseless, and the people of Western Australia can see through it. A caring 
government with good policy settings would reduce the number of people needing the assistance of welfare 
agencies, rather than push more and more people into the arms of welfare agencies. It is also interesting that the 
government has refused to declare how much of that $600 million will be used to deliver additional services to 
the community. The reality is that a decision by Fair Work Australia has said that we need to address the 30 per 
cent discrepancy in the wages that are paid to people employed by non-government organisations. As a result of 
that decision, a massive part of that $600 million spend will need to be put towards wages costs. Many of the 
welfare agencies will need to employ extra staff to deliver any additional services. We know from the advice that 
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has been given to us by welfare agencies that approximately 80 per cent of the money that they receive is used 
for wages costs. Therefore, only a tiny amount of that $600 million will go towards delivering additional services 
to the community of Western Australia. When we compare how much the people of Western Australia have been 
whacked by increases in household costs, and the spend by welfare agencies, it is disproportionate. Therefore, 
that $600 million is not going to reach the people who desperately need this help. It is just dishonest of the 
government to say that it is going to soften the blow. A caring and more sensible government would have 
reduced the need for people in Western Australia to go to welfare agencies in the first place. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Unfortunately for people with a disability, there will be very few increases in services. 
That is because of this government’s inability to identify the way in which it has allocated this funding. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members should not yell interjections across the chamber. It does not help the debate 
at all. Hon Adele Farina.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Mr President, unfortunately I am not going to get through even half of what I have to 
say.  

Despite the fact that the government has acknowledged, through its increase in funding for the hardship utility 
grant scheme, that an increasing number of people need that assistance, the government has not increased the cap 
on the amount of money that people can get from HUGS. That means that people who were already struggling 
before the additional increases in utility charges in this budget will not be able to get any more help out of 
HUGS. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: How much is it in the south west and the north west? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It is $450 in the south west.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: It has been increased from when you were in government. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Yes, but the government has not increased it any further to accommodate the increases 
in household costs in this budget. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: We have so! 

Hon ADELE FARINA: The government has not! That is the truth. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: We’ve put more money into HUGS. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: This is just another example of the dishonesty in the government spin on what it is 
doing. The other problem with the hardship utility grant scheme funding is the difficulty in accessing it. People 
need to consult a financial adviser before they can apply for HUGS funding. The reality is that people who are 
struggling cannot afford to go to a private financial adviser. They need to go to one of the financial advisers 
provided by the welfare agencies, but the wait lines to get in to see one of those — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: There are more of them. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: There are not; the government has not delivered any more in this budget. People simply 
cannot get to a financial adviser to access HUGS funding if they are struggling financially. This is just another 
example of how this government has not bothered to address the real issues out there in the community to help 
those people who are really struggling. 

HON ALYSSA HAYDEN (East Metropolitan) [11.20 am]: Mr President — 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon Kate Doust: Give it to Jim! We never hear from Jim! 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Sorry, ladies, you have got me! 

Mr President, I rise obviously to speak against this ridiculous and offensive motion. I say “offensive” because of 
the language that has been used. I have sat in this place for two years now and listened to so many words that 
have come out — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! It does not matter who is on their feet, the rules stay the same. The 
member on their feet has the floor and should address their comments through the Chair, and other members 
have an obligation to listen. 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Thank you, Mr President. As I said, I have sat in this place for two years and 
witnessed and listened to the eccentric and bizarre words that have been uttered out of the mouth of Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich. I must say that this one has taken the cake — 
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Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Dishonest—surely the member is not referring to the historical $1 billion that this 
government has allocated to the vulnerable groups in our community. Corrupt—surely the word “dishonest”, 
which alludes to being corrupt, is not what the member is applying to and meaning about the hardworking 
groups in our community such as Centrecare, St Bartholomew’s House, Mercy Community Services and the 
Salvation Army. I mention a few in Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s electorate in case she has not been out there lately: 
Gosnells Women’s Health Service; Hills Community Support Group—surely it is not corrupt; Holyoake—surely 
it is not corrupt. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Parkerville Children and Youth Care — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: I am guessing Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does not mean that they are corrupt because 
they are taking money dishonestly from this government. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Another word for “dishonesty” — 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I think that the member needs to withdraw the statements that she has made that Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich has suggested the welfare agencies are corrupt. There was nothing in Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s 
address to the motion that could even lead anywhere near a suggestion that she was saying that welfare agencies 
are corrupt. That is dishonest, it is untruthful, and the member should, in my view, be asked to withdraw those 
statements. 

The PRESIDENT: When a member moves a motion that uses terms like “dishonest” and “drunk on debt” and 
so on, they have introduced those terms into the debate in a general sense. I do not think either the mover of the 
motion or other speakers are suggesting that anybody or any organisation directly is one of those terms. But 
having the words introduced into the debate means that the words inevitably will be used by all speakers in a 
general sense. I have been listening to what the member is saying and that is what I believe she is saying at the 
moment. But I will keep a close ear on the way the terms are used. Is there a further point of order? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: There is. Mr President, I seek clarification of your response to the point of order taken by 
Hon Adele Farina. There is rigorous language in the motion and I take your point that rigorous language is to be 
expected in the response to the motion. However, Hon Alyssa Hayden said that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was 
suggesting that welfare agencies, and she named several including the Hills Community Support Group, were 
corrupt. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: She wasn’t. I’m sure she wasn’t. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is not what Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich even traversed in a general sense, never mind said 
anything like that. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: And I didn’t say she was. I didn’t say she said it. Read Hansard. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Mr President, that is the proposition that you are being asked to consider as 
unparliamentary. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has not suggested—no-one on this side has suggested—anything about 
the welfare agencies, never mind that they are corrupt. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I believe the issue has been raised in a rhetorical sense, not in a direct accusatorial 
sense. On that basis, there is no point of order. Is there a further point of order? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. 

The PRESIDENT: Hon Helen Morton and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich are on their feet. Hon Helen Morton. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I want to make a correction to a statement that the Leader of the Opposition made in 
regard to — 

Hon Kate Doust: That’s not a point of order. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  
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Hon HELEN MORTON: It is a point of order. The point of order is that the member misled the house about 
what Hon Alyssa Hayden was saying. Hon Alyssa Hayden made it very clear that she understood that that was 
not what Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was suggesting; that is, that this, that or the other organisation was corrupt. I do 
not want anybody to suggest that Hon Alyssa Hayden was suggesting that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was saying that 
about the organisations. She said they were not corrupt. 

Hon Kate Doust: What point was she trying to make? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! That is a point of view, not a point of order. Does Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich have a 
further point of order? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I do, Mr President. I think the comment you have made about the rigorous 
nature of the motion and reference to a dishonest budget is quite separate from making an allegation that I had 
said that the NGOs were corrupt. 

Hon Helen Morton: She didn’t say that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I may well have said that the government might be corrupt in dealing with the 
NGOs, but — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is serious, because the issue here is that if a member alleges that another 
member has said something that they have not said and then goes out of this house and uses it — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister is not here. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us hear the point of order and then we will see where it goes from 
there. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is a real issue, because if I am to then put words into the mouths of other 
members of this place, we will be on a very downward, slippery slope. It is one thing to refer to a dishonest 
budget—that is just everyday political language—it is another thing to allege that a member has actually said 
that NGOs are corrupt. 

Hon Helen Morton: We didn’t say that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will be interested to see Hansard. I do not recall having made that statement. 
The member may well have misheard what I have said, but if she has misheard, I think she has probably 
intentionally misheard something that she would have liked me to have said. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I have already stated that I believe the words were being used in a rhetorical sense 
and not in a personal, accusatorial sense. That is the ruling on all the points of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Thank you, Mr President. I have two minutes left; thank you very much to all 
members for participating! 

I would like to go back to saying why I find this motion offensive. It is because of the language used by the 
member putting forward the motion. 

Hon Kate Doust: Who typed your speech for you? 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: It is not typed. They are notes. I am allowed to have those. Does Hon Kate Doust not 
know how to use a computer? 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: I have to say that I took offence at the motion because the word “dishonest” was 
used, and the word “dishonest” can also mean “corrupt”. So, I was saying that we are not corrupt by donating 
money to these needy, community groups that require our help. We are not corrupt in supplying money to groups 
such as Centrecare, the Gosnells Women’s Health Service and the Hills Community Support Group. It is not 
corrupt, and it is sad to hear that members on the other side would suggest so. Another word for dishonest is 
“devious”. Are members opposite saying that we are deviously going into schools and installing air-cooling 
systems? 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
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Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: Shame on us if we are deviously installing air coolers in schools to make classrooms 
cooler for students to learn in! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! There is only about a minute left in the debate, and I want the last minute to be 
conducted according to the rules of this house. The rules are that the member on their feet has the attention of the 
house and everybody else is obliged to listen. 

Hon ALYSSA HAYDEN: When a word such as “dishonest” is used in a motion, it stirs up emotions in 
members on both sides of the chamber. That is why I have taken this lead. Another word for dishonest that has 
been used in this chamber is “lying”. We are not lying about building the Midland health campus. When the 
concrete foundation is poured, I want the people of the East Metropolitan Region to understand that it is not a lie; 
it is actually happening. They can believe that the campus will be built when the concrete is poured. We are 
putting money into Joondalup Health Campus. It is not a lie. We are doing these things. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! With that flurry of interjection, time has now expired. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! There is further business of the house to conduct. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to temporary orders. 

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 19 May on the following motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance) — 

That pursuant to standing order 49(1)(c), the Legislative Council takes note of tabled papers 3310A–F 
(budget papers 2011–12) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 19 May 2011. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [11.32 am]: I commence by acknowledging that today is Sorry 
Day. I place on the record my personal sense of sorry for the injustices that have occurred in the past. 

The previous debate was a good segue to the comments that I am about to make. In my view, this budget has 
four elements. First, it is harsh on families. Second, it is a dishonest budget, but I note that Hon Alyssa Hayden 
has suggested that we could have used many other adjectives to describe this budget, such as “devious” and 
“corrupt”. I will take on board her suggestion that they are possibly some better adjectives and I will put to the 
house why I believe those adjectives are appropriate for describing this budget. Third, this budget places the 
future finances of the state at risk. Finally, it is a massive gamble with our state’s finances. For those who are 
poker players, the Premier has just gone all in. He has put all the chips on the table in the hope that Western 
Australia has four aces in its hand. 

The difference between a Labor government and the Barnett–Grylls Liberal–National government when framing 
a budget is that Labor would have put families first. When we sat around the budget table, we would have 
considered every decision that would have an impact on families. Labor would then have made sure that its 
expenditure was focused on allowing, supporting and encouraging the economy to grow in the future. Those 
would have been our two criteria. We would not have started with a list of projects which are monuments to the 
government but which do not meet the two tests of putting families first and providing for the future economy. 
This is the government’s third budget. We now have a trilogy of budgets from the Liberal–National government. 
In its very first budget, it grabbed every spare cent of cash that was sitting on the bedside tables of the families of 
Western Australia. It found every opportunity to clean out any spare cash that was sitting in people’s homes—I 
am sure that lots of people have little bowls that they throw their coins into—so that they did not have any 
money left over. For those members who do not believe me, it is outlined in budget paper No 3. Since the 
Liberal–National government has been in office, fees and charges have added more than $1 000 to the cost of the 
basket of goods for the average family. I might add that people who travel to and from the city on public 
transport on a daily basis would have paid more than the cost of that basket of goods. I accept that it is a 
longstanding basket of goods that is used for that purpose, but the simple fact is that we know that the cost of 
that basket of goods has increased by more than $1 000. Every year the government fleeces families of every last 
cent that they get. 

The next thing the government did was to go to the credit card. When it could not fleece families of any more 
money, it turned to the credit card. What have we seen? We have seen state debt explode under the Barnett 
government. It has gone from a very sustainable amount of around $3 billion under Labor to somewhere in the 
order of $22.5 billion, which is the figure that the government quotes. But I will show members that the figure 
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that our children and our grandchildren will have to pay as a result of the spending splurge of the Barnett 
government is closer to $24.5 billion, and I will explain that to the house in a little while. 

The final book in the trilogy that came out last week had all the elements and excitement of the first two budgets 
of taking cash off families. The government continued to make sure that it had the capacity to increase the credit 
card limit from $20 billion to $22 billion. Revenue had gone up so the government had a bit of capacity to put 
more on the credit card. However, the government is now trying, for want of a better analogy, to raid children’s 
trust accounts and put that money into its own books as though it were money the government could spend to 
create the illusion for the rating agencies that it has more money than it actually has. It is like a restaurateur who 
has two sets of books: one set of books is for the bank manager and another set is for the tax man. That is what 
this government is about. I will demonstrate to the house why I say that and why that is the case. 

I turn to my first example. If members have taken the time to read budget paper No 3, they may have found on 
page 67 under the heading “Spending Risks” an item headed “Road Trauma Trust Fund”. It states — 

The Government announced in April 2011 that, by 2012–13, all speed and red light infringement 
revenue will be allocated to the Road Trauma Trust Fund … The appropriation of this revenue to the 
RTTF is reflected in this budget. 

It has been reflected to go into the road trauma trust fund. That is very good. One would assume that that implies 
that, over the next four years, we will see a significant increase in expenditure on road safety to support the 
Towards Zero strategy, which was commenced under the previous Labor government and which has had 
bipartisan support. I do not think a member of this chamber would not be of the view that road safety should be a 
priority. Saving lives and avoiding major accidents on our roads is an important issue that should be at the top of 
the agenda, because, again, it is about families. The tragedy of a death on our roads is felt by the families who 
are left behind and by the victims of the road traffic accidents who are permanently scarred and injured. Those 
are the effects of road traffic accidents. If there are ways in which we can clearly improve road safety by 
spending a bit of money, not only is it appropriate to do that from a social perspective, but also it makes good 
sense because it will save money in the health budget down the track. Budget paper No 3 goes on to say — 

However, spending these funds is subject to the submission of individual business cases and subsequent 
approval by Cabinet. As expenditure decisions are yet to be taken by Cabinet, the spending of these 
funds is not reflected in the forward estimates.  

I repeat: it is not reflected in the forward estimates. It continues — 

This strategy has been adopted to provide the best utilisation of RTTF funding to deliver the 
Government’s ‘Towards Zero’ program. 

We can look in budget paper No 2 for the listing of speed and red-light camera fines. It indicates that this year 
the government expects to get $77 million in speed and red-light camera fines; next year, $85 million; the year 
after that, $92.5 million; and the year after $92.5 million. In theory, that money will all now be transferred into 
the road trauma trust fund. If we read the “Statement of Risks” we will see that the government has not allocated 
any expenditure for that money yet, which is included in the budget figures. In fact, interestingly, page 669 of 
volume 2 contains one of the most interesting things I have seen in budget papers for a long time. The Office of 
Road Safety’s total cost of service is listed as $29.5 million, less the income of $54 million leaving, the net cost 
of services at minus $25.5 million. That means that at the end of next financial year, sitting in the road trauma 
trust account will be an additional $25 million in cash. If no other decisions are taken by the government over the 
next 12 months to fund road safety measures, $25 million will be sitting in that trust account at the end of the 
year. That will be two-thirds of the money going to the road trauma trust fund. The year after that, 100 per cent 
will go to the road trauma trust fund and likewise for the next two years of the forward estimates. That will mean 
that every year, based on current budget expenditure, more than $60 million will be left in the trust fund. More 
than $200 million in total will be sitting in the road trauma trust fund. Members opposite may say, “But we’re 
going to spend the money.” If that is the case we know that the surpluses in each of those years will have to be 
reduced and the net debt figure will have to be increased. That is why this is a dishonest budget. What should 
have been included in the budget is the amount of expenditure of that money, but the government may have then 
noted that the specifics of that expenditure is subject to cabinet approval, if that is what it is planning to do. But 
from the way this budget is couched, it looks as though the government does not intend to spend the money. It is 
taking money from road safety and applying it to debt reduction. That is the way these budget papers have been 
presented to us. The government will be using money to reduce debt that should be allocated to road safety.  

Hon Ed Dermer: A sleight of hand.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: A sleight of hand? I think the adjectives Hon Alyssa Hayden used as an alternative to 
“dishonest” were “corrupt and devious”. I will stick with dishonest at this stage because it creates a dishonest 
picture of the state’s finances. This house can consider two options. One is that the government is being 
dishonest when it tells people it will spend more money on road safety. The other is that its net debt figure in 
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four years will be at least $200 million more than is disclosed in the budget papers. That is the situation we face 
with the Barnett–Grylls government.  

It is not the first time this government has done that. Members may recall that when the government massively 
increased the Perth parking levy, it booked in the money, but I cannot find in the budget papers any sign of 
expenditure for the vast majority of money it receives from the Perth parking fees. The budget papers show less 
than half that money. We know from the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial operations last year 
that, by the previous set of forward estimates, $17 million of that parking levy would have accumulated. We now 
know that at the end of the forward estimates $100 million will be sitting in the Perth parking levy, bringing 
down state debt. We are using Perth parking levy funds to artificially reduce state debt and we are now using 
road safety money to artificially reduce debt. What an absolute disgrace! That is why members on this side can 
sit and make the accusation that it is a dishonest budget. The government is either going to spend that money and 
the debt will go up, or it does not intend to spend the money, in which case it has been lying to people.  

The Perth parking levy issue is interesting. In my view, from how I read the act—to this day, I cannot understand 
why the Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation did not take up this issue—the way the government has 
increased the Perth parking levy without having allocated expenditure attached to it is beyond the scope of the 
bill. I have to say that if I were the head of the Property Council of Australia (WA), I would be looking to take a 
test case to court. Now that that has been the situation for at least two years, it is becoming very clear that the 
government raised the money not for the purposes contained within the act—to provide a more balanced 
transportation system in the city of Perth—but to artificially reduce its net debt figure. I accept that I am not a 
lawyer, but I suspect that a case like that would have merit in the courts, particularly now that we have gone for 
at least two years without any allocation of that funding. It is therefore now clear that that was the government’s 
motivation when it increased the Perth parking levy. What are we up to now? If the government spends this 
money, it will be up to $300 million worse off; otherwise it has been dishonest because it has been misleading 
people about its expenditure on providing a more balanced system of Perth parking and at the same time raising 
those funds.  

Can we look at other areas to give us a bit of an idea about what might be happening to the state’s finances? 
Included in appendix 1 of the state budget papers are the government’s key financial data. One of the interesting 
things about this government is that it always focuses on the total public sector net debt. That is where it gets its 
$22.4 billion of net debt. For those who do not understand it, there are three categories: the general government 
sector, which is the day-to-day operations of government departments; the total non-financial public sector, 
which rolls in the government trading enterprises; and then, of course, the public financial corporations, which 
are added to give the total public sector net debt. Many of our total public financial corporations are required to 
hold money for prudential purposes. They are organisations such as the Keystart loans agency and the Western 
Australian Treasury Corporation. Those corporations hold significant volumes of money on their balance sheets 
for their prudential requirements. It is not money that the government can spend to buy new things because, in 
many cases, it is required by legislation to hold that money. The detail on page 229 of budget paper No 3 shows 
that the net debt figure for the public financial corporations is $1.6 billion, which is actually money in reserves. 
When we look at the total public sector, we see that that comes off the figure. The debt figure for the total non-
financial public sector is the debt that you and I, Mr Deputy President, and our children and grandchildren will 
have to repay because of the expenditure of this government. That figure is $24 billion. We also know, as I have 
just pointed out, that there will potentially be an additional $300 million of debt. We are getting up to 
$24.5 billion of debt that will be left for future governments and families to repay.  

There is one final indication of the way in which this government is managing its finances. I find it fascinating to 
compare the borrowings outlined in the balance sheet for the total non-financial public sector on page 226 of 
budget paper No 3. The estimated actual for 2011 will be borrowings of $23.99 billion. Because of assets that are 
held and all the rest, the net debt figure at the end of this financial year will be $14.571 billion. Over the next 
four years of the forward estimates, borrowings are budgeted to increase to $36.073 billion, which is an 
additional $12 billion. At the same time, the government expects the net debt figure to increase to only 
$24 billion, or an increase of $9.5 billion. Of course, we know that the figure is more likely to be $24.5 billion. 
Borrowings are going up by $12 billion but actual net debt is going up by $9.5 billion. Why is that? Some of it 
will be because of asset revaluations and the like, but a lot will be because of a manipulation of the state’s 
finances by booking the income but not the expenditure into the budget, which creates a sense of artificiality in 
the state’s finances. That is why everyone in this chamber should be concerned. Those members on the other 
side of the house who come from a small business background should be very concerned about this. Once one 
starts robbing from the till for day-to-day expenditure, in the way that this government is doing, it marks the end 
of one’s business. If people do not reinvest in their businesses, they go down. I will come back to that in more 
detail when I come to the government trading enterprises and the way in which they operate.  

Not too many members on the other side of the chamber went to the briefing the other day by the Under 
Treasurer that was organised by the Public Accounts Committee. There was one government member there for a 
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brief time. It may be that government members were given a private briefing by the Under Treasurer in their 
party room, which is appropriate. I do not know whether it was the same briefing we got, but I hope the Under 
Treasurer showed them the same budget graphs that he showed us. One of the documents he presented was about 
the asset investment program across the public sector. I hope members can see a bit of this graph as I hold it up, 
in case they did not get a copy of it. It shows that the asset investment program will peak the year after next in 
terms of the total expenditure on assets and will then tail off. That is not, to my way of thinking, the most 
significant thing about this graph. The graph is in two sections; it breaks up spending on general government and 
public corporations. Until about 2008–09, it was clear that most of the asset investment program, which is 
predominantly funded by debt, went to public corporations. Basically, if a government is operating a deficit, it 
means that it is borrowing to fund its asset investment program. The graph shows a significant rise in spending in 
the general government sector. For the first time ever, certainly in this century and I suspect going back a lot 
further, the government will be spending more money under the asset investment program on the general 
government sector than on public corporations. What does that mean? It means that the government will be 
spending the money on monuments rather than on the basic infrastructure that we need—power, water, public 
transport and the port authorities, which are among the important basic infrastructure that is required to make the 
economy work. No longer will the majority of money be spent on that infrastructure; instead, it will be spent on 
the general government sector for the pure purpose of trying to win brownie points, while at the same time 
putting the state at risk. I make this point: the Premier spoke on radio a couple of weeks ago and told young 
families across Western Australia that they have to lower their expectations when buying their first home. He 
said that expectations are too high. He demonstrated how out of touch he is because he reckoned that people can 
buy houses in Perth for only $200 000.  

Hon Phil Edman: You can in my electorate.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Not many, Hon Phil Edman. 

Hon Phil Edman: I have heaps for sale. Do you want some?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Phil Edman should ensure that they are put on some of the real estate websites, 
because they were not there before. The Premier argued that people need to lower their expectations and be more 
realistic about their expectations. I put the same challenge to the Premier that he needs to be more realistic about 
his expectations of what the state can afford.  

I will later go through a number of projects in more detail. I will not outline all of them at this time; as the 
opposition, we do not need to do that. I will give a flavour of some of the projects in which this government is 
investing but which Labor would do differently, which would alter the state’s finances. That is the challenge the 
future shadow minister, the current Minister for Finance, threw out to the Labor Party. I will go through and 
outline some of those areas. The very first one I will start with today is the Premier’s palace and the new 
ministerial compound.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Not Shared Services?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the minister wants to talk about Shared Services, she should come into this house and 
table the Economic Regulation Authority report. This is the dishonesty of this government. Government 
members come in here and throw around figures from a report that they have kept confidential. If it is so 
damaging, lay it on the table, minister. She will not; she wants to run lines and spin but she will not put the 
report on the table. I heard the Premier asking the opposition the other day, “Have you read the report?”  

Hon Max Trenorden: It was a disaster from day one.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Has Hon Max Trenorden read it? 

Hon Max Trenorden: No, I haven’t; I don’t have one. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. 

Hon Max Trenorden: Shared Services, from the day it started, was going to be a crisis. If you want to look at 
the record, I am on record as saying that.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Listen to this! This is the man who wants us to believe him. He went to his local paper 
the other day—this is the credibility of this man—and said that the Labor Party did not support the AvonLink 
service. Go and check the budget. Who bought the new trains for the AvonLink service?  

Hon Max Trenorden: Your minister shut it down.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Who bought the new trains?  

Hon Max Trenorden: Do you wonder how much money you shut it down for? You refused to do that service 
for a cost of less than $200 000 a year.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Who bought the new trains? 
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Hon Max Trenorden: Who got it put there? I did.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Who bought them? 

Hon Max Trenorden: Only because of an election; there was no other reason.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Who bought them? 

Hon Max Trenorden: It was already committed.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Max Trenorden is as bad as the Minister for Energy, who said yesterday that the 
government has no plans to privatise the power utilities. He said that that is not something on the government’s 
current agenda. There was a weasel word every time he talked about power utilities! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Members! Even though this is a budget debate and 
I never mind a modicum of interjections—I think that sometimes it does not hurt—members are going a little 
over the top at this particular time. Members should show a little moderation in their interjections; otherwise, we 
will adopt the President’s approach! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I suspect I am about to invite another! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Please do not! 

Hon Max Trenorden: And he won’t get a response, Mr Deputy President! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let us be very clear: the member for the Agricultural Region, Hon Max Trenorden, was 
out there proclaiming that Labor did not support the AvonLink service, when it was the Labor Party that bought 
the new AvonLink rolling stock. 

Hon Max Trenorden: It’s already committed! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have never argued that Hon Max Trenorden is not a good local member because he has 
the gift of the—what is it? I am doing a Simon O’Brien! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The gift of the gab! I do not know about having kissed the Blarney Stone, but the 
member has certainly kissed a few glasses in the Shamrock Hotel and that has clearly had benefits for him!  

However, let us be very clear: the member cannot say that Labor did not support a rail service when we bought 
new rolling stock for that rail service. It is dishonest. Hon Max Trenorden, judging from the big smile on his 
face, knows that. It is a fair go to have a go at us for the areas that we did not cover, but we bought the trains! 
Therefore, Hon Max Trenorden’s credibility with us goes downhill when he puts out lines like that.  

While we are on the subject, I will tell the house another story about the AvonLink train. Which government, 
when it first came to office, reduced the service and made everyone crowd onto one carriage? Does Hon Max 
Trenorden remember who that was? 

Hon Max Trenorden: Yes, I do; it was the mechanics! It broke down and wouldn’t run. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; it was a policy decision of the member’s government. The “Lion of Northam”, as 
people used to call the member, was the kitty cat at that point. We did not hear him scream about it at the time. I 
defended the rail service, but I do not remember the member defending it. I remember talking about it. When 
Hon Max Trenorden’s government told passengers, “You can use only one carriage; you can’t use two, because 
it saves us money. We’re going to crowd you all into one carriage”, the “Lion of Northam” was the kitty cat 
sitting on the Minister for Finance’s lap getting stroked!  

Hon Max Trenorden: Who’s gilding the lily now? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do not come into this place and be the hero! What I am trying to understand from that 
article is: what will happen to the MerredinLink?  

Hon Max Trenorden: It’s dead! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So that must be good news for the Agricultural Region! The National Party has killed 
off the MerredinLink. What a great story! 

Hon Max Trenorden: I hate to give you information, but there is a little train called the Prospector that actually 
goes through a little town called Merredin. The Prospector actually stops at this little town called Merredin. I 
know that’s news to you, so I know that it’ll shock you! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have caught that train, Hon Max Trenorden. I also know that the MerredinLink was an 
additional service over and above the Prospector and the member’s government has just got rid of it! 
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Hon Max Trenorden: No, it hasn’t! It hasn’t yet. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What was the member’s terminology? Dead! 

Hon Max Trenorden: No, it hasn’t yet; there’s been no decision made. You’ve got to talk to — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: But the member has just told me it was dead! 

Hon Max Trenorden: No, that’s Max Trenorden’s view! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is Max Trenorden! So the member is campaigning to kill it off! We know how 
successful the member is; he is campaigning to kill it off.  

Hon Max Trenorden: Campaigning? I am campaigning for Merredin to get a better service out of the 
Prospector. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: How will the member get a better service?  

Hon Max Trenorden: There are these things that go “choo, choo, choo” down the line; you actually put them on 
the line and you pay for them to run, like you wouldn’t do. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You’re on the wrong side to be building a track because your side doesn’t build tracks. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, it has never built a centimetre in the metropolitan area.  

Has Hon Max Trenorden read the bit in the budget papers where the government refers to how it will have a 
review of all the country bus services? 

Hon Max Trenorden: Fantastic! We need more services. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is with a view to closing them. 

Hon Max Trenorden: No. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Go back and reread it. Maybe the government just ran it past the member and said that it 
would have a review and he thought that was good news. Hon Max Trenorden should read the fine detail of 
budget paper No 2 where the review is mentioned. The member will see that it is very clear that it is about 
closing services. I suspect that a large number of those services will be across the member’s electorate. I look 
forward to hearing the member come into this place and scream — 

Hon Max Trenorden: Honourable member, your problem is that, because that’s what you’ve always done to the 
bush, you expect us to do it. We actually like them out there and we’re going to do the opposite! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Max Trenorden’s problem is that he should just sit and hold court in the Shamrock 
because no-one takes it down and records it in the Shamrock, but when he comes into this place, it is all taken 
down and recorded by Hansard, so he cannot run away from the comments that he makes. I urge the member to 
take a breath, go outside and read page 680 of budget paper No 3 and then come back into the chamber and tell 
me whether he does not think that very clearly states that the government will have a review with the intent of 
closing the services. The member will see that the budget papers refer to declining patronage numbers and a 
range of other things. That is what the government is about and if the member does not understand and realise 
that — 

Hon Max Trenorden: Let me tell you something: I can walk into the minister’s office much easier than you 
can. I can make an impact on that much easier than you can. You can make speeches; I can actually do things.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I look forward to the member doing them. 

Hon Ed Dermer: Now he’s running the National–Liberal government! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I look forward to the member doing that. 

Hon Max Trenorden: I am; you know that! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I support Hon Max Trenorden’s view. I have tried to assist the member’s constituents to 
maintain the tier 3 lines. That is an issue that the member and I agree on. However, I was disappointed there was 
no money in this budget to save those tier 3 lines. What makes me more concerned are some of the comments by 
the member’s leader since that budget. 

Hon Mia Davies: The reason there’s no money in the budget is the business case has not been sent to the 
government about the tier 3 rail. They are still working on it. Go to industry and actually find out — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have.  

Hon Max Trenorden: I will give you a little tip. In three or four years’ time, the tier 3 lines will be running; 
they will be operating.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Good. As I have said to the member before, I am more than happy to work with him to 
try to ensure that the tier 3 lines are kept. The argument about the business case is interesting. It is a good line, 
but I understand that Watco and CBH have talked to the minister about it and presented their case that they are 
prepared to use those lines. That was always the defence that the government relied on when it was closing the 
lines. Watco and CBH have made it clear that they are prepared to use them. The problem the member has at the 
moment is that, if her party does not get on with it, and if that is the government’s argument, she needs to be 
arguing with her government to ensure that it gets on with it because, as the member would know, as of 30 June, 
a range of lines will need to close because they become unserviceable. Those lines will not operate because they 
are unserviceable. There is a need to get on with this issue. 

Hon Max Trenorden: On the positive side—instead of the banter we’ve had—the difference will be whether 
the involvement of the new operator of the trains changes the viability.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They have said that they have done the business case — 

Hon Max Trenorden: That will change the whole dynamic. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It has changed; the member knows that. Watco and CBH have gone to the government 
and put the case that they will use those lines. I have always said that one of the problems with the way in which 
the government previously dealt with this issue was that it started with a position and got it wrong because it did 
not go out there and ask up-front, “How can we make the lines work?” The government said, “Let’s just close 
them down”, because that was the easy option, rather than ask, “What do we have to do to make the lines work?” 
To their credit, CBH and Watco have done that work and have arrived at the point at which they can make those 
lines work. I pay tribute to them for that. The people I pay greatest tribute to are the people in the communities 
who stood and fought for those rail lines. I understand the courage that took because it meant that many of them, 
even though they were longstanding members of the National Party, had to front the minister and the 
government and say, “This is wrong. We are going to put our communities first.” That is why I have supported 
those people and tried to assist them at every stage that I could. The member will note that I have not made much 
of it for the past couple of months, since those people thought they were getting a breakthrough, to try to remove 
the politics of it in the hope that that will get them the best outcome. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Do you know why CBH would want that? It’s because this government invested in the 
network and gave them the confidence to do so. They knew that they would have an investment by government, 
a guarantee to a grain rail network, and that’s what gave them the confidence to invest in a whole new rail 
operation. Ask them if you don’t believe me; don’t take my word for it.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I do; I have talked to CBH. The interesting thing, minister, is that the federal 
government put its money up-front about two years ago, and during the former Minister for Transport’s time, it 
just went on and on—let us be honest about it.  

Hon Max Trenorden: And in your time as well, to be fair. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: And we delivered it; in your time you didn’t put up one cent!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So Hon Simon O’Brien has no credibility in this area.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Your cabinet of your former government knocked it back at least twice, did it not? It 
refused to put a cent into it; that is the record. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; if Hon Simon O’Brien actually wants to put the correct record, we commenced the 
studies that this government relied upon, and we negotiated the money from the commonwealth that this 
government relied upon. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: We did our own studies; that is what the federal government required as well. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is Hon Simon O’Brien saying that this government did not use any of the studies that 
were commenced under the previous government?  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I assure you that we — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Exactly! He does not answer the question because he knows the answer is yes, he did, 
because the Labor government started it. We were the ones who went to the federal Labor government, which 
was the first group to put money into those rail lines. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: They weren’t satisfied with what you’d done, and neither were we!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When it comes to rail, the government can carry on and bleat all it likes, but the people 
of Western Australia know there is a simple answer when it comes to rail: the Liberal Party will make continual 
promises on it but never deliver.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’re reinventing history now! 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 4053 

 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Ellenbrook railway line was promised at the last election, but not delivered on. The 
government promised to reopen the Greenbushes line; it was not delivered on. It promised to build the South 
Perth railway station; it did not deliver on it. The previous Liberal government promised to extend the rail line to 
Clarkson; it never delivered on it. It promised to build the Greenwood station; it never delivered on it. Which 
government bought the AvonLink rail carriages? 

Hon Max Trenorden: Labor shut that down! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Members can think back to the Australind train in the 1980s, a replacement for which I 
would have thought provision would have been made in the budget — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That was the one that Alannah wanted to reduce, yes; that’s right! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: — because it is reaching the end of its economic life. It was bought by a Labor 
government. Anytime, anywhere, I am happy to go out and have a public debate with the government about 
public transport and rail systems across Western Australia. I am happy to do it—bring it on. Let us extend the 
time of the house and have another debate about this later on this afternoon.  

Hon Max Trenorden: I’m looking forward to it! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have spoken about the situation with the Office of Road Safety and the dishonesty of 
the budget in respect to that, and I now want to turn to the revenue of government from public corporations, 
which is on page 290 of budget paper No 3. That document lists the amounts the government expects to receive 
from the Geraldton Port Authority in this financial year. In the 2010-11 financial year, the government expects to 
receive from the Geraldton Port Authority $9.19 million for income tax expenses; $160 000 for local government 
rates; and a dividend of $17.603 million. That is the income the government says it will get in the 2010–11 
financial year from the public corporation that is the Geraldton Port Authority. Interestingly, the government 
then goes on to predict that over the next four years it will receive the very same amount in income tax expenses 
and local government rates, while the dividends progressively increase from $17.493 million in this budget year 
to $18.96 million in the following year, to $18.96 million in the year after that, and then to $18.96 million in the 
final year. If we look at last year’s budget, similar figures of $9.19 million, $160 000 and $17.6 million, making 
a total of $26.953 million, were predicted, and that is what it is saying it is going to get this year, and the same 
figures are rolling out across the forward estimates, except for the addition of the final year.  

Given those figures, we would expect that if we went, firstly, to the Geraldton Port Authority’s 2010–11 
statement of corporate intent, it would show that the port authority expects to pay a dividend of $17.603 million 
to the state government this year. Is that what the Minister for Finance would expect the statement of corporate 
intent to show? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’re making the speech; you go on with it! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Well, I thought that as the man responsible for these entities and their capital works 
programs, the minister might be following it closely.  

Page 19 of the statement of corporate intent tabled by the minister last year shows that a dividend of 
$2.13 million was anticipated for the financial year ending 30 June 2010, and that a dividend of $3.9 million was 
anticipated for the budget year ending 30 June 2011. It is very odd—very odd—that those figures are so low. 
The statement then refers to 50 per cent, which, at the time, was the dividend—of course we know the 
government is fleecing the budgets of the port authorities and the other government trading enterprises—but, 
clearly, there is no way we can get to that figure; maybe something happened between the compilation of the 
statement of corporate intent and the end of the financial year.  

I am sure that members of this place understand that the profits made in a year are paid as the dividend in the 
following year, so if we looked at the Geraldton Port Authority’s 2009–10 annual report, we would expect to see 
somewhere in there that it has made a whopping improvement in its financial situation so that it can pay this 
fantastic dividend listed in the budget papers. But when we look at the actuals in the port authority’s statement of 
corporate intent, it states that the operating profit after tax and abnormals is $1.283 million. Its annual report 
refers to the port authority making an operating profit before tax of $13.83 million, with income tax on the 
operating profit of $3.9 million, and it states that the operating profit after tax will be $9.9 million. There is no 
way in the world that those figures in the budget papers would be able to be achieved. That is again an example 
of the budget papers—whether it is deliberate or accidental—being wrong and creating the impression that the 
state’s finances are better than they actually are. I do not know, but maybe when Hon Alyssa Hayden was 
throwing words like “corrupt” around, that was the sort of stuff she was talking about. 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: Not at all.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: How does it work? I have to tell members that that does not relate to only the Geraldton 
Port Authority, although that is the most shining example of it. I suspect that if the Geraldton Port Authority did 
not make that kind of money last year, the predicted figures for the forward estimates are going to be similarly 
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problematical for the government; we know the government has put a cap on the amount that can be exported 
through the Geraldton port. Probably another amount of anywhere up to $100 million, potentially, that is booked 
as income from the public corporations will never materialise. We do not know, because the most recent 
statement of corporate intent has not been tabled, but it is very clear that the amount in the budget papers will not 
be made. Members could go through the statements of intent of a number of the port authorities, including 
Fremantle, and look at the figures for the dividends they intend to pay, and they would find it very hard to match 
the figures presented in the budget papers with the annual reports and statements of corporate intent of the port 
authorities. I want to know from the government how this is operating. How is this occurring? Why are these 
figures so incredibly out? Are they errors, or is this a deliberate attempt to try to mislead the people of Western 
Australia by suggesting that the state’s finances are in a far healthier situation than they currently are? 

Our government trading enterprises are the fabric on which our basic infrastructure is built in Western Australia; 
our water and power authorities and ports are all government trading enterprises. It is vitally important that those 
organisations are front and centre in terms of growth. They need to be making the investments, and they need to 
be allowed to make the investments, so that in power and water we can keep up with population growth and with 
the economic requirements of a growing state. If those organisations are strangled, we will not see it 
straightaway, but we will see it down the track. Those organisations were strangled in the 1990s, when they were 
required to cut back on their maintenance programs to artificially increase their profits in preparation for their 
privatisation by the now Premier. The result of that under-investment and under-expenditure then appeared in the 
noughties as power outages and lack of access to infrastructure across the state. I have grave concerns that this 
government is doing that again. The government has already increased from 50 per cent to 65 per cent the 
dividends that these government trading enterprises are required to pay to the government. People might say: 
what is the problem with increasing the dividends? The problem is that that reduces the amount of money that is 
available to the port authorities, to take just one example, to reinvest in their maintenance programs and their 
smaller capital works programs. It starves them of capacity to grow to meet the needs of their local communities. 
That is why this graph that Tim Marney, the Under Treasurer, presented at the briefing for members of 
Parliament through the Public Accounts Committee is so concerning. There is not that same level of growth in 
asset investment in the public corporations as there is in the general government sector. That will ultimately 
strangle the Western Australian economy. It will kill the goose that laid the golden egg. It will also strangle the 
ability of a future government to respond to these problems. This state is already at the maximum level of 
borrowings. We cannot just go to the bank and say that we want to get another credit card. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What level is the maximum? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is a very good point, Minister for Finance.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Thank you.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government’s self-imposed maximum was $20 billion. That is what the Premier 
told the people of Western Australia fewer than 12 months ago. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You are talking about the dollar figure, not the percentage. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will come to the percentage. The Premier said that the government will keep net state 
debt under $20 billion. We know, and we discussed it earlier today, that the government has blown that figure 
already. In fact, the government has tried to hide a fair bit of the state debt. It is actually more than $22 billion. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That is your conspiracy theory. We do not accept it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is $22.5 billion. Either it is that figure, minister, or the government does not intend to 
spend the money on road safety that it has said it will spend. Feel free to tell me, minister, which one it is. But 
the government has only two options: either it is not going to spend the money on road safety — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: For both matters that you have raised, the road trauma trust fund and the Perth parking 
management levy, those funds will be applied as required by law. In the case of the Perth parking management 
levy, it will be for the purposes set out in that legislation. In the case of the road trauma trust fund, cabinet 
specifically wants to authorise individual expenditures under that trust to make sure that those moneys are 
targeted to achieve the most beneficial road safety outcomes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is great, minister. But when the government does that, if that is the government’s 
intention—I will take the minister at his word—net debt will go up by $300 million. If we throw in the revenue 
that the government will not be getting from the port authorities, net debt will go up by $400 million. So, that is 
the answer. That is where the books are cooked. The government is going to spend that money, and the debt is 
going to get even higher. That is the answer. The minister has put that on record, and I thank him for it. That 
highlights the problem with the state’s finances as presented in the budget papers that the Minister for Finance 
tabled a week ago in this place. The Minister for Finance has confirmed the dishonesty that is there. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: No. That is not what I said. That is the take that you are trying to present to people. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Okay. Can the minister tell me how he can approve that expenditure without increasing 
net debt?  

Hon Simon O’Brien: It is correct, obviously, that if that expenditure is made, that will affect net debt. But you 
have characterised that in a quite different way. So, you cannot say that I accept the attitude that you are 
displaying to this government’s financial management, because those are your words, not mine. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: How else can the government do it? How else can the government approve that 
expenditure and spend all of the $200 million that will be in the road trauma trust fund? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: No. What I am not accepting is the pejorative terms that you are using.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister might not accept the pejorative terms, but he has accepted a matter of fact; 
that is,  when the government spends that money, it will increase net debt. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That is a matter of fact. We are not hiding from that, and we are not seeking to. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So, the budget figures do not give an accurate picture of the state’s finances. The 
minister has said that the intention of the government is to expend that money. I am reminded here of the famous 
words of an Under Treasurer before a hearing of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, 
when he reminded all the members of that committee that a press release from a minister is not a government 
decision. In other words, just because the government says it is going to do something, that does not mean that is 
included in the books for the purposes of the budget and the state’s finances. That is a problem that has occurred 
under this current government. The reason that problem has occurred is because the Premier has always refused 
to accept the fiscal constraints that are required by the Treasury in this state. When the Premier was a minister in 
the Court government, he refused to accept the fiscal constraints that are required by Treasury. I am sure that 
those of us who have been in this place long enough will remember the letter from John Langoulant, the then 
Under Treasurer, to the then Premier expressing his frustration and exasperation, I think it would be fair to say, 
about the behaviour of the now Premier and then Minister for Education, because he was spending money 
without going through due and proper process, and that was causing massive difficulties in managing the state’s 
finances. That was back when the Court government was running deficit budget after deficit budget. This same 
man is now in charge of the state’s finances as the Premier of this state, so I do not know who the Under 
Treasurer would write to today to say “The Premier is causing me problems in the way he behaves”!  

As I said earlier, the government is running two sets of books. I suspect that the government has one set of books 
that it keeps in the drawers in the cabinet office, and it has another set of books that it sends to Treasury for 
inclusion in the state budget.  

Hon Liz Behjat: That would be dishonest, and this government is not dishonest.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Then explain it to me! I look forward to members on the other side of the house 
explaining the discrepancies in this document. I am not making wild allegations — 

Hon Max Trenorden: You did earlier on! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. So far, I have clearly outlined those discrepancies. I am more than happy to go 
through those discrepancies in detail if that is what members opposite want. For the purpose of brevity, I had not 
intended to go through the same detail for the Fremantle Port Authority and the other port authorities as I have 
for the Geraldton Port Authority. But I would have thought that the Geraldton Port Authority would be a good 
example of how the figures in the budget do not match the figures in the statement of corporate intent. As I have 
said, there are problems in the way in which this budget has been presented to the Parliament, because it does not 
give a true and accurate picture of the real position with the finances of this state.  

There is one other matter that I want to touch upon at this stage. In an earlier debate today the Minister for 
Finance challenged the Labor Party to outline the investment decisions that we would change. I have already 
given the first example—that is, the new ministerial offices and the Premier’s palace. We would have—as with 
the Premier’s own advice to young first home owners—lowered our expectations for ministerial offices and the 
Premier’s palace. We would have sought to renegotiate with the owners of Governor Stirling Tower, where the 
current ministerial offices are located. In February this year, articles that appeared in The West Australian made 
it clear that as a result of the change of ownership of that tower, there was now an opportunity for the 
government to stay in that building. That is the first way we could have lowered our expectations as a 
government. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Keep paying rent of $759 a square metre? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is the problem. The Minister for Finance quotes a figure like that, but he never 
went back to renegotiate with the new owners on what the cost of the rent would be. I challenge the Minister for 
Finance to come into this place and present a business case that includes the rent that could have been negotiated 
with the new owners without the upgrade to the building. When the new owners took over and said they were not 
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going to do the upgrade that the previous owners intended to do, I am fairly confident the minister would have 
got a lower rent figure than the one he just quoted. However, I am more than happy to take his point that owning 
is cheaper than renting for governments. If that is the case, perhaps the minister can explain to us a little later in 
this debate why the government will rent, rather than build, 500 homes for social housing. I might as well get 
onto that point, now that the minister has raised it. 

If it is cheaper for the government to own buildings, why is the government renting 500 homes? I reckon I know 
why the government is renting them. It is because the government has run out of money to buy them. It has 
maxed out the credit card! It has got the debt to its upper limit. There is nowhere else to go with the debt. The 
only way the government can borrow now—this goes back to the minister’s point about percentages—is if the 
revenue stream goes up and it does not spend it on recurrent expenditure. The government, therefore, cannot buy 
the homes, arguably because it needs an increase in revenue to allow it to borrow more money. It could, 
therefore, still use the credit card solution and would remain within the financial targets that it has set itself for 
revenues and net liabilities, but that would be at its absolute maximum borrowing capacity. 

I do not know about anybody else, but I never run my personal finances to the absolute maximum. It is very 
foolish of people who buy a new house to borrow money—based on the current interest rates—to their absolute 
maximum capacity. Most people would always allow themselves at least a couple of percentage points for 
borrowings to allow for increases in interest rates. This government has not gone through that sensible, prudent 
financial management that I suspect most of us in this house go through on a daily basis when managing our own 
finances. I have actually just gone through that exercise of borrowing money for my personal housing situation 
but have had to put it on hold. I saw when I did the sums that I could afford it now. However, when I did the 
exercise to see whether I could afford it if interest rates went up by two or three percentage points, it did not 
stack up. This government has not done that exercise. The only way the state can borrow more money in the 
future is if revenues go up quite substantially to deal with those issues. That is the real reason, in my view, why 
the Barnett government is leasing 500 homes, rather than borrowing the money to build them. 

Let us bear in mind that if the government borrowed the money and built those new homes, it would also help 
stimulate the housing market. People will never get a better price, in relative terms, in the housing market in 
Western Australia than they can at the moment, as it is a depressed market. It is part of the two-speed economy. 
As I understand it, the Minister for Finance is in charge of the slow lane in the two-speed economy! I would 
have thought he would argue that it would be a good outcome for the economy if the government went out there 
and built new houses and helped stimulate the housing sector. It would also provide housing in the long term, 
which by the minister’s own admission earlier today is a cheaper long-term option than leasing. But, no, because 
of the way the government has managed the state’s finances, it has no alternative but to rely on a leasing 
arrangement, which means the capital growth will not be maintained within the government and in future years 
money will be lost to the state. Bear in mind that we will constantly have to pay that lease figure every year 
forever for those 500 houses, which the government has probably factored into the budget. However, if it at least 
built and bought them, they would depreciate and need a bit of maintenance done, but in about 40 years they 
could be sold when land values will have appreciated significantly. The government could then do the sorts of 
redevelopments that have been done in Rivervale, Balga, Kwinana and other places across the state. Those areas 
were redeveloped and some of the land sold and used as part of the asset base to rebuild Western Australia’s 
social housing stock. 

As I say, the first thing we could have done, and the first thing we would have done that this government did not 
do, was lower our personal expectations about our new offices. The government is spending almost $100 million 
on a new palace for the Premier and new ministerial offices. I am sure they are going to be lovely; but, using the 
same advice that the Premier gave to first home owners, the government should lower its expectations. 

The same advice could have been used on a range of other areas. Look at the Oakajee port development in which 
the government is investing some $700-odd million. That is an interesting figure, because officially it is 
$668 million at the moment. All the rumours are that there has been a cost blow-out and the state will have to 
pick up that blow-out. It does not appear in the state budget at the moment but no doubt it will at some point in 
the future. Where will the government get the money from without an increase in revenue somewhere along the 
line? I do not know. The Oakajee development is one project that the government put money into that it did not 
need to put in. The private sector entered into a competitive tendering system in which it agreed that it would 
take the risk and invest the money in building that port for the state of Western Australia. It would be repaid 
through user charges from the users of that port for the money it put in but the assets would remain in the 
ownership of the state. I have never had an explanation from members of the other side on why the fund of 
$700 million was used in that way. Some of that $700 million came from the state and some came from the 
commonwealth. However, bear in mind that the commonwealth money could have been applied to other projects 
in the state that need it and the other $300 million or $400 million from the state government could have been 
applied either to other more essential projects in the state or to reduce the net state debt, because ultimately that 
money will be borrowed. That is the very first project for which the government could remove funding, that 
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fairly significant sum of money, and change its financial figures. The government is therefore spending 
$100 million on the Premier’s palace and $700 million and growing on Oakajee. 

I turn to Roe Highway stage 8, which is an interesting little scenario in the budget. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Is it in the budget? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: This is the point, Leader of the Opposition. It is a very interesting scenario. Because of 
the schizophrenic nature of this government, it is a really interesting question that I cannot quite get my head 
around, as the government really speaks with two tongues on this matter. Members who have read the budget 
papers could get the impression that the government has decided not to construct Roe Highway stage 8 and that 
it will spend another $3 million this year on propaganda that it disguises and calls “consultation with the 
community”. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Until it gets the answer it wants. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but that is on top of the $17 million the government has already spent. The 
government will, therefore, spend a total of $20 million on planning, design and consultation on this project, 
which is nothing short of propaganda, but will not build it. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Can that be true? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what the budget papers say. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I thought Mike Nahan said the bulldozers were warming up. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They have definitely been put back in the shed. The only question left is: have they been 
sold or has the government still got them? The other day I asked in a question without notice whether the 
government still intended to build Roe Highway, and it said yes. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Just not with any money. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. Maybe the government will have a busy bee on the weekend to build it. The 
government now admits that the cost of Roe Highway stage 8 has blown out—even though it denied that the cost 
had blown out when I first raised it—from the $550 million figure that it first put in the budget. The government 
now admits that the cost of the design it has come up with, after trimmings, has come back to at least 
$620 million. It is going to have a busy bee on the weekend and get the local hardware store to donate a bit of 
cement and it will build Roe Highway stage 8. That is what I think the government is planning to do, because 
there is no money in the budget. I cannot see how else the government is going to build this road, which will not 
do anything to fix the traffic problems of the southern suburbs. So what is the answer? Is the government 
building it; and, if it is building it, why is it not in the budget? If it is not building it, it must accept that it has 
wasted $20 million and will continue to waste another $30 million this year. 

Hon Sue Ellery: And they’ve broken an election promise. Would that be dishonest? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know. I reckon the dishonesty of this government will be in whether it meets 
any of the election commitments. All its major election commitments are walking out the door. It is now trying 
to argue that it never made the promise for the Ellenbrook railway line, even though it is there in black and 
white; in fact, it was in bold colour and was sent to every elector in the suburb of Ellenbrook. It was incorporated 
into the election costings. Now the government is denying that it ever made the election commitment. That is the 
dishonesty. 

There was a fascinating letter in the Donnybrook–Bridgetown Mail from some bloke who I think might have 
been a former candidate for the area. I struggled to understand what his letter was about. He seemed to be an 
apologist for the Barnett government’s failure to honour the commitment to reinstate the Greenbushes–Bunbury 
railway line. His letter seemed to indicate that there were all these caveats on the election commitment he gave 
that were never detailed to the electorate. The party did not tell the electorate about the caveats and they were not 
in its policy paper, but apparently they were all there because he outlined them in his letter. I accept that it is 
difficult to understand. 

Either the government has money for Roe Highway stage 8 and is going to build it or it has just wasted 
$20 million. There would have been more money there if the government had not wasted it. 

I will talk a little more about the other area in which this government is full of spin—that is, the amount of 
money it is spending on planning projects that it has absolutely no funding capacity to build. I have just talked 
about Roe Highway stage 8 and, clearly, the government cannot build it. That is the reality of it; there is no 
capacity in the budget to do so because there is no capacity to borrow any more money. The government has 
wasted $20 million on that project. But the government also intends to continue with the process. It has a long 
list of projects totalling almost $100 million. I suspect that when I finish this tabulation, that figure will have 
gone beyond $100 million, because every day I pick up a paper on another study into some asset investment 
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program in the state to which it has allocated absolutely no money in the budget. It has no capacity in the budget 
to fund those programs in the future because the government has reached the maximum amount of borrowings. If 
it borrows any more money, it will lose its AAA credit rating, although there is one alternative. I suspect that that 
is why the Minister for Energy was very careful with his words every time he talked about there being no 
privatisation; he added caveats such as “at this stage” or “at the moment”. One possibility is that the government 
will sell government assets and privatise them to try to reduce debt. Other than getting more revenue, that is the 
only possible way that this government could fund programs. Again, I return to the suggestion that maybe there 
are two sets of books in the cabinet room—those that the government has passed on, made public and given to 
the Treasury, and those that it has for its own purposes. 

Why would the government spend another $90-odd million to plan projects when it is clear that it has no 
capacity to spend that money? There is $5 million for the new museum, which is a $500 million project. Where 
will the government get that money? It needs to get it from borrowings, but there are no borrowings to be had. 
There is $100 000 for the State Records Office repository site plan. That is a very important issue for the state. 
But when the report indicates that this is what the government will need, where will the money come from to 
fund it? There is $5 million for the Pilbara maritime common-use support facility. Where will the money come 
from to fund that? Maybe it will come from money in the royalties for regions slush fund that has not been 
allocated. That is a possibility for that project, but not for the others. There is $1.8 million for the Gascoyne 
Redevelopment Authority and the Gascoyne waterfront development planning. There is $2.5 million for the 
Karratha–Wickham coast road and some $10 million for public transport master planning. 

We were told by the Premier that this would be the budget in which it would have a paradigm shift to light rail. 
There is no money in the budget for that. Maybe some of this money is for planning a light rail system. But, by 
the same token, the Premier has said that a light rail system would cost about $1 billion. I suspect that if he is 
talking about a you-beaut, massive, state-of-the-art light rail line along the northern corridor of Perth, which is 
where it appears the government wants to put it, it would probably cost about $1 billion. I am not sure that it 
would quite cost $1 billion, and I will come to the questionability of some of the figures that are thrown around 
by government ministers from time to time in public debate. The Gold Coast is spending $945 million on a 14-
kilometre light rail system. I note that more than $200 million of that is for land resumption purposes. I also note 
that a significant amount of bridging work will need to be done as part of that construction because of the Gold 
Coast Broadwater. It certainly gives us an idea that we are talking about hundreds of millions of dollars. We 
could build a lovely light rail system from East Perth to West Perth using money in the Perth parking 
management account that would meet the needs of the city today. It would be in the area that has the highest 
level of activity and could be the basis for a future light rail network. Based on the Perth light rail study, it would 
cost about $258 million for just under six kilometres of track. Once the line extended beyond the city centre, and 
if substantial work needed to be done to build bridges or for grade separations, the price would go up 
substantially. I am not sure that I agree that it would cost $1 billion, but if the government has figures to prove 
that, I would like it to table them. There is a whole lot of money rolled up in the public transport area for 
transport master planning. Probably another $10 million will be spent on planning and design studies, but there is 
no capacity to fund projects. 

I now turn to the biggie. This is the one on which the Premier keeps breaking the hearts of sports fans across 
Western Australia—that is, the Major Stadia Taskforce. The immortal words of the then Leader of the 
Opposition when Labor announced that it would build a major stadium were: “Cut the red tape, cut the 
bureaucracy and let’s just get on and build it.” Those were the words of Troy Buswell when we announced that 
we would build a stadium. What do we see today from the Liberal Party? It went to the election with a clear 
commitment to build a new stadium. It got elected and immediately reneged on that commitment. It told the 
people of Western Australia that it could not afford it because hospitals and schools were more important. It then 
said that it would have a decision early in 2011 on what it would do about the stadium. In mid-2011 it is telling 
us that it will do more work because it has decided to look at a different location—a different location which will 
provide no extra benefits for sport in Western Australia but which will cost, I estimate, an additional 
$500 million. It will probably add an extra 50 per cent to the cost of building the stadium. Certainly, the task 
force estimated that it would be about $300 million, and that was based on back-of-the-envelope figures. I have 
talked to a couple of members of the task force. That was a very simplistic desktop study that got to 
$300 million. Basically, for a stadium that was going to cost about $650 million, no-one would spend 50 per cent 
more to put it on the Burswood peninsula when there really would not be any better outcomes as a result. The 
only outcome might be political. The government is building a monument for political purposes not for the 
benefit of sport in Western Australia. We are spending $13 million when, at the end of the day, we probably do 
not have the money to build a stadium. But if we do build it, it will be on a location that will use $500 million 
worth of funding that could be used elsewhere. Labor would be building a stadium $500 million cheaper. That 
pot of cash is another example of how we would do things differently from this government in terms of debt or 
other basic infrastructure that needs to be funded. The Burswood site is purely about ego and politics. It is not 
about good outcomes or essential infrastructure for the state of Western Australia. Who in their right mind would 
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pick a location that sits smack bang on either mud flats that it would cost a fortune to build on or an area that 
may be mud flats that would cost a fortune to build on but with the added problem that it is an old asbestos 
dump? The state tennis centre is built on the old James Hardie asbestos dump. Anyone who does not believe me 
should look at the Department of Environment and Conservation contaminated sites website. If members drive 
down Graham Farmer Freeway they will see the signs on the side of the road saying “Do not disturb dirt here; it 
is a contaminated site”, and it provides a number to ring. Everyone says there is a rail line to that area, but it is 
not sufficient to carry the loads and move the patronage numbers that would be required. There is not the 
infrastructure along the railway line. My understanding is that the Perth Transport Authority has been doing 
work on that issue. I am sure the government will not disclose it, but I would love to know what that figures is. I 
suspect that it is significant and it will run into hundreds of millions of dollars. That is one of the reasons I say 
that the Burswood location will probably be closer to $500 million in additional costs than a location were at 
either the East Perth or Subiaco sites. I understand that it is beyond the Liberal government’s capacity to fund 
and build something that was proposed by Labor. I suggest as a realistic alternative that the government should 
build the stadium in East Perth. It does not intend to build the museum there, so the site is available again. In the 
process it should make sure it gets a decent amount of money from the Australian Football League because it 
should make a substantial contribution to that infrastructure. It is, after all, the AFL’s showroom, although it will 
have other benefits for the state.  

There is $2 million for The looking at the West Coast Institute of Sport high performance centre. That is a great 
initiative; I do not have a problem with the sentiments of wanting to build a high performance centre. But I know 
that it will cost about $40 million. Why are we spending $2 million when we know that in four years we will not 
have $40 million to spend on it? The Ashburton North strategic area and the Anketell strategic industrial site are 
projects that need expenditure. The interesting issue is the contrast with the expenditure on the Oakajee port. All 
the developers will be saying, “Hang on; you’re taking the risk and underwriting the port of Oakajee; why aren’t 
you underwriting the Ashburton strategic industrial area or Anketell?” There are other ports. Esperance port, 
Bunbury port and Albany port all need to be expanded to meet the needs of the local economies. But there is no 
money in the budget for any of those projects. They are projects that will derive greater revenue for the state of 
Western Australia in the long term.  

As I said, there is $5 million for transit concept and feasibility studies; $19 million for the Albany gas pipeline 
study, but no money to build it; $5 million for the port links project, but no money to build it; and $8 million to 
look at the Great Northern Highway enhancement project. From reading some of the other literature about that, it 
appears, at least in some part, to be planning for the future Perth–Darwin highway. That is $8 million to study a 
project that will cost at least $500 million, but I suspect, more realistically, closer to the billion dollar mark. It 
will certainly be of that magnitude because it is a significant road over significantly difficult terrain with respect 
to the water table. I acknowledge that is a road project that will require significant federal government funding 
and it is legitimate to expect federal government money to be put into it. We have to ask the question though: 
why would the federal government agree to put money into that project at this stage when the federal 
government has previously committed to the state of Western Australia other money that it has not spent? If 
people do not believe me, they should look at the asset investment program for Main Roads WA in budget paper 
No 2 where they will see “The nation building program 1”. “The nation building program 2” is in the Perth 
Transport Authority budget. Nation building program 1 was basically money committed by the federal 
government to build roads to enhance the freight network in Perth some three years ago. Every year these 
projects get pushed back and every year some of them drop off altogether and the money gets rolled into this 
pool of money called nation building program 1. It is about enhancing the freight links—driving the future 
economy. It is part of that record investment from the federal government in Western Australian infrastructure, 
but this government is not spending it. It is bizarre; yet now the government wants to spend another $8 million to 
plan for another project when it cannot get on and do the ones it already has.  

Members opposite should look at the Main Roads budget for last year. It spent significantly less than it 
predicted. This government cannot get on with projects. I thought the last minister was bad at getting on with 
projects. He is making Hon Simon O’Brien look good.  

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I did not think anyone could do that. Troy is making the former Minister for Transport 
look good. He is being made to look as though he was decisive and did things. Hon Simon O’Brien put only 
about $134 million into nation building program 1; the current minister has taken it up to $248 million. Fair 
dinkum! This government! It is spending more money on it and then there is that beauty—that other example of 
dishonesty and broken election commitments—$10 million for Royal Perth Hospital. It is interesting that it has 
been taken out of the risk section, so obviously Treasury does not expect work will happen within the forward 
estimates period. Royal Perth Hospital regularly appeared as a sort of risk on the expenditure side because there 
was commitment but no budget for the actual implementation of the election commitment. Again, there is 
$10 million of planning for Royal Perth Hospital development even though all this work was done by the 
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previous Labor government. This government will waste another $10 million. There are other programs; I have 
touched on just a few. The $8 million is not even in there. This government is spending $100 million on the 
planning and design of programs when it does not have the capacity to build them. It is either dishonest or it is 
thick. Does the government not realise it does not have the capacity? That is a possibility. Someone once 
described this government as being a bit like the Gold Coast Suns—they have Gary Ablett as their marquee 
player and the government has the Premier. The Suns have a couple of other players such as Campbell Brown, 
who is always out through injury or being reported; I suspect that is Troy Buswell. The rest of them are 
journeymen. This current government is the Gold Coast Suns of politics.  

Hon Kate Doust: The white shoe brigade.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There are definitely a few of those in there. This government is the Gold Coast Suns; it 
has one marquee player. I suspect that one of the things that made Gary Ablett look good when he was at 
Geelong was Jimmy Bartel running around him. When the West Coast Eagles were great, Chris Judd looked 
fantastic but he had Benny Cousins and Daniel Kerr along side him—two of the best players. That is the problem 
for the Premier. He looks ordinary because he has the journeymen running around and he does not have the 
players to support him. His second-best player, Campbell Brown, is out on a regular basis either injured or 
reported. That reflects the state of this government. I suspect the other ministers do not realise the situation with 
the state’s finances. They sit there and go, “Yes; whatever you say Premier; tell us what to do and we’ll do it.” 
There is no pressure from the government backbench. Every day when I wake up I am reminded that people like 
Peter Tinley and Rita Saffioti want my job. If they can prove they can do it better, they deserve to take my job 
from me. That keeps me on my toes and working hard. Hon Adele Farina and Hon Linda Savage are sitting 
behind me functioning well, putting people like me and Hon Kate Doust under pressure. Where is the pressure 
from the bench for the Gold Coast Suns or the WA Liberal–National government? There is no pressure from the 
bench. Look at them in the other place—not a single bit of pressure.  

Hon Max Trenorden: When was the last time you got a kick?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Oh, mate! I reckon the way Hon Max Trenorden’s government has tried to spin the 
public transport funding is a clear sign that I was kicking goals.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Before the break I was using the analogy of the government being a bit like the Gold 
Coast Suns. It is a shame that Hon Max Trenorden is away on urgent parliamentary business because I worked 
out what his role is in the team. All those teams have the trainer who stays on for years and years and who does 
the strapping and gets the team ready. I think that is the role that would fit Hon Max Trenorden perfectly. They 
also have a bit of a kick to kick. Of course, some of them do not kick that straight, so it helps to get the reflexes 
of their colleagues up. That is the role the government could assign to Hon Max Trenorden.  

I go back to the serious issues with this budget—the dishonesty, the problems and the way in which it is 
constructed. I have gone through the issues. I have not spent a great deal of time on — 

Hon Max Trenorden: I’m here!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It looks like Hon Max Trenorden is now trying to be the goal umpire! He is waving his 
hands around as though he is the goal umpire.  

Hon Liz Behjat: He is on the premiership team.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: He had his glory days a long time ago. I suspect he will be the first one delisted from the 
side.  

Hon Phil Edman: You must be football fans over there.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am a big fan of netball these days, given the way my two football teams are 
playing!  

I go back to the serious issues of the budget. I know that my colleagues will focus in more detail than I am doing 
on the way in which the Barnett government is really putting pressure on fees and charges. I am sure my 
colleagues will go through and highlight the reasons the Barnett government is making a virtue out of a necessity 
with the money it is giving to the charities of Western Australia. It is doing that because more people are fronting 
up to charities than ever before and requiring their assistance. The Sport for All program that the Minister for 
Sport and Recreation released to assist children to play sport when their families are having financial difficulties 
is noble at one level, but why do we have to have that program in the first place? It is because families have lost 
$1 000 out of their pockets since the Barnett government was elected, so they cannot afford things like sport for 
their children, which is very important. That is why that is going in. The budget has hit families.  

The budget is also overly indulgent on projects that could be scaled back. One example is the Perth foreshore 
project. I think we need to engage with the foreshore of Perth, but the version brought forward by the Barnett 
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government is incredibly excessive. Again, it is another area in which there may be the potential for the Barnett 
government to lower its expectations of what it can do immediately, which would free up money to either reduce 
debt or go into other essential infrastructure. That is another example for the Minister for Finance. He challenged 
us. I have now outlined an array of projects. There are others. We will go through them. We do not have to 
present a budget at this stage, but we can certainly give a very good idea of the flavour of what we would do and 
the way in which we would do it. Those are examples of how we would do things differently and how we would 
act in a financially responsible manner, which the Barnett government is completely failing to do.  

I have clearly outlined how the budget papers are a misrepresentation of the true state of the state’s finances. It is 
a disturbing fact that there has been a constant decline in credibility. I make it very clear that this is not an attack 
on the officers of Treasury; this is an attack on the way in which the Barnett government releases information to 
Treasury officers. We are getting to the point at which the budget papers are not worth the paper they are printed 
on. The issues I raised about the port authorities are clearly linked to the fact that this government has messed 
around with the statements of corporate intent so badly that port authorities do not know what they are doing. 
Treasury then has to rely on inadequate information from the government when it comes to doing the planning.  

The problem we have is that essential infrastructure is not getting built. We should have a tertiary hospital at 
Joondalup, but we will not get one.  

A government member: What spending would you cut? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Where was Hon Nigel Hallett? Has he not been delisted from the team yet? He must be 
on the rookies list or something, because I have not seen him before! If he had been in the chamber a bit earlier, 
he would have heard me list them all. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Order! 

Point of Order 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have a point of order, Mr Deputy President.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I understand that the honourable member has interjected from someone else’s 
seat.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know where Hon Nigel Hallett was this afternoon. I went through another one. 
He should unblock his ears. I outlined Oakajee and the Premier’s palace. Is Hon Nigel Hallett looking forward to 
his invitation to the salubrious surrounds of the Premier’s palace and ministerial compound? Does Hon Nigel 
Hallett support that? He will never be a minister.  

Hon Max Trenorden: Most definitely.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Does Hon Max Trenorden support it? Is he hoping to get an invite to the new offices 
when they open?  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Now we understand the problems of the government. There is no pressure coming from 
the players who are not getting in the league team; there is no pressure from the reserves. They have clearly 
demonstrated this afternoon that they can sit in a room and hear something and that it goes in one ear, 
reverberates around the vacuous chamber and then comes out the other ear. They do not comprehend it. I have 
already gone through all the stuff they are interjecting about. They must have missed it. That is probably the 
problem; they probably sit in their party room with the same attitude: “What did you say we’re doing? I missed 
that! Say it again, minister.” What a joke that lot are!  

Hon Nigel Hallett: If you can’t get your message across in half an hour, you’re going on for a long time.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Mate, the reason I have gone on for such a long time is that there are so many issues to 
raise about the incompetence, dishonesty and problems of your government. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Perhaps Hon Ken Travers would address his comments through the Chair 
rather than to his mates on the other side of the chamber. I also ask that the interjections be kept to a minimum so 
that Hansard can take down what is being said.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the roles of backbenchers is to help their government get elected by asking 
questions and putting the minister under pressure, not necessarily in the chamber, but in their party room. They 
do a disservice if they just kowtow to the government and the ministers of the day. I assure members opposite 
that we consistently put our government under pressure, but government members clearly do not. We do not 
have the numbers to change anything. Members on the other side do. They sit there and they — 
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Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Alyssa Hayden cannot talk. She sits on the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated 
Legislation, which has been failing the government since the day she arrived on that committee. Government 
members have failed the government because they are not keeping a check and balance on the bureaucracy. They 
are not helping their minister to keep the bureaucracy honest by only putting up legislation that is within — 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: How do you know?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I know because no disallowance motion was moved on the tourism — 

Hon Alyssa Hayden: How do you know what happened?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Because it never came into the chamber. That is how I know. If she had done it, we 
would have had a disallowance motion in the house.  

Hon Alyssa Hayden: You have no idea what goes on in that committee.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do; I know what does not come out of it. I have served on that committee, so I know 
the sort of advice the committee would be getting. I know the committee would have received good advice from 
the staff of the Parliament. A classic example of an issue the delegated legislation committee looked at related to 
the extension of retail trading hours, which were clearly unlawful. Members opposite knew they were unlawful, 
and a decent government member on the delegated legislation committee would have supported a 
recommendation to this house that they be disallowed.  

Hon Jim Chown: In your opinion.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I served on the committee as a government member and I know what it is like!  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Michael Mischin): Order, members! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Government committee members are failing their own government. They are letting the 
government down. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members—that includes Hon Ken Travers! The motion before us deals 
with the estimates of revenue and expenditure, not the delegated legislation committee. Perhaps the member 
could direct his remarks to the motion before the house.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am more than happy to direct my remarks to the broad-ranging debate we are entitled 
to have under the budget bills, but anyway.  

The simple fact of the matter is that government members play a very important role on that committee. I have 
served on that committee in the past. The fact that we do not get anything from that committee into this house is 
a clear sign; yet we know there is legislation going through. Having served on the committee, I need only look at 
it to know it is beyond its scope. I am confident that the staff of the Parliament would have given that committee 
the same advice, as they used to do without fear or favour when I was a government member on that committee. 
I might be wrong on that, but I would be hugely surprised if I was. I tell members what: I might move a motion 
in this chamber one day to require all motions and all advice from committee staff to be tabled in the house, 
including minutes. We will see whether my hunch is right. There is nothing to stop us doing that. I might have a 
think about that before the next —  

Hon Jim Chown: Are you actually advocating that the advice of committee staff should be taken up by 
members of Parliament?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If it is advice that suggests the instrument of delegation is beyond the scope of the bill, 
then yes, absolutely. If there is an alternative view, then yes, that should be put before the house. Even if 
committee members do not agree with it, it should be put before the house that that is a view that should be 
considered by the house, even if a member personally does not agree with it. To be honest, I do not care if the 
delegated legislation committee continues to be a dysfunctional mess that does not protect the government, 
because it will come back to bite the government in the long run. I am happy for that to occur because it will 
make it quicker for me to be in government!  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Ken Travers has the call. Members are making it 
impossible for Hansard to record the debate.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If Hon Jim Chown wants to come into the debate, he should hand over the red shirt to 
his colleague next door because I think he is the substitute reserve today!  

Hon Simon O’Brien: You are under pressure from Rita!  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Absolutely, and proudly so. I know Hon Simon O’Brien is not under pressure because 
he is still there! It is clear he is not under pressure. I know that I am under pressure from people who have 
qualities and abilities like Rita Saffioti, Peter Tinley and Linda Savage. There is a whole list of them on our side. 
Fair dinkum, the minister does not feel under pressure from his backbench, does he, that they could take his 
spot?  

Hon Simon O’Brien: They are constantly propelling me to higher things! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The only person who is propelling Hon Simon O’Brien to higher things is Hon Troy 
Buswell. The only bloke in Parliament who makes Hon Simon O’Brien look good is Hon Troy Buswell, who, I 
might add, I have known since I attended my very first Labor Party meeting.  

Hon Kate Doust: Subiaco or uni?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I met Hon Troy Buswell at the University of Western Australia branch. I understand 
Hon Troy Buswell. Troy is a person of ability, but, like a number of Brisbane players in the past, wastes his 
ability because he is more interested in the performance than the substance. He is more interested in doing a 
Seinfeld than a Shakespeare. I think he wants to get the part; he is worried that now —  

Hon Nigel Hallett interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Nigel Hallett is here, that is the important thing! If Hon Nigel Hallett was not here 
to hear it, I would be desperate for my side to call a quorum, or I would probably want to sit down!  

I want to get back to some really important matters. This state needs to invest in a range of basic but very 
important infrastructure. One is power. We are seeing a clear underinvestment in power on an annual basis right 
across the state. The government charges fees on the basis that that investment has been made, but it is not 
investing in it! That is a very serious concern.  

In July last year the Minister for Energy came before the estimates and financial operations committee. There 
was an exchange during that committee hearing about the need for more power in the state’s Pilbara region. At 
that time the departmental people acknowledged that in 2012–13 there would be a requirement for more 
power—they have 86 megawatts, and they will need 130 megawatts. At the moment the department is able to 
buy power from BHP Billiton and a company that supplies Rio Tinto. Basically, by early 2013 the department 
will need a replacement source of power. It was also acknowledged last year that there was at least a two-year 
lead time to get that power in place. I am sure the shadow Minister for Energy will correct me if I am wrong, but 
as far as I am aware there is no private sector provider currently with approval to build a power station in the 
Pilbara to meet that power demand. There is no money in this budget for Horizon Power to build a power station. 
When we hit that critical point, in late 2012 or early 2013, what will we do to meet the power demands of the 
Pilbara?  

Hon Peter Collier: Say there are 3 000 homes up there owned by BHP and Rio. They are recipients of 
subsidised electricity accounts because of the technology. Should the government fork out $400 million for a 
power station or negotiate with those companies to work towards a situation that is not as expensive to the state, 
or should the people of the South West continue to subsidise those homes owned by Rio and BHP? That is 
exactly what we are doing.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is an interesting revelation from the minister today.  

Hon Peter Collier: Why is it a revelation?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister did not tell us that when we asked him those questions at the estimates 
hearing. Are these in normalised towns?  

Hon Peter Collier: No.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Port Hedland and Karratha?  

Hon Peter Collier: Can I finish on that one? The notion of not building a power station is not being considered. 
We have to work out whether we need it at the beginning of 2013 or continue to work towards a more elongated 
time frame.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is the problem. We are now beyond the drop-dead date. The bottom line is that the 
minister will not have a power station built by the drop-dead date. The Minister for Energy admitted last year 
that it takes at least two years to build a power station. We will get to 2012–13 and the minister will have to put 
in place some other mechanism to ensure 3 000-odd houses have power. The minister has not got on and made a 
decision. The minister’s other problem, if he is unsuccessful in his negotiations and ultimately Horizon Power 
has to build that power station, is where do we get the money from?  

Hon Nigel Hallett interjected.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is the problem; Hon Nigel Hallett just does not get it. For a man who runs his own 
business, I am always amazed how he is not able to take that experience and put it into good use for this state. 
With experience in running his own business, I thought he would understand that when there are capital 
investment problems it is not because the decision was not made yesterday, it is often because the decision was 
not made two or three years ago. The last time we ran out of power it was because a government two or 
three years prior had not made the decision to invest—in fact, in some cases it was four or five years before. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The reason we are going to run out of power in Port Hedland and Karratha is that the 
minister knows he has a problem and he is not doing anything about it. 

Hon Peter Collier: But we are. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: When Hon Peter Collier has to go back before the expenditure review committee and 
ask for money to build a power station for Horizon Power, there will be no capacity in the budget to fund it 
because the government is already at the limit of its net-financial-liabilities-to-revenue ratio. It is at the limit; that 
is the simple fact of it. If it goes any higher, it will bust. It will be interesting to see the calculations once the 
$300 million I talked about this morning is added in; it is probably closer to $400 million when we add on the 
revenue which the government will not be getting from the port authorities but which has been included in the 
budget. It will be interesting to see whether the government still fits below its target for net-financial-liabilities-
to-revenue ratio. 

Hon Peter Collier: I understand where you are coming from, but we are just looking at all options. That’s all I’ll 
say at this stage. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Of course the minister has to look at all options; the government does not have the 
capacity to invest in those issues because it has wasted the money on its pet projects, on its indulgent, self-
interested projects and on monuments to the Premier. The Premier has given his own football club $16 million, 
and West Perth Football Club, which I would have thought the minister would have supported, got $400 000.  

Hon Peter Collier: They get new changing rooms and a new gymnasium. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Claremont is getting $16 million! Good on West Perth Football Club; it is getting it 
because Tony O’Gorman, MLA, put pressure on the government to deliver, and he did a damn good job. He 
worked very hard for West Perth footy club as the local member for Joondalup. They get $400 000, and 
Claremont will get $16 million! If we are not in the bush and we are not in the western suburbs, forget about 
getting any money out of this government. That is where its focus is—the bush and the western suburbs. That 
covers what I wanted to say on power. 

There is no doubt that the long-term weather predictions are that we are not going to see heavy rain. Hopefully, 
they are wrong, because, again, the government has not made the right decisions. This budget should have 
included a commitment to stage 2 of the desalination plant at Binningup. Again, it cannot do that because it does 
not have capacity left in the budget to fund it. What does that mean? In the same way as I warned the 
government in 2008 about the need to order more rolling stock, and in March we saw the impact of the failure to 
order that rolling stock, I put the government very clearly on notice today, on the record so that there can be no 
doubt about it: the fact that the government has not commenced stage 2 of the desalination plant in this budget 
will mean that if the rainfall levels occur as predicted over the next two years, we will be going into the next 
election with far harsher water restrictions than we have had in Perth for the past 30 years. We will be down to 
hose restrictions. That is what we will see, because the population is growing and the water is not available and 
will not be coming through. We have overtaxed the Gnangara mound, and the government now wants to build 
industrial development over parts of the Gnangara mound to even further reduce the available water. The 
government has failed to commit to stage 2 of the desalination place because it will cost $500 million or 
$600 million; that desalination plant would actually be a secure water source for Perth into the future. The 
government is not keeping up with the needs generated by population growth, which is another issue. 

This budget predicts that there will be a lot of private sector investment in construction over the next couple of 
years, predominantly related to the mining industry. In 2009–10, we had, I think, 2.3 per cent population growth; 
this budget predicts population growth to drop over the forward estimates to 2.1 per cent. The government 
cannot have it both ways. If members do not believe me, they should look at the Chamber of Minerals and 
Energy’s outlook document about the number of skilled people who will be required for direct employment—not 
multiplier employment—in the mining industry over the next 18 months. At the same time as that is 
happening—the budget is predicated on that investment occurring—the government is predicting that the 
population growth will decline over the period of the forward estimates.  

Hon Max Trenorden: The federal government is just not interested in supplying those workers; it’s clear! I was 
at the annual general meeting with you; I heard it all. I heard him speak; I heard the president speak.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is unbelievable! These are Hon Max Trenorden’s government’s predictions about the 
growth in population. 

Hon Max Trenorden: You can’t protect them if they’re not going to turn up! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The government is like a two-year-old child! It is everyone else’s fault bar its! I tell Hon 
Max Trenorden, for a bloke of his age he behaves like someone from generation Y! 

Hon Max Trenorden: You’ve made me feel a lot better! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Has he got his iPhone there? Has he got his iPad?  

Hon Max Trenorden: I feel a lot, lot better—thank you!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: He can send me a text message with his response! Do not worry about interjecting—he 
can text-message me with his response! 

Hon Max Trenorden: How old am I?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Fair dinkum!  

The budget papers are predicated on false figures. If Hon Max Trenorden is right and the federal government is 
not going to provide us with the people needed—which is just rubbish—why did the government not pare back 
the prediction of the amount of private business investment that will occur? The budget states that that 
investment is going to occur, but at the same time the population will grow by less than it did two years ago. It 
does not make sense. It is illogical and it is another example of how this budget and its construction is 
completely mixed up.  

Another issue is this whole debate we have with the federal government about mining royalties. No-one 
disagrees that, out of all the other states and territories, Western Australia needs a better deal with respect to the 
budget. Nobody disagrees. The problem we have is the way in which our funds derived through the goods and 
services tax are delivered, and that goes back to an agreement that was signed, which followed on from previous 
agreements, that basically relies on the concept of fiscal equalisation. That means that the money that comes in 
from the GST is shared across the states to ensure that every state is treated relatively equally. This has long been 
an issue, and it has been taken up by both sides of politics that the methodology used to determine that fiscal 
equalisation disadvantages Western Australia because we are a growing state that has to make significant 
investment in infrastructure so that we can grow the national pie. My following comments will be a little critical 
of my federal colleagues and the Premier.  

The response from the federal Treasurer, Wayne Swan, was over the top, and I think it missed the point; but, 
equally, the performance of the Premier completely missed the point. What he did might be great politics in 
terms of getting a headline, but it will not actually fix the problem. The way to fix that problem is to get the other 
states to understand that we would all be better off with a better system. That is the challenge. It is the challenge 
that Eric Ripper, MLA took up when he first got into government, and that led, in 2004, to Western Australia, for 
the first time since the GST agreement had been signed, and for the first time for many years, seeing an increase 
in the percentage of its GST payments; since that time it has declined. I challenge anyone on the other side to see 
whether they can get the Liberal Premiers of New South Wales and Victoria to agree to a reformulation of the 
way in which the money is distributed across Australia; they will not, unless they are convinced that it is in their 
states’ interests.  

Page 1 of the budget makes reference to the structural problems in the way in which GST revenue is distributed. 
What it does not mention is that, over the forward estimates, our revenue is still growing. So, yes, we are not 
getting as much GST revenue, but in every year we are still getting significant revenue growth. The other states, 
whether they are Liberal or Labor, are going to look at us in Western Australia and say very clearly, “Why 
would we give you lot any more? We need more money.” That is what they all say. Ted Baillieu, the Victorian 
Premier, said it the day he got elected; Barry O’Farrell, the New South Wales Premier, has said he reckons his 
state needs more money. They reckon their states are being hard done by. The challenge for us in Western 
Australia is to demonstrate to the other states that we will all benefit from a better system.  

Hon Max Trenorden: I will vote for you to get that job.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In my view, the challenge for us in Western Australia is to demonstrate to all the other 
states around Australia that investing in basic infrastructure, such as the ports of Western Australia, and 
investing in other economic infrastructure, will enable the national pie to grow more quickly, and, when that pie 
is distributed, everyone will get more than they currently do. But that will happen only if they give Western 
Australia a better deal. That is the challenge. This childish behaviour by the Premier in trying to pick a fight with 
the federal government about royalties does Western Australia no good. All it does is put us back. What that 
fight is really all about is political point-scoring. It does not help to solve the structural problem in the way in 
which the revenue from the goods and services tax is distributed. I would make that same statement to the 
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federal Treasurer. Wayne Swan’s comments were very silly. I say that because the reality is that 70 per cent of 
the money that will come in as a result of the increase in the royalty rate for iron ore fines will be redistributed 
across the rest of Australia. That means that Western Australia’s share of the infrastructure budget will be 
discounted by only 30 per cent. I am more than happy to point that out to the federal Treasurer as well.  

This debate is not about Liberal versus Labor. It is about how we in Western Australia should talk to the other 
states of this country to get a better deal for this state. As everybody in this chamber knows, we will be 
successful in doing that only if we can convince the other states that they will be better off. If I said to members 
on the other side, “Give me 20 bucks”, they would say, “Why?” For many years, this state has benefited from the 
fiscal equalisation. This state is now in a deficit when it comes to fiscal equalisation. The other states are not 
going to change that situation until we can get that argument up. We therefore need to get above the childish 
debate that we have seen over the past week and into the substantial matters. In this sense, I do give some credit 
to the federal Treasurer. He blew it all. This is the stupidity of what he did the other week. He blew the fact that 
he has set up a committee to revisit the methodology for the distribution of the GST. He also blew the fact that, 
last year, he gave instructions to the Commonwealth Grants Commission—within the limited powers that he has 
to give instructions under the fiscal equalisation—about how it should treat the fines changes for BHP and Rio 
Tinto and said that the commission was not to incorporate those changes into the calculation until the next 
methodology review. I do not know whether people are aware of this, but that is what he did. That was a good 
outcome for Western Australia. The GST system has become too complex, and it needs to be sorted out; and I 
think the federal Treasurer acknowledges that.  

However, the debate that occurred last week makes me very angry. It will not help Western Australia to get a 
better deal. What I want to see come out of this debate is a better deal for Western Australia. I do not want 
Western Australia to have a fight with the federal Treasurer, when we have as much of a fight with the Liberal 
Premiers of New South Wales and Victoria. The other place might not be able to do this, but at least in this place 
we should get a proper perspective on this debate and focus on the real issue, which is getting a better deal for 
this state. That will occur only when we can demonstrate—as I think we can, and as Eric Ripper did in 2004—
that putting more money into Western Australian infrastructure will lead to a bigger pie that can be shared by all. 
But, to do that, Western Australia needs to be given a bigger share of the GST revenue.  

Hon Max Trenorden: One of the reasons that the GST share went up during Eric Ripper’s time was the 
economic downturn. There were totally different circumstances at that time. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy for the member to show me where that comes from. 

Hon Max Trenorden: It was the events of the time.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In 2004, there was a methodology review. That review used work done by Ross 
Garnaut, as a result of work that Eric Ripper had commissioned—interestingly, with the states of Victoria and 
New South Wales—and it was that review that led to the methodology change that gave us that increase in 2004. 

Hon Max Trenorden: It was also the downturn in the previous years, on average, that helped that to occur. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The member is right; there is a lag impact—but do not get me started on that, please! 
One of the problems is that because of the lag in the way the GST operates, the government is spending money 
now and it is running up debt now. However, in three years, if the revenue from iron ore royalties does not 
continue to grow, there will potentially be a lower revenue stream to Western Australia. That is the lag effect of 
what is happening now, and that is another reason why we need to be cautious about the way in which we spend 
that money. I have not gone into the debate about the assumptions and the forecasts; that is a debate for another 
day. But in the assumptions about the production of iron ore, there is an element of hedging. If the Australian 
dollar goes up, and the price of iron ore goes up at the same time, the end result is that we will get the same 
amount of revenue. However, we need to be cautious, because if the structural alignment between the Australian 
dollar and the price of iron ore goes the wrong way, we will be in deep manure. 

Hon Max Trenorden: Correct.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The key assumption is how many tonnes of iron ore do we think will be produced. 
However, that assumption is not reported, as far as I can see, in the budget papers, because the budget is about 
assumptions, not forecasts. My concern is that because of the way in which these assumptions are operating, and 
the way in which the world economy is operating, we need to be more cautious than the current government has 
been in these budget papers. 

I think I have commented on most of the issues in the transport portfolio. I find it fascinating that the government 
has spent a lot less on roads in Western Australia than it estimated it would be spending. Many road projects 
have clearly been pushed back. I think that is part of the process. However, despite that, in the past three years of 
the Barnett government, expenditure growth has been in the order of 30 per cent. That is why the government 
has had to keep dipping its hands into the pockets of the people of Western Australia. One project that has been 
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pushed back is the Esperance port access corridor. That is a great project. It is such a good project that Hon 
Alannah MacTiernan negotiated with the federal government to get the money to build that access corridor. That 
project is crucial to the ability of Esperance port to expand, because at the moment a train cannot get into the 
port unless the number of carriages is broken in half. That will change once the access corridor has been 
completed. That money was in the budget, but the project has been pushed back. The new Minister for Transport 
may be ignorant of the fact that that project has been pushed back by 12 months—although he was the Treasurer 
when that occurred—but he now has the hide to proclaim what a great job he is doing because he is getting on 
with that port access corridor. The delay in that project has delayed the upgrade of the port, and that is why we 
are now having a dispute about whether Cazaly Resources can export its iron ore through the port of Fremantle. 
There are two ports potentially that Cazaly can use. One is Esperance, and the other is Oakajee, but only if the 
railway line can be extended to Karara.  

Hon Max Trenorden: Or Kwinana. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, except that there is no space there. In terms of future expansions, Esperance is one 
option, and Oakajee is the other. However, the problem with Oakajee is that after the election, the Premier 
intervened and changed the agreement with Oakajee Port and Rail by limiting the capacity of the southern 
railway lines to feed into Oakajee, thereby making them more expensive, and that is creating a disincentive and 
making it harder to progress the extension of Karara east. That is why a number of the iron ore producers in the 
eastern Goldfields are looking to ship their ore through Esperance. That is a direct result of the actions of 
Premier Barnett after the election. The problem with Esperance port is that the construction of the access 
corridor has been delayed, and there is no money in the budget so that we can get on with the port upgrade once 
that access corridor has been completed. The argument that Cazaly will need to export through the port of 
Fremantle for only a year is rubbish. The Esperance upgrade is not expected to be completed until at least 2013, 
and, at the rate we are going, it will be well beyond that.  

I want to go back now to the performance of the new Minister for Transport. The Minister for Transport 
regularly stands in the other place and does his little performance pieces about different issues. Yesterday he 
spoke about the investment in public transport. He walked in with a graph, the top part of which he had 
expanded so that it looked like there has been a massive growth in figures. Yet when we put together the growth 
that occurred in public transport—that is, trains and buses—under Labor and add it to a full graph that starts 
from zero, we see a similar increase in growth in public transport. When the Liberals were elected and the 
figures were combined, we saw a slight decline and then a growth trajectory that went off the graph. That means 
that even with the investment that the government has made in this budget, we are still two years behind where 
we need to be to meet the demands of population growth. There is no variation in those growth figures to allow 
for a catch-up. That is the problem we have.  

The other side of the problem is the history of the Liberal Party and the promises and commitments relating to 
public transport that it has made. I have already gone through them all; I will not go through them again. There is 
a long list of commitments relating to public transport in both the metropolitan area and regional WA that the 
Liberal Party has promised and failed to deliver. The simple answer to the question of when these commitments 
will be delivered is that we cannot trust the government until we see these commitments delivered. In six or 12 
months, I look forward to seeing whether the people who live in those 20 suburbs that the Liberal Party has 
forgotten about for the past two years—the suburbs which are predominantly on the fringe of metropolitan Perth 
and which the Minister for Transport claimed yesterday had all been fixed—live within 400 metres of a bus or 
train stop, which is the PTA standard that the government seeks to aspire to. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That’s what’s going to happen.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am glad the minister has made that commitment because I look forward to seeing when 
it is delivered. I do not see how it can be done when there are 20 suburbs in which people live more than a 
kilometre—some up to two kilometres—from their current bus routes. The government is buying 20 buses and 
there are already 20 suburbs behind the eight ball. That is one bus per suburb, and the government still has to roll 
them out. By the time the government fixes that problem, if it does fix it, it will have other suburbs to service 
that have been left behind and that have grown since the program started. That is the problem the government 
has. By leaving that two-year gap, we will constantly be two years behind.  

Let us not get on to rail. We know a government is in deep trouble when it starts using figures out to 2017–18 
when it is still 2011. I say to Hon Max Trenorden that that is why I know I was kicking goals. The bus figures 
the government quoted go out to 2017–18. The trains that it was talking about when it spoke about reducing 
crowding on our trains—the first trains were announced in the budget last week—will go into the system to 
relieve congestion. In my view, the government is looking at the cash flow in that model, realising that the first 
four will need to go to the Butler extension. From my reading of the budget papers, there is no capacity to ease 
the overcrowding and assist all the people suffering on the Mandurah and Joondalup lines or, more importantly, 
on the Midland and Armadale lines, who will get no benefit out of the four trains that were released a couple of 
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weeks ago, after I put pressure on the Minister for Transport, until at least 2015. It is a joke. The government 
cannot say it has fixed the public transport problems. It should have done something in 2008. It did not. Even 
now that the government has realised that there is a problem, it still has not fixed the problem, and it has still 
cashflowed it, so it will not fix the problem until at least 2015. By the time we get there, it will be bedlam. If 
someone asked me how we could encourage more people to get onto public transport, I would say that at the 
moment the only way we could encourage more people to do that would be by employing some Japanese-style 
pushers. More people want to use public transport than are able to use it. 

This budget is very dishonest and misrepresents the true state of the state’s finances. It is a budget that is 
incredibly harsh on families. It attacks them first before anything else in the budget. It is a budget that fails to 
invest in the basic infrastructure that we need. Instead, it is focused heavily on pet projects of government 
ministers. There are things in life that we need to have and things in life that we want to have. This budget is 
focused on the things that we want to have and has forgotten the things that we need such as power, water and 
public transport. It has not focused on providing for the economy of the future for Western Australia. It is a 
budget in which the government is taking massive risks. Even though the Premier says there is no boom, this 
budget is predicated on the boom times continuing for at least the next 10 years in Western Australia, if not 
beyond. That is why I say that this budget is a massive gamble with the state’s finances. The Premier is playing 
poker. He is saying, “It’s all in. I’m putting every chip on the table and I’m pushing them all into the middle with 
this set of cards that we have been dealt for the next four years.” That is not the way to behave with the finances 
of the state of Western Australia. All I can do is urge members opposite to ensure that between now and the next 
budget they put a bit of pressure on to try to get the Premier of this state to apply some fiscal discipline—
something that he has had great difficulty doing in his parliamentary career but something that the previous 
Under Treasurer made very clear. The only people who can stop him now are the members on the back bench of 
the Barnett–Grylls government.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ken Baston.  

COMMONWEALTH HEADS OF GOVERNMENT MEETING (SPECIAL POWERS) BILL 2011 

Committee 

Resumed from 25 May. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Michael Mischin) in the chair; Hon Donna 
Faragher (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 16: Special powers only available during CHOGM period — 

Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Mr Deputy Chairman, you will recall that a great deal of discussion was had last 
night about clause 16 and how it relates to some other clauses later in the bill. To add clarity, and given that a 
great deal of time was spent on that matter , it would be useful to the committee—we have discussed this behind 
the chair—if I spent a moment going through how the clauses in this part relate. I will use some practical 
examples for the benefit of the house and for the benefit of anyone who might be listening or who will read 
Hansard at a later date. As has been said, clause 16 provides a limitation that the powers in part 3 may be 
exercised only during the CHOGM period in, or in relation to, a CHOGM security area, with the exception of the 
powers in division 5, which are those powers that relate to closing roads. I make it clear that this clause restricts 
the exercise of powers to the CHOGM period and it restricts the exercise of powers to within, and in relation to, 
CHOGM security areas. The term “in relation to” means connected to by some relationship to a CHOGM 
security area. 

To illustrate the relationship between the clauses in this part, I will describe how clauses 16 and 18 relate to the 
powers to establish checkpoints, cordons and roadblocks, and the powers to stop and search persons, vehicles 
and vessels. Although we have not got to clause 18 yet, I will use it for the purposes of illustrating the point I am 
making. Clause 18 provides the power to establish checkpoints, cordons and roadblocks for the purpose of 
stopping and searching persons, vehicles or vessels under part 3 and for preventing persons from entering or 
leaving a CHOGM security area without the permission of a police officer or authorised person. Roadblocks 
established under this clause may be on roads leading into or out of a CHOGM security area. That is an example 
of what is meant in clause 16 by the term “in relation to”. Clause 18 does not provide a power to stop and search 
persons, vehicles or vessels. For those powers, we must refer to the appropriate clauses. The actual power to stop 
and search persons is provided in clause 21, and the power to stop and search vehicles and vessels is provided in 
clause 25. I will provide an example of how these powers relate. A roadblock may be set up on a road leading 
into or out of a CHOGM security area, pursuant to clause 18. That roadblock must be set up for the purposes set 
out in subclause 18(2)(a), which in this case is for the purpose of stopping and searching vehicles under clause 
25(1)(a). The roadblock must be set up during the CHOGM period and must be in relation to a CHOGM security 
area by virtue of clause 16. The actual power to stop and search vehicles at a roadblock is provided by clause 
25(1)(a). Under that clause, only vehicles seeking to enter the CHOGM security area relating to the roadblock 
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can be searched as a condition of entry; that is, if they want to gain entry to the security area, they must submit to 
a search of the vehicle. If they do not want to consent to a search, they can leave. 

Another example relating to stopping and searching persons is that a checkpoint may be established pursuant to 
clause 18(1)(a). This checkpoint is for the purposes set out in clauses 18(2)(a) and 18(2)(b); that is, for stopping 
and searching persons, and for preventing the entry of persons without the permission of a police officer or an 
authorised person, from entering a CHOGM security area. This checkpoint must be established during the 
CHOGM period in relation to a CHOGM security area by virtue of clause 16. The actual power to stop and 
search persons seeking to enter the CHOGM security area to which the checkpoint relates is provided by 
subclause 21(1)(a). Under this clause, only persons seeking to enter a CHOGM security area can be searched as 
a condition of entry; that is, if they want to gain entry into the area, they must submit to a search. It is clear that 
clause 16 provides that the part 3 powers apply within CHOGM security areas. I hope the examples I have given 
clarify what is meant by the term “in relation to a CHOGM security area” in clause 16. I reiterate that if a person 
does not want to consent to a search, the person can leave. I hope that provides some clarity to the house. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I thank the parliamentary secretary for that explanation, which certainly is of assistance. 
Part of the problem is the interrelationship between all the clauses in part 3. Am I correct in understanding that 
part 3 enables the checkpoint, cordon or roadblock to be established on a road that leads into or out of an area, as 
the parliamentary secretary said, and that at that checkpoint, if people have arrived at the checkpoint because 
they want to enter the area, they will be subjected to having their vehicles and themselves searched, unless they 
say that they do not want to go there, in which case they can leave with no further consequences? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes, they could be. As Hon Giz Watson said, there is the option for them to turn 
around. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 17 to 38 put and passed. 

Clause 39: Excluded persons list — 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: On the supplementary notice paper is an amendment in the name of Hon Giz 
Watson. However, I recently circulated three amendments standing in my name at clause 39. I am not sure how 
best to deal with this, because there is already an amendment to this clause on the notice paper. I do not know 
which is more appropriately dealt with first. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I suggest that the flow of the debate might be better understood if I explained what I was 
seeking to do. Perhaps the parliamentary secretary can then tell us how she wishes to proceed. 

Hon Donna Faragher: That is fine. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I have amendments to clause 39 on the supplementary notice paper. I will not formally 
move those amendments at this point, but I will speak to the concerns the Greens (WA) have with this clause. 
Division 7 is headed “Powers to refuse entry to, and remove from, security area”, and clause 39 is headed 
“Excluded persons list”. I spoke about this during the second reading debate. Clause 39 states — 

(1) The Commissioner may compile one or more lists of persons (an excluded persons list) who 
the Commissioner is satisfied are persons who would pose serious threats to the safety of 
persons or property (or both) in a CHOGM security area during the CHOGM period. 

Therefore, there is a threshold of who will be included on the list. A person on the list must pose a serious threat 
to the safety of persons or property. Clause 39 continues — 

(2) The Commissioner may (but need not) cause an excluded persons list to be published by 
whatever means the Commissioner considers appropriate. 

(3) Without limiting subsection (2), an excluded persons list may be published — 

(a) in the Gazette; or 

(b) in any newspaper published in the State (whether or not circulating generally 
throughout the State); or 

(c) on a website. 

(4) A failure by the Commissioner to notify the public of the contents of an excluded persons list 
does not affect the validity of the list or otherwise limit any powers conferred by this Act in 
relation to persons named in the list. 

The purpose of the list is to assist the police in the provision of security at the event. The proposition is that there 
possibly will be persons who will pose serious threats to the safety of persons or property during the CHOGM 
period and in a CHOGM security area, and that in order to ensure security, it may be necessary for the list to be 
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published. As the clause is currently drafted, that is a very broad power. I have had several discussions about 
how this could operate. The commissioner would make an assessment based on information he has gained as to 
whether somebody is to be included on the list. Once the decision has been made that a person should be 
included on the list of excluded persons, an attempt would be made to contact the person to inform them that 
they had been listed. The intention is to simply warn them that they would not be welcome in the CHOGM 
security area, and that if they appeared there, they would be turned away. That is fine; my concern is about the 
provision that allows this list to be published in a number of ways. Of course, once it is published, it is there in 
perpetuity. It would have a very significant impact upon an individual to be named and, in effect, shamed by 
being described as somebody who poses a serious threat. If the purpose of this provision is to provide better 
policing, I do not see why it is necessary to publish the names of those people who have been contacted and 
warned. My amendments are designed to make a differentiation between those people and people whom the 
police have been unable to contact, and whom therefore may legitimately have their names made public. I still 
have some concerns about that and do not agree with the concept that there is any necessity to make their names 
public. My amendments are designed to do a couple of things: firstly, to ensure that the list contains only the 
names of people who cannot be notified of the decision to include them on the list, after a reasonable effort has 
been made to contact them; and secondly, to ensure that once the decision has been made that a person is to be 
included on the list, reasonable efforts are made to notify the person of that decision. Those two amendments are 
designed to reflect the intention of the clause and to narrow the powers the commissioner will have in respect of 
the excluded persons list. Having made those comments, I am happy for the parliamentary secretary to perhaps 
indicate whether she agrees with those amendments, and whether the government intends to move an 
amendment to accommodate some of those concerns. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Before I give the call to the parliamentary secretary, I note that she has some 
amendments on the supplementary notice paper, and that one of them deals with line 8. That takes precedence, 
and will have to be dealt with first, if it is to be pursued. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will make some general comments and then I will move the proposed 
amendment standing in my name. In respect of publishing the excluded persons list, the criteria for placing a 
person on the list is clearly restricted to those persons about whom there is significant intelligence of the 
potential for a threat or act of violence. It is currently the intention of Western Australia Police to not publish the 
list. I refer to the example of APEC; as I understand it, 61 persons were declared excludable under the APEC act. 
The New South Wales police were able to contact all but eight of those persons, to notify them of their inclusion 
on the list. None of the names was publicly identified. Albeit there was a provision in that legislation similar to 
that which we are dealing with, the New South Wales police never released those names publicly. 

One of the concerns surrounding the amendment proposed by Hon Giz Watson is that reasonable effort would 
need to be made to contact or find a person when making the decision about whether to include the person on the 
excluded persons list, and that prior to that decision being made, the person would need to be afforded an 
opportunity to be heard in relation to the matter. A key problem with the proposed amendment, from the 
government’s point of view, is that there would be the potential to create a significant delay between the receipt 
of sufficient intelligence on a person to satisfy the commissioner that the person should be placed on the list, and 
actually placing the person on the list. However, it is the intention of the Commissioner of Police to take all 
reasonable steps to make contact with such people to notify them that they have been placed on the excluded 
persons list. Following earlier discussions, I propose to move the amendment to clause 39 standing in my name, 
and there are consequential amendments that follow. I move — 

Page 27, after line 8 — To insert — 

(1A) The Commissioner must take reasonable steps to contact a person in order to notify 
the person that the person is named in an excluded persons list. 

It will therefore be clear in the legislation that there is a requirement for the commissioner to take reasonable 
steps to contact such a person. Although that amendment does not go to the lengths that Hon Giz Watson would 
like, I believe it is an appropriate amendment and adds to what has already been said, and makes that provision 
clear in the context of the legislation. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The issue of the list was canvassed extensively during the second reading debate, and the 
opposition was of the view that the amendments proposed by Hon Giz Watson would have addressed some of 
those concerns. I am pleased that the government, after extensive discussion, has acknowledged that there is an 
issue with some of the language in the legislation. Although the government’s amendment may not provide total 
comfort to Hon Giz Watson, it may go some way towards addressing the concerns that have been raised. The 
opposition will support the government’s amendment. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I thank the parliamentary secretary; I appreciate that there has been some accommodation 
of the concerns about this clause, and I am happy to support the amendment moved by the parliamentary 
secretary. I indicate that I will no longer be moving amendment 18/39 standing in my name. 
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Amendment put and passed. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I think I am right in saying that amendment 19/39 standing in my name will not be taken 
up by the government, but I will speak to it. I move — 

Page 27, after line 17 — To insert — 

(3A) The published excluded persons list can only contain names of persons who cannot be 
notified of the decision after reasonable effort has been made. 

I have moved this amendment to reflect the information I have received by way of briefings that the list would 
be published only if one or more of the people on the excluded list had not been contacted. My concern remains, 
and that is why I wish to pursue this amendment. We had quite a lengthy conversation behind the chair about this 
issue this morning. Does naming a person mean just the person’s name? At least two, if not more people, might 
have a common name such as Brian Jones, John Smith or whatever. Simply having a name will not necessarily 
be enough to identify a person. It might be necessary to name the person and provide an address or description. I 
suggest that making that public in the Government Gazette, any newspaper or website will create a naming and 
shaming exercise on a grand scale. I raised a number of concerns about this. What if the person who is on the 
excluded list—this is quite plausible—had a mental health issue, was deluded and was making threats of a 
serious nature? The commissioner might decide out of an abundance of caution that he needed to take those 
threats seriously. I think a threat to blow something up is an offence in and of itself even if one is of unsound 
mind. The other concern is that there is no distinction between children, juveniles and adults. Public naming and 
identifying individuals, as we know with juveniles in particular, can have a profound consequence and affect 
someone for the rest of their life. It is one thing if a repeat offender is posing a serious threat. But people can 
make extravagant claims about what they are threatening to do. My contention is that if the Commissioner of 
Police has not been able to contact them to have a word to them and verify whether they are a concern or just 
delusional, they will be named and shamed. There is no need to name publicly those people the commissioner 
has contacted because they would have been warned and told to stay away. Given the conversations we have had 
about this, perhaps the parliamentary secretary can indicate why it is necessary to maintain the capacity to 
publish the names of people who have been photographed and, therefore, alerted. Why is there a need to 
continue to retain the power to publish their names and not support my amendment, which will restrict the list to 
simply those people the police have not been able to contact?  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Do I take it Hon Giz Watson is not pursuing amendment 18/39?  

Hon Giz Watson: Yes, Mr Deputy Chairman; I believe I moved that.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I understand Hon Giz Watson withdrew 18/39.  

Hon Giz Watson: We are on 19/39.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I thought the Deputy Chairman was referring to 18/39.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I indicated a little while back that I would not pursue 18/39. Perhaps I did not formally 
withdraw it. I now formally withdraw amendment 18/39. I have moved amendment 19/39. I am sorry for any 
confusion.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The government will not support the amendment moved by Hon Giz Watson. We 
believe it would provide a further restriction on WA Police insomuch as—I take Hon Giz Watson’s point that if 
they had been notified and told not to come, that would be the end of the matter—there may be a situation in 
which a person has been notified and might ignore that warning, or intelligence gained by the police may 
indicate that the person poses an imminent threat to the safety of CHOGM and the public. In that instance it 
would be appropriate for WA Police to advise the public and seek their assistance if required. If we did not allow 
WA Police to do that, we would be unnecessarily restricting them in the case of, as I said, an imminent threat. 
Yes the person might have been notified, but it will not be taking into account a situation such as that in which 
the assistance of the public would be called upon by WA Police.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I want to explore this foreshadowed involvement of the public in responding to a person 
who is a threat. Is it the intention to publish anything other than the person’s name?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes, there may be a circumstance, depending firstly on the nature of the threat; 
and, secondly, whether clarity needs to be added to the name of the person we are seeking on the list when there 
are similar names, as per the discussion we had behind the chair.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: When we say “compile one or more lists of persons”, will the minister indicate exactly 
what a list of persons will look like given that this clause empowers the commissioner to compile a list?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: As a general rule, it would contain general personal particulars such as name, 
address and date of birth. I am advised that it would not include a photo. Further subsets of lists could be used by 
the WA Police that obviously contain further details, but in terms of this list, the advice I have is that, as a 
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general rule, it would contain personal information that would identify more clearly who the excluded person is 
in terms of age and address.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: The list will contain information that identifies a person but will not contain a photograph. 
If the parliamentary secretary is suggesting that one of the uses this list could be put to, and hence one of the 
reasons for allowing it to be published, is that people will be asked to assist the police to identify people, how 
will that be possible without a photo?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I have sought some further information on the list, which might assist Hon Giz 
Watson. The list might also include some personal information such as a description of the person. It might or it 
might not. Essentially, we would not be seeking for all the public to be able to identify the person. The purpose 
would be to target those people who know that person. In the course of normal police duties the police do not 
always have a photo of a person, yet they may still ask for assistance from the public with the information they 
have. That might not always mean that they have a photo. That happens now.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I foresee problems with the use of the information. We could imagine a scenario in which 
the commissioner decides that there is a need to make public either the whole list or part of the list, and that 
information is published in the paper and/or on a website. People will be asked to look out for these people. It 
seems to me that a couple of things might happen. What are people being encouraged to do if they find one of 
these people? Not everybody is as sensible as everybody else. If I found somebody who had been identified as 
posing a serious threat to the safety of persons or property at the CHOGM event, I might decide to make a 
citizen’s arrest, which might be a bit of a problem if this person was a bit unhinged. It does invite some 
dangerous circumstances. It seems to me that it is rather unusual to enlist people to assist the police with this sort 
of activity when we have already said that the list has a very high threshold and will only include people who 
pose serious threats to the safety of persons or property. I would have thought that it would be very unsafe to 
encourage the community to engage with people who pose serious threats to the safety of other people. I just 
think it is a little naive, perhaps, to issue a description of a person at a public event. It might actually cause 
widespread unrest, concern and confusion. I cannot see that it would serve the purpose it is meant to serve. It is 
an unusual role. It is the sort of role that the police usually retain. People are not usually encouraged to take on a 
vigilante role.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: One might say that CHOGM is an unusual event to be held in Perth. It is a very 
positive event, as I am sure Hon Giz Watson will agree after this debate.  

Hon Giz Watson: Unusual, yes.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I think we have reached a point where we have to agree to disagree on the 
excluded persons list. Hon Giz Watson asked what a person would do with this information and said that it 
would cause confusion. It certainly would not be the intention of the police to release the information and to say, 
“There you go”. Much like Crime Stoppers, there will obviously be contact details for the police, or if one 
happens to be in the CHOGM security area when a situation arises, police officers will be present. It would not 
be a case of just releasing the information with no fallback in terms of people being able to advise the police. 
That just would not happen. As I have said, I think we have probably got to a point of agreeing to disagree on 
this.  

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: This amendment essentially follows on from and takes into account the earlier 
amendment I moved and was subsequently passed by the chamber, which inserted the following subclause — 

(1A) The Commissioner must take reasonable steps to contact a person in order to notify the person 
that the person is named in an excluded persons list.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): I understand that the other amendment is a grammatical 
consequence of the amendment you are moving. Do you wish to move both amendments at the same time? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes. I move — 

Page 27, line 18 — To insert after “the Commissioner” — 

to notify a person that the person is named in an excluded persons list, or 

Page 27, line 19 — To omit “list” and insert — 

list, 

Amendments put and passed. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I have a couple of further questions. These are more general to this clause. In terms of the 
information on which the commissioner will base a decision to put a person on an excluded persons list, what 
information is to be used, where can it be gained, and what are its limitations, if any?  
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Essentially, it is any information. That might be public information, criminal 
records or intelligence that is gained. The limitation is whether the person would pose a serious threat to the 
safety of persons or property in a CHOGM security area, which is a higher threshold than on the balance of 
probabilities.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Can the powers of the Corruption and Crime Commission be used to gain this 
information?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes, it could, because the information from the CCC is restricted in terms of use 
against the person for criminal purposes. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Does a person who is included on this list have any avenue to appeal that decision or to 
test the evidence upon which the decision was made?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Persons on the list have an opportunity for judicial review if they object to the 
commissioner’s decision.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Given that some of these decisions about including people on an excluded persons list 
might happen at short notice, when will there be an opportunity for judicial review—before or after their name is 
published in The West Australian?  

Hon Donna Faragher: I thought we were progressing on that one!  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I could not help myself! 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: They would have recourse to the Supreme Court immediately after the decision is 
made.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: In the preparation of CHOGM I am sure consideration would be given to this list early on. 
That would be part of the preparation. I think I heard the parliamentary secretary say that one of the reasons the 
government did not want the restriction about publishing or notification is that something might have to be done 
at short notice because somebody had just come to their attention. We have now included a provision that 
requires the commissioner to take reasonable steps to contact the person to notify them they are on the list, 
whereas before that was not a requirement. Is the parliamentary secretary saying that everybody will know they 
are on the list? I am a bit confused about this. If a person does not know that he or she is on the list, how can that 
person appeal?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: We just passed an amendment that requires the commissioner to take reasonable 
steps to make contact with the person. We have actually put that in. We are starting to go a little circular again in 
terms of being notified and not notified. There is now that requirement that “reasonable steps must be taken”. I 
want to correct what Hon Giz Watson said about my reference to “immediate threat”. That was in the context of 
Hon Giz Watson’s earlier proposed amendment as to when a person had been notified. We have not obviously 
publicly identified them at that point, but there was an imminent threat. For that purpose, even though they have 
been notified and have obviously ignored what they have been asked—that is, do not come along—they have 
come along. There is an imminent threat, and in that instance there would be an opportunity for police to use the 
powers within this act to notify the public. I want to be clear that was in the context of that example.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Perhaps I might conclude by saying that my understanding is it is entirely possible there 
could be a circumstance involving a person on the list who has not been contacted, even though reasonable steps 
have been taken, and their name gets published in The West Australian. It is only at that point they know they are 
on the list. It is a bit late to have a judicial review once a person has already been named—that is my point.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No, that is not the case, because even if they found out at that point in time, and 
things have obviously happened between being put on the list, the decision being made and finding out they are 
on the list, they could still go down to the Supreme Court.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: My point is: that person has already been named and shamed. It is no comfort to say, 
“You can appeal to the Supreme Court.” How many people have the money and resources to go to the Supreme 
Court?  

Clause, as amended, put and passed.  

Clauses 40 to 52 put and passed.  

Clause 53: Appointment of authorised persons — 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Will the parliamentary secretary indicate the roles it is envisaged that authorised persons 
will play?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: They will have no law enforcement powers, but the persons we envisage being 
appointed as authorised persons could be traffic controllers or those who might assist at the checkpoints and 
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cordons. In saying that though, those persons will be under the supervision of police officers. Those are just a 
couple of examples. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I know that there has been discussion about volunteers who will assist at the event. Will 
those volunteers be assumed to be appointed under this clause, or are they completely unrelated to the provisions 
of the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (Special Powers) Bill 2011?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No; they will be seen, if I can put it this way, in more ambassadorial roles rather 
than what is being proposed under these clauses. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: After the authorised persons are appointed, are they then public officers?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Clause 59 states — 

Recognised law enforcement officers and authorised persons are to be taken to be public officers for the 
purposes of The Criminal Code. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Relatively recently laws were established in this place that provide for very significant 
penalties to be imposed for assaulting public officers. After these authorised persons have been appointed—who 
will be public officers for the purposes of the Criminal Code—will the same provisions in terms of assaulting 
public officers apply to these people, including the mandatory sentencing? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: In the situation of assault, yes, but the mandatory provisions would not apply 
because they apply only to a certain class of public officer. These persons would not be in the class to which the 
mandatory provisions apply. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 54 to 59 put and passed. 

Clause 60: Unauthorised entry to CHOGM security area — 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have some fairly straightforward questions about the next couple of clauses. 
Clause 60(c) includes the words “is otherwise authorised”. What is meant by “authorised”; who does the 
authorising; and will that need to be in writing?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will answer the third part of the question first: no, it does not need to be in 
writing. In effect, they would be permitted entry by the police officers in that area. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 61 and 62 put and passed.  

Clause 63: Prohibited items — 

Hon KATE DOUST: When we dealt with an earlier part of this bill, we referred to a list of prohibited items. 
Clause 63 also deals with prohibited items. I have two simple questions: is a cigarette lighter a prohibited item 
for the purposes of this bill; and is a pocketknife a prohibited item for the purposes of this bill? I raise those two 
items because quite often people carry a cigarette lighter on their person, particularly if they smoke, and may not 
think of a lighter as being a prohibited item—it might just be necessary for their very bad habit; or some people 
may carry a small pocketknife—maybe a Swiss Army knife–type thing—that has a variety of functions. An 
example of that is that the sister of one of my colleagues has young children and she carries a small pocketknife 
in her handbag because mothers never know when they might need to use a small pocketknife to open an item to 
feed their child. A lot of containers we purchase when we are out at places are quite difficult to open and 
sometimes we need to cut them, and the various other appliances that may be attached to a pocketknife can be 
useful. People do not necessarily regard that as a weapon but rather a useful tool and so may have thrown it in 
their handbag and forgotten about it until they need to find it again. If they were turning up to a Commonwealth 
Heads of Government Meeting event and they had their handbag with them with their various items in it, they 
may not think they had a prohibited item or weapon on them because they use it for X, Y or Z in a practical, 
useful sense. How will those two items be dealt with under this legislation?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: With respect to a pocketknife: at this point in time, no, that is not on the list, but as 
the member is aware, items can be added to the list at a later time. With respect to a cigarette lighter: that could 
be seen to be on the list because there is obviously a flammable element to it. In response to a question from a 
member a couple of days ago I said that the police would obviously look at issues in terms of time, place, 
circumstance and whether the person was carrying any other prohibited items. It should be remembered that 
clause 63 contains the rider “without reasonable excuse”. If someone were walking along the street and were 
asked about an item and said that they had forgotten they had it, I think that our very reasonable WA Police 
would think that that was reasonable. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I can see them nodding!  
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My second question in that vein relates to something that has happened to me at the airport when one of my 
children happened to have a spoon that I had to forfeit at the airport; God knows why! If at some point 
pocketknives and cigarette lighters are added to the list of prohibited items and people are asked to surrender 
them, will there be capacity to have those items returned to them when they leave the CHOGM event, rather than 
having to lose them permanently?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: As a matter of course, there will be an opportunity for a person who has an item 
that is prohibited to go away and put that item in a safe place and pick it up later. Clauses 26 and 27 detail a 
number of actions that can be undertaken with respect to seizing prohibited items and disposing of them. I hope 
that helps. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Clauses 26 and 27 do not provide much comfort with respect to the minding of property. 
In fact, they say that the items can be disposed of after 24 hours. 

Hon Donna Faragher: The same happens with a spoon at the airport, I understand; the person does not get it 
back. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I am just saying that I do not get much comfort from clauses 26 and 27, because if an item 
has been confiscated, it can be disposed of. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 64: Failure to disclose personal details or provide proof of personal details — 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have some questions on this clause, and I think they should be fairly straightforward to 
respond to. Would a person at a checkpoint just outside a CHOGM security area be required to provide his or her 
personal details or provide proof of his or her personal details? 

Hon Donna Faragher: It would be only as a condition of entry. 

Hon KATE DOUST: If a person at a checkpoint refused to provide his or her personal details or provide proof 
of his or her personal details, would that person be guilty of an offence? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: For the purposes of this clause, we need to go back to clause 40(2)(c), which 
states — 

require an excludable person to disclose his or her personal details or provide proof of his or her 
personal details (or both) when removing the person from a CHOGM security area;  

It would be an offence only if the person was seeking entry to a security area, or was in a security area, and 
refused to provide that information.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 65 to 68 put and passed. 

Clause 69: Special justification — 

Hon KATE DOUST: I refer to subclause (1), the third line, and the words “a thing”. Those words are very 
broad. What does “a thing” mean?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: In this context, a prohibited item. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: If it means a prohibited item, why does it not say a prohibited item? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is a general term. Prohibited items are the only things that the police will have a 
control over. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: With respect, that is not what it says. It says — 

… a person has a special justification to be in an area, or to possess or be in control of a thing, only in 
the circumstances provided for by this section.  

Hon Donna Faragher: I have just been informed that it could be a vehicle, or a vessel, as well.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Does that mean that if a person does not have special justification, it will be an offence to 
bring a vehicle into the area as well? It is very confusing. Is the parliamentary secretary saying that “a thing” can 
be a prohibited item or a vehicle? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I need to refer to an earlier clause within the bill to find an example of where 
special justification would be required. For example, at page 29, clause 40(1)(i) states — 

any person who, without special justification, is in possession or has control of a prohibited item in a 
CHOGM security area; 

That is an example of where the special justification provisions come into play.  
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Hon GIZ WATSON: None of that makes any difference to whether it would be a lot clearer to say “a prohibited 
item” rather than making it totally broad and saying “to possess or be in control of a thing”. What are we trying 
to provide special circumstances for? Somebody might have a very good reason to have a screwdriver in the 
security area. They may have been asked to fix a light switch or a kettle that had broken down. What we are 
trying to do in part 7, which deals with miscellaneous matters, is envisage that there might be special 
justification for having something in the security area which we are generally trying to prohibit. I do not think 
that we are trying to give justification for something as broad as a “thing”. The clause only provides for special 
exception to the prohibited items; in which case, why do we not say that?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I apologise if I was not exhaustive in my list of “things”. Obviously, there are 
other prohibited items. It could be a vehicle or a vessel. Before the member asks me why that would be the case, 
when we look at “special justification”, an authorised person or a law enforcement officer would have special 
justification within security areas or wherever it may be to be either in a vehicle or have handcuffs because of the 
fact that they have a special justification. We have to then follow the rest of the clause. It is broader in that we 
are not dealing just with the issue of prohibited items; we are dealing also with those circumstances in which 
authorised persons and law enforcement officers would have a special justification to have “other things”, and 
there we come to the word “thing”.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I ask the parliamentary secretary to correct me if I am wrong but I thought the provisions 
relating to police officers meant that they would not be inhibited from carrying handcuffs, Tasers, guns, 
truncheons, torches et cetera anywhere in the state in the performance of their duties.  

Hon Donna Faragher: Handcuffs are actually mentioned as a prohibited item in the earlier clause. That is why I 
used the example of handcuffs.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: That would be covered if the clause referred to “prohibited items”. I despair. It is 
unnecessary for this to be so broad. It creates an area of confusion and would create a field day for anyone who 
wants to break this legally. Special justification is meant to be about creating exception to those restrictions. The 
only restrictions that we are talking about are prohibited items and vehicles in that area. I cannot see what else 
we are talking about. The rest of the things that a police officer might have on them are not prohibited items. 
They are weapons but that is another question. Under other law, they are allowed to carry weapons.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 70: Onus of proof of lawful excuse etc. — 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I want to point out that this is another area that we object to; that is, the reversal of the 
onus of proof. This clause states — 

The onus of proof of lawful excuse or reasonable excuse or special justification (whether in proceedings 
for an offence against a provision of Part 6 or in relation to the exercise of powers conferred by this Act 
(other than Part 8) lies on the person accused of the offence or who claims to have the lawful excuse, 
reasonable excuse or special justification … 

Basically, the state does not have to make the case. It is up to the individual to prove that they had a lawful 
excuse, a reasonable excuse or a special justification. We object to the reversal of onus of proof, as we do 
usually.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 71: Proof of unpublished orders and of appointments — 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): There are a couple of amendments proposed to clause 
71 but they seem contingent on proposed new section 13A. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I propose that we hold those amendments and defer consideration of clause 71 
until such time as we have dealt with another amendment standing in my name on the supplementary notice 
paper.  

Clause 71 postponed until after consideration of clause 93, on motion by Hon Donna Faragher 
(Parliamentary Secretary). 

Clause 72: Use of force by police officers and authorised persons — 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have a couple of questions on this clause. Clause 72 refers to special powers. What 
special powers can an authorised person have under this bill?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Again, we have to go back to clauses already agreed to; that is, clause 19, “Power 
to require disclosure of identity”, clause 20, “Power to require reasons for entry to, or presence in, CHOGM 
security areas”, and clause 21, “Power to search persons”. In saying that, there are limitations on searches. That 
is dealt with in clause 21(4), which states — 
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An authorised person who is authorised by this section to search a person may do a basic search of the 
person, except that the authorised person must not do a frisk search of the person. 

Hon KATE DOUST: What is meant by “anyone assisting the police officer or authorised person” and why does 
the reasonable use of force to exercise a power need to extend to anyone assisting?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Police officers can call on someone to assist them in an arrest or whatever; that 
occurs now. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Does the use of reasonable force extend to lethal force? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No. In any event, we would not equip an authorised person with guns or the like. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: With due respect, a person does not need a gun to kill another person. The term “whatever 
force is reasonably necessary” begs the question of whether an authorised person is covered by insurance or can 
be awarded compensation in the same way that a public officer can be if the authorised person receives an injury 
in the course of that person’s duties. If that is the case, where does it say that in the bill? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is written in the contract that an authorised person must have insurance. Any 
other person who assists a police officer and is injured would come under the provisions of the Police Assistance 
Compensation Act. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Given that authorised persons will have significant powers, I go back to clause 53(2), 
which states — 

The Commissioner may appoint a person to be an authorised person only if the Commissioner believes 
that the person has the necessary expertise or experience to be an authorised person. 

Will an authorised person undergo a criminal check or any other form of due diligence? I am thinking in 
particular of people who assist with security. The security industry has a rather mixed record regarding who 
works in it. If authorised persons are taken from the security industry, will the character of those persons be 
checked? Clause 53 requires that consideration be given only to the authorised person’s expertise and 
experience. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I point out that perhaps this question would more appropriately have been asked 
when we were dealing with clause 53, which has been passed. Having said that, I can assure the member that the 
Commissioner of Police will conduct due diligence when appointing authorised persons. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Why is that not in the bill? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I seek the Deputy Chairman’s advice. We are going back in history to clause 53, 
which we have already dealt with. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): The parliamentary secretary is correct, unless the 
member can relate her question to clause 72. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Is the exercise of the powers contained in clause 72 limited to being used only within a 
CHOGM security area; and, if that is the case, how is that defined? 

Committee interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 4085.]  

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

CHILD PROTECTION CASEWORKERS — CASELOADS 

406. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Child Protection: 

What is the number of child protection caseworkers with a caseload greater than 15, by district? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

Only 7.7 per cent of all caseworkers at the Department for Child Protection have a caseload of more than 15, and 
many of those involve sibling groups. As at 6 May 2011, the figures by district are: Armadale, 19; Cannington, 
five; Fremantle, nine; Joondalup, four; Midland, four; Mirrabooka, three; Perth, four; Rockingham, three; East 
Kimberley, two; Goldfields, nine; Great Southern, four; Murchison, six; Peel, nine; Pilbara, two; South West, 
nil; West Kimberley, nil; and Wheatbelt, four. Members will have noticed in the budget that there will be 37 new 
full-time equivalents this year and $39 million is allocated. There is also $51 million for demand funding. This 
morning’s motion referred to the budget as a dishonest budget that was harsh on families, but the budget was 
very good for the Department for Child Protection, so I found that motion very offensive. I am monitoring very 
closely the list that I have just provided to the Leader of the Opposition. 
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STATE BUDGET 2011–12 — NOT-FOR-PROFIT SECTOR 

407. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Disability Services: 

I refer to the budget announcement about additional funding for the not-for-profit sector. 

(1) Is the minister aware that, as a result of the government’s decision to not require contracted 
organisations to pass on all, or even a standard designated amount, of that increase to wages, wages will 
now vary dramatically within the not-for-profit sector, despite the work, the skills and the value to 
people with disabilities being the same? 

(2) Is the minister aware that Nulsen Haven has announced that it will pass on a total of 19 per cent to staff 
from 1 July, whereas Rocky Bay has advised the union that none of the additional money will be passed 
on in current enterprise bargaining agreement negotiations? 

(3) How will this variation in wage outcomes ensure that the gap between not-for-profit direct care workers 
and the public sector is equitably addressed? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for the question. 

(1)–(3) I take the opportunity to again express my absolute joy at the significant commitment the Barnett 
government made to the not-for-profit sector in allocating $604 million over five years. This will ensure 
that the important community services that these people provide will continue. They are services that 
mums and dads absolutely rely on for people with disabilities and people with mental illnesses in the 
community. It is the government’s intention that the organisations that receive those funds will have 
responsibility for determining how the funds can be best applied. There is a high level of variance in 
that sector already, and it would be inappropriate — 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It would be inappropriate for the government to be directive about how those funds 
flow through those organisations, because there is so much inequity in the sector already. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No. I attended a function with the Premier and Hon Robyn McSweeney the day after 
the budget. Non-government organisations turned up en masse to hear about it, and there was a standing ovation. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Any direct care workers there? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There were so many people there, I honestly would not know in what capacity they 
represented their various organisations. These funds will be applied to ensure reliability of service provision and 
day in, day out care and support for mums and dads who have kids with disabilities, or people with mental 
illness. That is best left up to the organisations. 

BUNBURY REGIONAL HOSPITAL — INTENSIVE CARE UNIT 

408. Hon KATE DOUST to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

I ask this question on behalf of Hon Adele Farina, who unfortunately is away on urgent parliamentary business. I 
refer to the Bunbury Regional Hospital intensive care unit. 

(1) When does the minister expect the appointment of a medical director for the ICU to be finalised? 

(2) What, if any, period of notice to the current employer, or training, will the successful applicant need to 
serve before starting in the position? 

(3) When will the ICU commence operating? 

(4) What is the total funding allocated in each of the 2010–11 and 2011–12 budgets for the operating and 
running costs of the ICU, including staff salaries? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Health. 

(1) The appointment of an interim ICU medical director is expected by the end of June 2011. 

(2) The period of notice in the training requirements is not yet known. Both of these will be dependent on 
the current contractual or employment conditions of the potential interim appointee. 

(3) The ICU will formally commence operations following the appointment of the interim medical director. 

(4) The total budget for the operation of the ICU is $7.77 million full-year equivalent for 2010–11; and 
$8.94 million for 2011–12. 
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KIMBERLEY REGIONAL ALCOHOL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

409. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I note the fact that today is Sorry Day, and I congratulate the Bringing Them Home organisation on the great 
event it has run today in Wellington Park in East Perth. 

I refer to the Barnett government’s 2008 promise to introduce a Kimberley regional alcohol management plan. 

(1) Does the minister agree with the Kimberley Aboriginal Law and Culture Centre chair, Wes Morris, that 
such a plan would reduce abuse, self harm and suicide rates? 

(2) If yes to (1), has the minister raised the urgent need for action with her colleagues, particularly the 
Minister for Indigenous Affairs, wearing the new collegiate consultative hat that he outlined to the 
house yesterday? 

(3) If no to (1), does the minister have an alternative strategy in mind; and, if so, would she agree to share 
her thoughts with KALACC? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for the question. 

(1)–(3) I was in Broome in February to announce additional funding for suicide prevention, and I met with 
people from KALACC. We had a reasonable conversation about the proposals it had put forward. I 
want members to be really clear about the fact that there is currently a Kimberley alcohol management 
group and an alcohol management program in operation. There are alcohol restrictions that apply across 
the Kimberley that members may not be aware of.  

Hon Sally Talbot: You promised a plan.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: A plan is in place.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Tell us what it is.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member keeps quiet she might just hear it.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let the minister finish the answer.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I was saying that there is a Kimberley management plan at the moment. People 
somehow imagine that there is not a plan in place. There is a plan in place.  

Hon Sally Talbot: You should share it with the Kimberley Aboriginal Law and Culture Centre because it would 
like to know.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It was discussed with KALACC while I was up there. I understand KALACC may 
have had further discussions about it. The alcohol management plan consists of a number of strategies. One is 
the Kimberley-wide alcohol restrictions that people may not be aware of on takeaway packaged liquor, which 
was introduced in March 2009. The following restrictions apply to all liquor licences located in the Kimberley. 
The sale of takeaway liquor in individual containers of more than one litre with an alcohol content of more than 
six per cent is prohibited, except when the sale is to a liquor merchant or with the written permission of the 
Director of Liquor Licensing. The sale of all takeaway beer in individual glass containers of more than 
400 millilitres is prohibited.  

Hon Sally Talbot: You know it’s not working.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Just a minute.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Then there are the local alcohol management plans undertaken on a community-by-
community basis. Everyone understands that if an alcohol management plan is community owned and 
community driven—I am sure the member supports the restrictions put in place by the women of the Fitzroy 
Valley, for example—it will have a better overall impact for that community. There are the community-by-
community restrictions; some of which have been put in place by the Director of Liquor Licensing. I am talking 
about those restrictions implemented under section 175 of the Liquor Control Act. The Liquor Control Act 
includes two key sections by which alcohol restrictions are formally implemented in WA—sections 64 and 175. 
Section 64 allows the Director of Liquor Licensing to impose conditions on a licence. Section 64 applies to some 
communities and some would prefer restrictions under section 175.  

Across all of that, the overall alcohol management plan is about enabling, encouraging and supporting local 
communities to undertake their local alcohol management plans in conjunction with people who are most able to 
make those things happen. There is an overall plan and local community plans. KALACC is but one of those 
communities. There are liquor restrictions around that area at the moment. They want to also implement other 
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services. We have encouraged them to get those other services funded under, for example, the suicide prevention 
plan. That particular community can put in some line items around alcohol restrictions. Some of the programs 
they want to run with the young men, for example, can come in under that program. We have encouraged them 
to do that.  

PRESCRIBED BURNING PROGRAM — LAYMAN BALLAN BS120 

410. Hon GIZ WATSON to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to question on notice 3784 of 2011 regarding the Layman Ballan BS120 prescribed burn and the 
subsequent wildfire that resulted from fire escaping from that burn. Given that the total cost of the fire was 
$618 618 rather than $74 374, which was the cost allocated to the prescribed burn, where specifically was the 
additional $544 244 spent?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The Minister for Environment has provided the following 
information.  

The total expenditure related to the Layman Ballan BS120 burn now stands at $647 982, of which $74 374 is 
attributable to prescribed burning. The remaining $573 608 is bushfire related, as outlined in the attached 
document, which I now table.  

[See paper 3342.] 

OFFICE OF ROAD SAFETY — FORWARD ESTIMATES 

411. Hon KEN TRAVERS to the minister representing the Minister for Road Safety:  

(1) What is the current budgeted total cost of service for the Office of Road Safety in each year of the 
forward estimates 2012–13, 2013–14 and 2014–15?  

(2) What is the current budgeted amount that will be held in the road trauma trust fund at the end of the 
2011–12 financial year and each year of the forward estimates 2012–13, 2013–14 and 2014–15?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.  

(1) This information is available in the budget papers.  

Hon Ken Travers: No, it’s not.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Mr President — 

(2) The information for 2011–12 is available in the budget papers.  

Hon Ken Travers: It’s misleading the house.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: The road trauma trust account out-year budgets are subject to annual business case 
approval by the Road Safety Council, the Minister for Road Safety, and Cabinet; therefore, budgets are yet to be 
developed.  

COMMUNITY EMERGENCY RESPONSE TEAM 

412. Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH to the Minister for Mental Health:  

Will the minister give an assurance that the south community emergency response team will not be closed or, 
indeed, have its staff reduced given the importance of this service to people with chronic mental illness?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I have no idea where the member has got that from. I have not heard anything at all about CERT being closed. It 
is obviously something she has dreamt up for a little bit of fun.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I have invited Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich before to look at standing order 116. I suggest 
she do that.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I want to make it absolutely clear that at no time in the entire time I have been either 
parliamentary secretary or a minister have I heard of anything at all about the reduction, closure or anything else 
to do with the CERT team. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has obviously dreamt this up for a little bit of fun to try to get 
something out of it—God only knows what. I can assure her that nothing with any semblance of what she is 
talking about is based on reality.  
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CLIMATE COMMISSION REPORT — IMPLICATIONS 

413. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Planning:  

(1) Is the minister aware of the Climate Commission’s recently released report entitled “A Critical 
Decade”?  

(2) Has the government taken steps to identify the areas that are most vulnerable to sea-level rise and other 
high sea-level events such as storm surges in the coastal zone of Western Australia in which no new 
development and no new infill development should be permitted?  

(3) If no to (2), why not?  

(4) If yes to (2), what steps have been taken? 

(5) Has the government considered its potential legal liability if it permits development in areas that it 
knows or should know are vulnerable to high sea-level events? 

(6) If no to (5), why not?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to me by the 
Minister for Planning.  

(1) The minister is aware of many reports of this nature.  

(2) The government has taken steps to identify areas that are most vulnerable to sea-level rise and other 
high sea-level events such as storm surges in the coastal zone of Western Australia. A high resolution 
bathymetric and seabed survey of the coastal areas between Two Rocks and Cape Naturalist was 
undertaken in 2009. This has been used to support the development of spacial models and used in 
various projects such as the collaboration of the Department of Planning, the Western Australian 
Planning Commission and Geoscience Australia to deliver a new storm surge inundation modelling 
tool, which is currently being piloted in Bunbury and Mandurah and, later, in Busselton.  

State planning policy 2.6 requires that the potential climate change impacts on sea-level rise and storm 
events be taken into account in local and regional planning strategies, structure plans, schemes, 
subdivisions, strata subdivisions and development applications as well as other planning decisions and 
instruments relating to the coast. New development is required to be appropriately set back to provide 
natural protection over the 100-year planning time frame. Infill development is required to be set back a 
sufficient distance to provide immediate natural protection with an understanding that future protection 
needs are no different from that for existing adjoining development. SPP 2.6 is being reviewed and the 
policy will be further developed and additional guidance provided on how potential impacts should be 
taken into consideration to achieve good planning outcomes. In May 2010, in recognition of growing 
knowledge on climate change and nationally adopted increases in sea-level rise projections, the Western 
Australian Planning Commission adopted a position statement amending the mean sea-level rise value 
in SPP 2.6 from 0.38 metres by 2100 to 0.9 metres by 2110. This was endorsed by cabinet in August 
2010.  

(3)–(4) Not applicable. 

(5) The matter of potential legal liability is considered in planning decisions. Through SPP 2.6, the 
government makes coastal planning decisions based upon the most up-to-date information available.  

(6) Not applicable.  

CHILD AND ADOLESCENT HEALTH SERVICE — PSYCHIATRISTS 

414. Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to tabled paper 3230, which shows that as at February 2011, psychiatrist positions within the child and 
adolescent health service were understaffed by 48 per cent.  

(1) Why has the child and adolescent health service been operating below its full staffing requirement?  

(2) How long has the service been operating below its full staffing requirement?  

(3) How much money has been saved as a result of the service operating below its full staffing 
requirement?  

(4) What is the average waiting time for a child or adolescent to see a psychiatrist in WA?  

(5) Have the vacant positions been advertised; and, if so, when?  
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Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I sincerely thank the honourable member for the opportunity to answer this question. This is one of the amazing 
success stories that I was really hoping to have an opportunity to talk about.  

(1) The child and adolescent health service has been successful in recruiting for all but one of the vacant 
positions. However, there is a delay in their arrival due to immigration processes and the accreditation 
process of the Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists. Applicants are coming from 
a range of countries in Europe and from the United Kingdom.  

(2) The recruitment of child and adolescent psychiatrists has been a longstanding problem in Western 
Australia and other Australian states and territories. We have to applaud the people who have been 
working diligently to recruit these positions over the past couple of months.  

(3) Temporary non-psychiatry positions—for example mental health nurses and allied health staff—have 
been funded to take up the slack to the extent that they can while these positions are being filled. In a 
normal year, approximately $2.5 million is required to fund the additional 5.4 full-time equivalents, if 
they are covered by psychiatrists. I hope the member was not intending to suggest that this situation has 
been used or caused to save funding; I am sure that was not his intention. I say that in case there is any 
misunderstanding by anybody that somehow or other the government would withhold child and 
adolescent psychiatry services to save money. It would be a very sad indictment on any person who 
thought that.  

(4) Waiting times for access to any child and adolescent mental health service is based on a priority system, 
so that children with the highest risk are seen as quickly as possible. If the situation is urgent, a 
psychiatrist is available 24 hours a day at the emergency department of Princess Margaret Hospital for 
Children.  

(5) Yes, all positions have been advertised online and in newspapers. In 2009, an open recruitment pool 
was advertised on www.jobs.wa.gov.au, which remains current. As a result, the child and adolescent 
health service is approached by international recruitment agencies looking to place medical staff, all of 
which are actively followed up. I again express my appreciation to the staff who have been significantly 
involved in getting these positions filled. They have done a fantastic job. 

PERTH WATERFRONT PROJECT — ALGAL BLOOMS 

415. Hon ED DERMER to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 

I refer to the Perth Waterfront project. 

(1) What advice has been sought or received on the need for flowthrough or reeded areas to prevent algal 
blooms in the high-temperature summer months?  

(2) Have any consultancy reports been prepared to ascertain what extra energy needs will be required for 
pump stations and aerators?  

(3) If yes, will the minister table the reports?  

(4) How much has been allocated to cover any additional energy costs?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The information has been provided to me by the Minister 
for Planning.  

(1) The Perth Waterfront project has been subject to a full range of environmental investigations, including 
hydrodynamic modelling of the inlet to ensure it flushes adequately and will not be susceptible to 
seasonal algal blooms.  

(2) Full infrastructure and servicing investigations have been undertaken, including energy demand.  

(3) The reports are subject to continual review as the project moves through the detailed design and 
documentation phase.  

(4) The project budget includes provision for a range of infrastructure to accommodate energy demand and 
servicing requirements for this important new city precinct. It does not identify a single line item cost 
for additional energy.  

WATER TRANSFER — WORKING GROUP 

416. Hon ALISON XAMON to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 

I refer to my question without notice 388 of 24 May 2011. 

(1) Who has been approached to be on the working group?  
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(2) Who has accepted the offer to be on the working group?  

(3) Who will chair the working group?  

(4) Who will the working group be reporting to?  

(5) Will terms of reference be created for the working group? 

(6) If yes to (5), when is it anticipated that the terms of reference will be finalised?  

(7) Will the minister be prepared to table the terms of reference at any point in the future?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. This advice has been provided to me by the Minister for 
Water.  

(1) The Departments of the Premier and Cabinet, Treasury and Finance, State Development, Regional 
Development and Lands, Agriculture and Food, and Planning, and the Water Corporation.  

(2) All of the invited agencies.  

(3) The acting director general of the Department of Water.  

(4) The Minister for Water.  

(5) Yes. 

(6) Yet to be determined. 

(7) Yes.  

HEALTH BUDGET — DELIVERY OF SERVICES TO CHILDREN 

417. Hon LINDA SAVAGE to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

I refer to question without notice 353. Can the minister list all the specific services and programs provided by the 
Department of Health in the 2009–10 financial year for children in Western Australia from birth to age 3?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to me by the 
Minister for Health.  

As previously advised in the Minister for Health’s response to question without notice 353, if the member is able 
to identify specific services and programs in which she has an interest, information on those services can be 
provided via a question on notice.  

NEWMAN — GENERAL PRACTITIONER SERVICES 

418. Hon HELEN BULLOCK to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

(1) What is the optimum number of general practitioners that should be based in Newman to service the 
present population and surrounding fly in, fly out mine sites?  

(2) Is the minister aware that residents were informed that only one GP was available during the weekend 
of 21 and 22 May 2011, and only two GPs would be providing services to the medical centre and 
Newman District Hospital this week, between 23 and 27 May?  

(3) If yes to (2), what was the reason for the GP shortage?  

(4) What plans were in place to deal with any major emergencies during the periods mentioned in (2)?  

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to me by the 
Minister for Health.  

(1) In August 2000 the Australian Medical Workforce Advisory Committee suggested a benchmark of one 
general practitioner for every 905 people. However, this figure does not account for socioeconomic 
status, elevated proportions of high-needs patients, or local variations in general practitioners and the 
kind of work they and other healthcare personnel provide to the community. Based on population 
projections for Newman provided by Heuris Partners and local staff, it is predicted that a total 
population of 12 000 fly in, fly out workers will draw on town services by 2015. This means the 
population of Newman will require nine general practitioners. 

(2) No. Newman hospital was adequately staffed to provide emergency department services to the 
community of Newman throughout those periods. The provision of primary health care is a 
commonwealth government responsibility.  
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(3) There is ongoing difficulty throughout Western Australia in the recruitment of doctors who are 
appropriately credentialed to provide services in rural and remote practices. The WA Country Health 
Service is working closely with the commonwealth, Rural Health West and other stakeholders to 
improve access to general practitioner services and primary health care throughout rural WA.  

(4) Emergency services are covered through a private contract with Kinetic Health in Karratha, which 
provides 24-hour–seven days a week coverage to the Newman hospital emergency department 
including after-hours and on-call services.  

BARROW ISLAND — FIBREGLASS FLOW LINES 

419. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

My question relates to Centron fibreglass–pipe flow lines, supplied and installed by Adtech FRP on 
Barrow Island for the Chevron oil facility, on an A-class nature reserve and the recent photos on my website. 

(1) Is it correct these flow lines are continually fracturing and leaking? 

(2) Is the minister’s department aware of these leaks? 

(3) Are the leaks reported as they occur; and, if so, how many have occurred this year? 

(4) Can the minister advise what is being done to remedy the failing fibreglass pipe lines? 

(5) Why have the sites of these oil spills not been immediately rehabilitated? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The Minister for Environment has provided the 
following advice — 

(1) The glass reinforced epoxy flow lines are not continually fracturing and leaking. Two incidents 
involving leaks from GRE flow lines have occurred in 2011. Since 2002, 655 kilometres of carbon steel 
flow lines have been replaced with corrosion-resistant GRE flow lines to reduce the risk of leaks as far 
as practicable. The Department of Environment and Conservation has advised that flow line leaks have 
dropped by approximately 90 per cent. 

(2)–(3) Yes. Under section 72 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 Chevron is required to report the 
incidents to DEC as soon as practicable after the discharge if they have occurred as a result of an 
emergency, accident or malfunction otherwise than in accordance with an approval and are likely to 
cause pollution or environmental harm. An incident on 11 March 2011 was reported to DEC via phone 
on 12 March and a full incident report was received on 14 April. An incident on 12 March 2011 was 
reported via phone on 22 March and a full incident report was received on 30 March. Both incidents 
were attributed to flow line fractures resulting from heavy rainfall associated with cyclone Carlos.  

(4) The GRE flow lines are not considered to be failing. DEC has responded to these incidents by 
requesting Chevron conduct an options analysis of potential solutions to better prevent future discharges 
as soon as possible. Chevron is currently working on this analysis.  

(5) The areas of land impacted from the spills are small and not easily accessed by vehicles or machines. 
Oil-contaminated soil has been removed from the sites and appropriately disposed. The sites will be 
regularly monitored. DEC has advised these small areas will rehabilitate naturally.  

ELECTRICITY — FEED-IN TARIFF SCHEME 

420. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Energy: 

(1) Why, after 32 months in office, has the minister yet to make a decision on extending a feed-in tariff 
scheme to small businesses in commercial premises?  

(2) Has the minister read the Office of Energy’s final report into the feasibility of expanding this scheme?  

(3) Does the government support extending the feed-in tariff scheme to residents in retirement villages, 
some of whom are unable to access the current scheme due to its eligibility criteria?  

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

(1)–(3) We continue to monitor the feed-in tariff, as the member is well aware. The notion of having more 
uniformity across jurisdictions is one that is being touted at the moment. Getting back to the 
commercial component, I will continue to consider that, but I say at the outset that it will be very, very 
unlikely that we will extend the feed-in tariff. If there are issues within retirement villages, I am more 
than willing to look at them. It has been a very popular program. We made the decision to reduce the 
rate in the budget to the residential feed-in tariff. Having said that, it has been extremely popular. About 
46 000 people now have photovoltaic systems on their roofs, which we did not have prior to the feed-in 
tariff.  
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FREMANTLE FREIGHT ROUTES — AIR QUALITY MONITORING 

Question without Notice 401 — Answer Advice 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.05 pm]: I would like to 
provide an answer to Hon Lynn MacLaren’s question without notice 401 asked yesterday. I seek leave to table 
the response and have it incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. [See paper 3343.] 

The following material was incorporated — 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

I thank the Hon. Member for some notice of this question. 

The Minister for Environment has provided the following advice. 

Answer: 

(1)–(2) The Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) does not conduct air quality monitoring along freight routes in Western 
Australia. However, DEC conducted a campaign monitoring study from May 2007 to May 2008, to gather data on the 
concentration of traffic-related particles and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). 

DEC collected air samples from three sites. Total suspended particles (TSP) were sampled at two sites (Brentwood and Melville) 
located along Leach Highway and PAHs were sampled at a site located near the junction of Canning Highway and Stirling 
Highway in East Fremantle.  

During the study period a total of 59 samples were collected at each of the TSP monitoring sites, and 60 samples at the PAH air 
monitoring site. 

No additional traffic corridor related monitoring has been undertaken by DEC since May 2008. 

(3) No. 

(4) Refer to (2). However, I now table the study report, entitled Perth traffic corridor study 2007–2008 (Report AQM 03), which is 
available on DEC’s website. 

(5) DEC has not undertaken any modelling. 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION — 
INQUIRY INTO THE USE OF CONTROLLED OPERATIONS AND INFORMANTS 

Extension of Reporting Time — Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): I have a further letter from the Chairman of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission seeking an extension of reporting time to 16 June 2011 for 
its inquiry into corruption risks of controlled operations and informants. 

[See paper 3344.] 

COMMONWEALTH HEADS OF GOVERNMENT MEETING (SPECIAL POWERS) BILL 2011 

Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Michael Mischin) in the 
chair; Hon Donna Faragher (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 72: Use of force by police officers and authorised persons — 

Committee was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Before we broke for question time Hon Giz Watson asked a question about the 
period of time special powers could be exercised. Albeit I do not think any of us want to go back to clause 16, 
we do in fact have to go back to clause 16! It states the powers can be exercised “only during the CHOGM 
period in, or in relation to, a CHOGM security area”. So, the answer is, during the CHOGM period.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Did you also say in the security area as well as within the time?  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: “In or in relation to”. Again, going back to clause 16.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 73: Provision relating to powers —  

Hon KATE DOUST: My questions about this clause are fairly straightforward. Having read it, I would like the 
minister to explain what the purpose of this clause is and why is it considered necessary.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is for a circumstance that may arise if someone runs away from a restricted area 
and the police want to use one of their special powers. If the member looks at the end of the clause, it states “has 
recently left the area”, so for a pursuit.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 74 to 77 put and passed. 
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Clause 78: Corruption and Crime Commission may provide assistance — 

Hon KATE DOUST: This is the first clause where we actually see the Corruption and Crime Commission 
formally make its entry into the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (Special Powers) Bill 2011. I 
have a series of questions related to why the CCC has been included in this bill, which is for the purposes of 
dealing with CHOGM. The second reading speech really does not explain the necessity for the CCC to be active 
in this area. The first question I would like the parliamentary secretary to answer is: why does the government 
think it is necessary to have the CCC involved in this type of event, when, as we know, the primary functions of 
the CCC are to investigate misconduct and organised crime? I am not too sure how the functions they normally 
carry out relate to CHOGM. I will get the parliamentary secretary to answer that first, and then I have some other 
questions that will flow on from that answer. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I think the questions being asked by Hon Kate Doust perhaps may be more 
appropriately asked when we get to part 8. I am not saying I do not want to talk about it, but I just think it would 
be more appropriate to answer those questions at clause 81, because this clause relates to “may provide 
assistance”, rather than the more general questions I think the member wants to put. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The parliamentary secretary is probably right, because part 8 deals with a whole range of 
matters associated with the CCC and its potential engagement with CHOGM. Clause 78(2) deals with providing 
assistance and states — 

… the Commissioner may, by arrangement with the CCC Commissioner — 

(a) make use, either full-time or part-time, of the services of any officer of the 
Commission; and 

(b) make use of any facilities or resources of the Commission. 

In the context of this clause, I wanted to know why they would enter into that agreement when the functions of 
the CCC are quite substantially different. Coming back to clause 78 and the fact that a set of arrangements can be 
entered into in relation to staffing facilities and resources, the simple question is: why would they want to do 
that, when they are operating under such substantially different arrangements for their function and purpose? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Under section 16 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act, the CCC has 
functions under that act or any other written law. The CCC act provides the functions of the CCC as, primarily, 
misconduct, cooperation with the Australian Crime Commission, organised crime and reviewable police action. 
Herein lies this aspect of this bill: the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (Special Powers) Bill 2011 
provides that the Commissioner of Police may arrange for the use of officers of the CCC and any other facilities 
and resources for the purposes of the bill—that is, to promote the security and safety of people attending 
CHOGM—which is obviously quite specific. 

Hon KATE DOUST: What sort of facilities or resources—I will ask about staffing in a minute—would the 
CCC be able to offer that the police would not already have access to? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: A couple of examples could be vehicles or computers. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I do not understand why. Is this in addition to any other allocation that the police may 
already have? What is so special about accessing vehicles or computers that the CCC would have management 
of? I could understand it if this was any other type of event, such as one of those G20 or G7 or G8 meetings that 
we see on the media, at which there is usually some sort of significant protest or acts of violence or windows 
getting smashed or threats of terrorism. I could understand it if the government sought the advice of specialists in 
the area of terrorism or activist groups that conduct themselves in a violent or aggressive manner, but I do not 
think the CCC fits into that category. I do not even know whether organisations like the Australian Security 
Intelligence Organisation, which is able to ferret out intelligence about individuals or groups, has been contacted. 
I am not too sure why the police need to access resources from the CCC. If they needed to access additional cars, 
computers or other types of equipment, it has already been noted that the 2010–11 budget contains an allocation 
for police specifically for CHOGM to deal with additional or extra resources. Surely if they needed extra cars or 
computers, they could get it out of that $20 million, or whatever the allocation was. I do not know why the police 
would have to go to the CCC for that type of resource.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to temporary orders. 

PONY CLUB ASSOCIATION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA — BREACH OF DUTY 

Statement 

HON MAX TRENORDEN (Agricultural) [5.20 pm]: I call for the resignation of the Pony Club Association of 
Western Australia executive; namely, the president, Rose Pinter; the senior vice-president, Judy Rose; the junior 
vice-president, Simon Ozanne; and the treasurer, Vicki Griffin. I also call for the immediate resignation of the 
chief executive officer, Tania Richardson. 
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I have written to the Minister for Sport and Recreation to raise my concern about this organisation’s breach of 
duty to an affiliated club, and its failure to adhere to its own constitution. The letter that I sent to the minister has 
called for no state funding to be given to this organisation until these people have resigned. I will give members 
the reasons for that.  

In October last year, a member of the Balkuling Horse and Pony Club was convicted of an offence relating to 
children. On 21 December, the Pony Club Association of Western Australia wrote to the Balkuling pony club, 
stating that it had made a new directive that no club, not just Balkuling, was to operate on private land. It also 
stated that the association would offer the Balkuling club assistance to relocate to another site, and it would seek 
to do other things to assist the club. In that same letter, the association threatened the Balkuling club with 
disaffiliation if it did not relocate by a certain date in January. That letter was dated mid-December. The 
Balkuling club responded on several occasions, stating that no more events would be conducted by the club on 
that site, and its preference would be to move to the York equestrian centre. It said also that Christmas was 
coming up, and it was school holidays, and no members would be available in January to conduct a meeting, 
because, as we all know—including you, Mr Deputy President (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm)—everyone in the 
Wheatbelt makes an exodus to the coast in January, and no-one is around. The Balkuling club had been told that 
it had to relocate to another site by late January. The York equestrian centre club responded to the request from 
the Balkuling club to move to its site by saying that it would discuss the Balkuling club’s request, but its next 
meeting would not be until April. Also, the York club did not have a secretary at that time, which was causing 
some problems for the club.  

During this time, the Pony Club Association of Western Australia made no attempt to do what it had said in its 
letter and assist the Balkuling club, either administratively or financially, or even by giving it moral support. On 
18 March, the Balkuling pony club received a letter from the Pony Club Association of Western Australia, by 
registered mail, saying that the club would be expelled from the association. That motion was put to a meeting of 
the members of the Pony Club Association of Western Australia, and it was lost by a vote of 10 to seven. That 
was certainly a vote of no confidence in the Pony Club Association of Western Australia.  

I am very angry about this. What were the sins of the Balkuling Horse and Pony Club? Its first sin is that one of 
its members was convicted of a crime. Its second sin is that its members were on holiday in January. That is a 
standard event in the Wheatbelt, as I have said. Its third sin was that the members of the York club were also on 
holiday, and could not deal with the request that had been made by the Balkuling pony club. The Balkuling club 
had stated to the association that it had ceased all activity on the site. The other matter that was put to the 
Balkuling Horse and Pony Club in the letter from the Pony Club Association of Western Australia is that it did 
not comply with the association’s child protection policy. I will come back to that in a few moments.  

What were the sins of the Pony Club Association of Western Australia? Its first sin was its total lack of duty of 
care to an affiliated club—I repeat that; its total lack of duty of care to an affiliated club—to which it has a 
responsibility. The only thing that the association was concerned about was the position of its executive. Nothing 
else mattered to the association. The association placed on the agenda of the association a motion to expel the 
Balkuling Horse and Pony Club, but it did not put both sides of the argument. It presented only the executive’s 
point of view. The Balkuling club was told that it was not able to put its point of view. The motion was based on 
a false and predetermined position that had been taken by the executive. The association knows, because it has 
been around for a long time, and has members from all over the state, that the Balkuling club would battle to call 
a meeting in December or by the end of January; anyone who lives or operates in the Wheatbelt would know 
that. The association’s second sin was that it wrote to the club and said it would provide assistance, and it 
provided none.  

The association also claimed that the Balkuling club had breached the association’s child protection policy. I 
have a copy of that child protection policy. On any objective reading of that policy, there is nothing in that policy 
that the Balkuling club has not met. If the association was so red-hot keen about its confidence in its own child 
protection policy, why was it removed from its website before it wrote to Balkuling, and why has it not 
reappeared on its website? That is a clear indication that the association has some problems with its own policy. 
The Pony Club Association of Western Australia has shown that it does not have the capacity to act for the 
benefit of its members, not just the Balkuling club, but the whole membership. The association’s executive has 
acted with all the skill of the inquisition. Where is the truth in its action? Where is the duty of care in its action? 
Where is the fairness in its action? Where is the openness in its action? Where is its adherence to its own 
constitution? The list goes on. All those things are absent. This has occurred in a blend of panic and personal 
vindictiveness against one individual who has broken the law and has been found guilty. That is not the question. 
The question is: how does the association deal with the members of the club who are guilty of nothing? This 
drove the executive to condemn the remaining members of the Balkuling pony club. I have a lot of 
correspondence in front of me but I wish to read part of one letter from the Balkuling Horse and Pony Club to 
the Pony Club Association. It states — 
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We feel this issue has grown out of our control and we do not know how to combat this situation with 
the knowledge that a hostile PCAWA Executive will try to thwart us at every turn. 

After the meeting occurred, the Balkuling Horse and Pony Club sent an email to my office, addressed to one of 
my staff, which stated, in reference to the meeting — 

In one word it was AWFUL!!! … The Committee refused to take on board anything that we said. 

Further down in the correspondence it stated — 

… our members have spent the weekend feeling extremely despondent and beaten into submission.  

How does a body that has a responsibility to act as an association and has a duty of care with a range of 
associated clubs deal with a club in this manner? It would have known, without any doubt at all, that it would be 
virtually impossible for the Balkuling club to meet in December or January.  

SOUTH METROPOLITAN AREA HEALTH SERVICE —  
COMMUNITY EMERGENCY RESPONSE TEAM 

Statement 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [5.31 pm]: Today I wish to speak about matters 
concerning the South Metropolitan Area Health Service Community Emergency Response Team, otherwise 
known as South CERT, and the service that it provides for people who have urgent psychiatric mental health 
needs. If members of the community find themselves in that position and require an urgent referral, generally 
speaking, they would either present at the Alma Street facility, the emergency department and/or the south 
metropolitan mental health CERT facility, which is operational from 3.00 pm to 8.30 pm—it is an after-hours 
response team. 

Hon Helen Morton: It does a really good job.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It does a very good job. The minister would also be aware that I visited the 
south metropolitan health facilities. I asked some questions about what was happening with CERT. I was 
informed by senior personnel that there is a review on — 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s going to strengthen it.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister should have said that. She had the opportunity. I asked a 
straightforward question. I asked the minister whether she could give an assurance that the facilities would not 
be closed and that no staff would be lost. The minister said she did not know where I got the idea that either of 
those two things would happen and so on and so forth. She took the high moral ground as usual, so here I am 
making a member’s statement. 

I am advised that South CERT has been looked at closely and there may be further cuts to that service. This has 
been done under an activity-based funding model. It would be absolutely ridiculous to apply an activity-based 
funding model given that this is an emergency response team and the number of people who may present at any 
one time can vary considerably from day to day, week to week or month to month. This would be totally 
unacceptable. I am sure it is something that is being canvassed in the review that the minister has spoken about. I 
am advised that if this were to occur, it would purely and simply be based on cost considerations rather than any 
consideration of what was in the best interests of the end user. The minister talked about the review that is 
underway but she was not prepared to advise the house about it. It would have been very straightforward to get 
up in this place and say, “Yes, there is a review going on, there are 16 positions down there and I have no 
intention of making any staff reductions.” She did not say that. I had to come into this place and advise this 
house that there is a review.  

There are also staffing issues. There has been some talk about a push to get rid of two nightshift nurses on duty 
and replace them with an on-call service. When the review comes out, I will be looking very carefully to ensure 
that that is not the case. I know from past experience that where there is smoke, there is usually fire. We will 
keep an eye out for that. There are currently two managers for a team of 16 people. I understand that one of the 
managers is on leave because of job pressures. She has recently returned to work, which has been reduced to a 
three-hour week. Somebody is acting in her place. That person is getting the same amount of money as the 
manager who has just returned from leave, some $80 000. It seems to me that two officers to look after a staff of 
16 is a bit over the top, but I do not know; this is a specialist service. I also understand that there have been some 
staffing issues at the top management level at Bentley CERT. All is not particularly well from what I understand. 

Hon Helen Morton: You don’t know anything. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister tells me that I know nothing. That is fine. I do not profess to know 
everything that she knows because she is the minister and she has access to all the information. I just have to 
keep plugging away with the resources I have. There is trouble in paradise because this is yet another example of 
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an incompetent minister who is not on top of her portfolio. We have seen broken promise after broken promise 
with respect to the promises made by this government in mental health. A commission has been established 
which basically does not have the capacity to deal with the rollout of a range of programs. I refer specifically to 
the suicide prevention program. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Somebody has to be responsible for getting the program running. The minister 
does not think she is responsible and she does not think the commission is responsible. At the end of the day, 
somebody must be responsible. She has subcontracted it to non-government organisations for them to roll out. 
She gave it to one NGO and I understand it gave it back after a year. It has been delayed. How many plans are 
out there? I think there are six out of 50 suicide prevention plans up and running and the suicide rate keeps going 
up. We know that the minister has been sending money back to Treasury because she cannot get plans organised. 
We know that she has had a shortage of psychiatrists and psychologists for extended periods in the mental health 
area. She is just filling those positions — 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s fixed.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Well, that is fixed, but how long were they vacant? I am going to get into the 
minister for that.  

On top of all that—they are only some of the inefficiencies—the emergency response team for the South 
Metropolitan Area Health Service has myriad issues. We now know, because it has finally been made public, 
that a review is being conducted. I am putting on the public record that I will look very carefully at the 
recommendations of that review. 

SOUTH METROPOLITAN AREA HEALTH SERVICE —  
COMMUNITY EMERGENCY RESPONSE TEAM 

Statement 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.40 pm]: I will not take very 
long to respond to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s statement because there was not very much substance to it that I need 
to address. Rubbish, rubbish, rubbish is the most important thing I can say about what I have just heard from the 
member. What she said was unbelievable rubbish. The fact that a review is taking place could mean that the 
South Metropolitan Area Health Service is reviewing whether it needs to rearrange the services it provides to get 
a better outcome. I bet that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has not even spoken to the Chief Executive of the South 
Metropolitan Area Health Service in the last week or two. The chief executive is undertaking that review. If the 
member would like to interject with a simple yes or no, I can almost guarantee that her answer will be no. The 
member did not respond. She is unable to respond because the answer is no. The member does not know what 
she is talking about because she has not even spoken to the person who is undertaking that review. I have. I am 
very aware of it. The chief executive has told me that the review is about improving the service and making more 
staff available if they are needed. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s silly notion that this service will be withdrawn or 
taken away is rubbish, rubbish, rubbish. 

The rubbish the member just dished out was as bad as the rubbish she keeps dishing out about sending money for 
suicide prevention back to Treasury. That is rubbish too. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does not know how to read a 
simple offset in a budget paper. She does not know that money that is not drawn down does not get sent back to 
Treasury. The government has allocated that $13 million as part of a much broader suicide prevention strategy 
that will be implemented. The member will see that we have allocated extra money in this year’s budget for the 
suicide prevention strategy over and above the $13 million that we have provided to Youth Focus and Lifeline 
WA. If the member bothered to look at page 2 of the strategy, she would be able to read—I think—that the 
strategy is to spend that $13 million over four years, not two years. I know that the election promise was that it 
would be spent over two years, but the strategy is to spend it over four years. As soon as the member can be 
bothered reading the strategy, which I am certain she has not read, she will find that the money is being used for 
exactly what it was meant to be used for. 

The ex-minister, the worst minister in the world, has just walked out of the chamber because she cannot handle 
the truth. She constantly talks about how pathetic the Mental Health Commission is. The Mental Health 
Commission has been operating for one year. The Disability Services Commission, which is renowned 
nationally for being a top organisation and internationally for producing some of the most innovative work in the 
provision of services in the public service, has been operating for 30 years or more. Anyone who expects the 
Mental Health Commission to have the same capability as the Disability Services Commission after just one year 
of operation is being unrealistic; that is totally ridiculous. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: They didn’t even have one. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: That is right. The former Labor government did not even have a Mental Health 
Commission. The Mental Health Commission is doing a fantastic job but there remains a lot of work to be done 
to sort out the reform agenda for mental health. It is not a matter of just snapping our fingers and imagining that 
this very complex work can commence without doing any of the preparation work that is being undertaken. I 
remind members that what the opposition says about mental health is absolute rubbish.  

VICTOR ROBERT WILLIAMS 

Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [5.44 pm]: I rise tonight to pay tribute to a very special man who 
recently passed away. Personally, and on behalf of my Greens colleagues, I wish to acknowledge the 
extraordinary life and contribution of Victor Robert Williams—or, as he was known to those of us who knew 
him, Vic. I knew Vic for almost 20 years, but there are many people who knew, loved and admired him for a lot 
longer than that. For so many people of the left, in the trade union movement, and in many social justice, human 
rights and environmental campaigns, Vic was an absolute stalwart and an inspiration.  

Vic was born in 1914 and was raised and worked on farms, including through the incredibly difficult years of the 
Depression, which had a great impact on his thinking and perspective on life. After graduating from Northam 
High School, Vic trained as a teacher and taught in a country school, but he mainly worked on farms before 
joining up to serve in the Army for five years during World War II, during which time he rose to the rank of 
sergeant in intelligence. It was during this time that Vic met and married his wife Joan, who was at that time a 
journalist for The West Australian. Joan, who died in 2008, was married to Vic for 63 years. She was extremely 
well known in her own right and together she and Vic were something of an activist and political powerhouse. In 
fact, there is now a park in Willagee named in her honour. The marriage was a marriage of equals and respect, 
and Vic once said, “We loved more deeply than we ever had before, and we loved for more than 60 years.”  

From the farm to war, Vic then started work on our wharves and joined what was then the Waterside Workers’ 
Federation, of which he remained a member from 1952 to 1975. As a member of that union, he was involved in 
some of the big strikes of the era. He was instrumental in reinvigorating the annual May Day march, and 
marched in every one of them, right up until 2009. He was an ardent and passionate unionist, and his 
commitment to the collective struggle of his fellow workers was recognised when he was made an honorary 
member of the Waterside Workers’ Federation, which is now better known as the Maritime Union of Australia.  

As I said, Vic was a tireless political campaigner. Inspired by his own early experiences of abject poverty and the 
struggles of his fellow workers, Vic joined the Communist Party of Australia in 1939, of which he remained a 
member for 70 years, and it was a huge part of his life. But I first got to know Vic when he joined the Greens 
(WA) as a founding member in 1990. In fact, Vic played a very special part in the Greens (WA) constitution. Vic 
was by that point a well-known and respected activist and campaigner, and to enable him to join the Greens, 
despite already belonging to another party—namely, the CPA—a sunset clause was created in the newly formed 
Greens (WA) constitution, enabling Vic to become a member of the Greens and still retain his membership of 
the CPA. With the passing of Vic 21 years later, that part of the Greens (WA) constitution now lapses and 
becomes simply a part of our party’s history. Vic was also the Greens (WA) first honorary life member, one of 
only four people to have achieved that honour.  

Vic’s passion for justice was legendary, and there was no limit to the number of campaigns to which he devoted 
his life’s work—from the peace movement, to women’s issues, campaigns to counter the insidiousness of 
racism, to campaigns in solidarity with Aboriginal Australians. He was also deeply involved in the anti-apartheid 
movement in Western Australia. I have already mentioned his ardent passion for upholding the rights of workers 
and the union movement; there were also refugee campaigns, antinuclear campaigns and numerous 
environmental campaigns, and in more recent times he worked very hard to highlight the dangers inherent in the 
transport of lead carbonate dust. Vic was frequently down at the Swan Brewery site in the early 1990s, spent 
long stints at the workers’ embassy opposite this Parliament during the third wave campaign, and was still 
locking arms with young comrades during the 2001 M1 blockade of the stock exchange. He is remembered for 
his frequent attendances at not only the big protests of the day, but also the smaller pickets, vigils and numerous 
meetings that occurred in between, and he was doing this right into his 90s. 

Vic, along with Joan, was also a prolific writer and poet, with a passion for the arts. Vic and Joan were 
instrumental in the re-establishment, after the war, of the WA branch of the Children’s Book Council of 
Australia, which remains active today. Vic also won a national poetry competition. Official acknowledgement of 
his talent and contribution to Australian literature was evidenced by his serving on the literature board of the 
Australia Council for the Arts for three years. He and Joan were long-time members of the Fellowship of 
Australian Writers, and their contribution to the history of Western Australia was acknowledged by their being 
made honorary life members of the Australian Society for the Study of Labour History.  



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 4091 

 

Just a few of his published works are Harvest Time; Hammers and Seagulls; The Years of Big Jim, which was a 
history of the waterside workers; Along the Waterfront; Three Golden Giants; and Volcano on our Doorstep. Vic 
was compassionate, intelligent, thoughtful and insightful right to the end. He was a man who, along with Joan, 
stood true to his beliefs and walked the talk. He was a fighter, a worker, and a thinker. He was a man who 
abhorred the misdistribution of resources and the creation of a class system of the obscenely rich and the 
unspeakably poor. He was a man who has been described as an inspiring example of a passionate and committed 
mind firing on all cylinders deep into old age.  

Simply, Vic was a fighter for a fairer and better world, who always thought of others. There will be a celebration 
of Vic’s life this Sunday afternoon in the MUA building in Fremantle, a fitting place in which to recognise Vic 
and his life, and it is expected that many people will be there.  

And so to his family, his friends, and his many comrades, we can celebrate a life well lived and a life well loved. 
Vale Vic Williams, and may your legacy never be forgotten. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 

Special 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan — Minister for Finance) [5.50 pm] — without notice: I 
move — 

That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 21 June 2011 at 3.00 pm. 

House adjourned at 5.50 pm 

__________ 
 
 

  


