
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Wednesday, 1 April 2009 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 12 noon, and read prayers. 

PAPERS TABLED 

Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 

MINISTER FOR ENERGY — UNDERGROUND POWER PROGRAM 

Notice of Motion 

Mr J.N. Hyde gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Energy for stalling the state underground power program and 
failing to fund any new underground power projects in Western Australia.  

ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — APPLICATIONS FOR INITIAL ROUND OF GRANTS 

Statement by Minister for Regional Development 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Regional Development) [12.03 pm]: The royalties for 
regions regional grants scheme was announced on 12 February 2009. The primary objective of this scheme is to 
improve economic and community infrastructure and services in regions through funding projects that will assist 
in attracting investment and increasing jobs or helping to improve the quality of life in the regions.  

The scheme has provided regional development commissions with the capacity to directly fund important and 
strategic infrastructure projects. Each of the nine commissions has put $3.5 million into a contestable program 
and has approximately $900 000 to directly fund projects. 

Applications for the initial round of the royalties for regions regional grants scheme closed on 25 March 2009. 
The scheme was advertised widely across the respective regions and was well supported. The total number of 
applications received by the regional development commissions was 836. The total number of applications 
received by each of the regional development commissions was as follows: Gascoyne, 43; Peel, 73; Great 
Southern, 86; Goldfields-Esperance, 82; Pilbara, 72; Mid West, 93; Wheatbelt, 83; Kimberley, 113; and South 
West, 191. 

The total value of grant funding requested by the regional development commissions was $179 million. The total 
value of grant funding requested by each regional development commission was as follows: Gascoyne, 
$10.1 million; Peel, $11.77 million; Great Southern, $15.9 million; Goldfields-Esperance, $14.1 million; Pilbara, 
$10.7 million; Mid West, $15.5 million; Wheatbelt, $20.7 million; Kimberley, $22.4 million; and South 
West, $58.1 million. 

The total value of the projects seeking this funding was $688 million. This represents a significant investment in 
the regions. Demand for funding has exceeded the total grant funding available by a large magnitude, but the 
projects will make an excellent foundation for future funding and advising the commonwealth government of 
regional priorities. I will table this document for the further advice of members; it gives the total value of the 
projects seeking grant funding by each regional development commission. 

The regional development commissions have the task of administering the grants scheme, and now that the 
applications have been received, registered and sorted into headworks, infrastructure and service categories, the 
next step is the assessment and approvals process. Commission boards will meet in April and May to make 
recommendations. It is expected that successful applicants will be announced in June. Letters will be sent out to 
inform applicants of the outcomes of their applications. 

I thank everybody for the work they have done in putting this together, and I encourage local members of 
regional communities to liaise closely with their development commissions to make sure that their priorities are 
also well known.  

[See paper 776.] 

“FITZROY CROSSING LIQUOR RESTRICTION OCTOBER 2007 TO SEPTEMBER 2008 TWELVE 
MONTH REPORT” 

Statement by Minister for Mental Health 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Mental Health) [12.05 pm]: I rise to table the “Fitzroy Crossing 
Liquor Restriction October 2007 to September 2008 Twelve Month Report” developed by the Drug and Alcohol 
Office and to make a brief statement. 
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On 27 September 2007 the Director of Liquor Licensing released his decision on restricting the sale of packaged 
liquor in Fitzroy Crossing. There have been two previous reports on the impact of the liquor restrictions in 
Fitzroy Crossing. One was the “Fitzroy Crossing Liquor Restriction: October to December 2007” reported in 
February 2008; the second was the “Fitzroy Valley Liquor Restriction Report: An evaluation of the effects of a 
six month restriction on take-away alcohol relating to measurable health and social benefits and community 
perceptions and behaviours”. A third report today provides statistical information following the 12 months of the 
restriction.  

The University of Notre Dame, as part of its ongoing work in the Fitzroy Valley, will continue to collect 
anecdotal and statistical information on the restrictions through published reports. The university’s next 
statement is due for release mid-2009.  

Mr Speaker, I report to the house some of the key findings from this report. 

Police: A comparison of pre-restriction to post-restriction periods shows there was an 18 per cent reduction in 
the average number of police tasks attended per month, a 28 per cent reduction in the average number of alcohol-
related tasks attended per month; and the ratio of drink-driving charges to random breath tests improved from 
one charge per six RBTs pre-restriction to one charge per 20.5 RBTs post-restriction. There was a 20 per cent 
increase in reported alcohol-related domestic violence incidents post-restrictions. Police and other local service 
providers have attributed this increase in reported domestic violence cases to higher levels of sobriety within the 
community with people becoming less tolerant of domestic violence and other incidents.  

Health Services: In the health services impact of this report, a comparison of the two pre- and post-restriction 
periods shows there was a 36 per cent reduction in the average number of alcohol-related emergency department 
presentations; and when isolating the busiest periods for the hospital there was a 42 per cent reduction in the 
number of alcohol-related presentations post-restriction. Hospital staff note that since the introduction of the 
alcohol restriction there has been a decrease in the frequency of severe injury presentations to the emergency 
department.  

[See paper 777.] 

BARBAGALLO RACEWAY 

Statement by Minister for Sport and Recreation 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Sport and Recreation) [12.08 pm]: On Thursday, 19 March, I 
released the first stage of the review into Barbagallo Raceway. Barbagallo Raceway is located on 60 hectares of 
crown land in the city’s north. It has played host to numerous race meetings since 1969 under the management of 
the WA Sporting Car Club. Along with the Kwinana Motorplex, it is recognised as Western Australia’s premier 
motorsport facility. 

The review conducted by GHD Pty Ltd was commissioned by the Department of Sport and Recreation to 
identify and quantify the improvements required to ensure that the site is suitable for future V8 events, in 
addition to servicing the Western Australian motor racing community. 

The review found that the site is well-located and the track complies with all required standards. Issues to be 
addressed include access, parking, location of garages, track length and general amenity. Future expansion is 
possible, albeit requiring resolution of environmental and planning issues. The first option involves the 
construction of approximately 1.2 kilometres of new racetrack, while the second covers an upgrade of the 
existing track as well as construction of two kilometres of additional track. I am convinced that Barbagallo 
Raceway should remain Western Australia’s venue to host V8 supercars and other motorsport events. The 
identified improvements would see it equal the best tracks in Australia.  

I had a very productive meeting this morning with the new chief executive officer of V8 Supercars, Cameron 
Levick, and we are both committed to working with fellow Western Australian enthusiasts to provide a better V8 
motoring experience at Barbagallo Raceway over the coming years. 

I have asked the Department of Sport and Recreation to commission the next phase of the Barbagallo project, 
which is a master plan of the area. This will include working with all the stakeholders to refine the preferred 
design; potential resolution of environmental and planning issues; identification of associated uses, such as 
driver training services; management issues; and funding. I expect the final stage of the report to be completed 
by the end of the year. I thank all stakeholders for their involvement in this stage of the report. In particular, I 
would like to acknowledge the support and assistance of the WA Sporting Car Club as custodians of the facility. 

TOBACCO PRODUCTS CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL 2008 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [12.11 pm] — without notice: I move —  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable consideration of the Tobacco 
Products Control Amendment Bill 2008 to be resumed forthwith. 
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If the house agrees, we will shortly go into consideration in detail. I have agreed with the member for Alfred 
Cove to move this motion today to allow the member to move a motion that the amendments that stand in her 
name on the notice paper be made pro forma. This will allow the bill to come back to the house with all the 
amendments contained therein and will make much simpler reading for every member of the house.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [12.12 pm]: I indicate on behalf of the opposition that we will support the 
suspension moved by the Leader of the House. From what I understand, after speaking to him and also to the 
member for Alfred Cove last evening, this will help progress this legislation to do with smoking. What I say in 
commentary to that is that I would urge the member for Alfred Cove to demand more time to proceed with this 
bill, and demand more time as soon as possible. I think that government time should be made available for the 
progression of the member for Alfred Cove’s bill, and that that time should be made available as soon as 
possible.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am sympathetic to the request.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I hope Hansard records what the Leader of the House said. I advise the member for Alfred 
Cove that I think she is in a very strong position. If she wants to bring on this legislation, all she has to do is say 
to the government, “I want the legislation as soon as possible and that is a condition of my continued support.” 
That is the position the member for Alfred Cove is in; she can indicate that.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I do not believe the member would use those words, ever. She is too honourable a person. For 
the member for Rockingham to use that sort of text I think is disgraceful.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am shocked by the rudeness of the Leader of the House. I think that the member for 
Alfred Cove could demand government time and could indicate, for instance, that she will no longer support the 
gag being moved in this house, as it has been on two occasions in recent weeks, if the government does not 
provide her with time to bring on important legislation. It is up to her to do that. That is something, as an 
Independent, I think would be — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You are the last person she would seek advice from, my friend!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Fair game.  

Mr C.C. Porter: Last week she was corrupt!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am trying to make a reasoned contribution and give the member for Alfred Cove — 

Dr K.D. Hames: See that signal—it means shut up!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I thought the Minister for Health looked better yesterday!  

Dr K.D. Hames: At least you can see all of me, not just my sneakers!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the minister wants me to start getting nasty, I will.  

Mr B.J. Grylls: Fifteen-all!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the National Party was not even here yesterday, so how can he comment? 
The member for Alfred Cove has it entirely within her capacity to demand the passage of this legislation as soon 
as possible, using government time. I would urge her to do it this week or next week and I would urge her to get 
it into the upper house so it can be debated there as soon as possible. If I were her, I would indicate to the 
government that support for things like the gag are not something the member would be interested in in the 
future and that this legislation is a test. It is a serious point. Why should an Independent vote for the gag? For 
God’s sake, why would an Independent vote for the gag? Why would the member for Kalgoorlie vote for the 
gag? It is a bizarre universe we live in when we have Independent members voting for the gag in this house. I 
would not have thought that that is the sort of thing that they would do. If I were them, I would indicate to the 
government that that is not something they would proceed with in the future. I support the suspension of standing 
orders. I would also support the member for Alfred Cove’s legislation being brought on later today, or tomorrow, 
if that is what she would like to see happen.  

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 March. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [12.16 pm]: I was on my feet when we concluded 
debate on the last occasion and I had a considerable amount more to say. What I intend to do, as part of the 
agreement we have, is to cease my remarks at this stage on the Tobacco Products Control Amendment Bill 2008. 
I will have the opportunity during the consideration in detail stage to make any further points. 

The reason we have agreed to this is that this side of the house has not yet decided its position on the legislation. 
That will happen in the future. The Liberal Party is yet to make its decision on whether to support all, or aspects 
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of, this legislation. Nevertheless, the proposal to adopt the amendments pro forma is a sensible move because it 
allows the member to amalgamate the original version of the legislation and what she has proposed to put 
forward as amendments. It will make it much easier for this house to consider that legislation in detail. We are 
happy to proceed to that stage straightaway.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [12.17 pm] — in reply: I would like to thank the members of the Liberal 
Party who stood and gave support to the Tobacco Products Control Amendment Bill 2008. I hope that that 
support will also be forthcoming in the party room next week. I would like to thank the members of the Labor 
Party who have given wholehearted support to this bill. I thank the National Party, which has also indicated its 
support for this bill. I thank all those people who stood during the second reading. Rather than dealing now with 
the concerns that were raised during the second reading stage, the question should be put now and I will answer 
those concerns as we, hopefully, go through this bill clause by clause next Tuesday or Wednesday. Once again, I 
thank everyone for their support. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Pro Forma Amendments 

On motion by Dr J.M. Woollard, resolved —  

That the amendments listed on the notice paper standing in the name of the member for Alfred Cove be 
made pro forma. 

Amendments agreed to pursuant to the foregoing resolution — 

Clause 2. 

Page 2, line 6 — To delete “Assent;” and substitute — 

Assent (assent day); 

Page 2, lines 7 and 8 — To delete “Act within 6 months of sections 1 and 2 receiving the Royal 
Assent.” and substitute — 

Act — on the day after the end of the period of 12 months after assent day. 

Clause 4. 

Page 2, lines 11 to 25 — To delete the lines. 

Clause 5. 

Page 3, lines 4 to 17 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

22. Prohibition on display of tobacco products, packages, smoking implements 

(1) The holder of a retailer’s licence must ensure that a tobacco product, 
package or smoking implement is not displayed in the premises specified in 
the licence. 

Penalty: see section 115. 

(2) If a person is charged with an offence under subsection (1) it is a defence to 
prove that the display was made to a specific customer at the customer’s 
request. 

New clauses 6 and 7. 

Page 3, after line 17 — To insert — 

6. Section 23 deleted 

Delete section 23. 

7. Section 77 amended 

In section 77(1) delete “environmental health officer” and insert: 

a person who belongs to a class of persons prescribed for the purpose of this 
section 

Clause 6. 

Page 3, lines 21 to 29 and page 4 lines 1 to 25 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

107A. Prohibition on smoking “between the flags” 

A person must not smoke in an area that is between flags or other markers placed on a 
beach for the purpose of indicating a patrolled swimming area. 

Penalty: a fine of $1 000. 
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107B. Prohibition on smoking in outdoor eating areas 

(1) In this section —  

outdoor eating area means a public place or part of a public place —  

(a) that is provided as an area where food or drink may be consumed, 
whether or not on a commercial basis; and 

(b) that is not an enclosed public place. 

(2) A person must not smoke in an outdoor eating area. 

Penalty: a fine of $2 000. 

(3) If a person commits an offence under subsection (2) the occupier of the 
outdoor eating area commits an offence. 

Penalty: a fine of $2 000. 

(4) If a person is charged with an offence under subsection (3) it is a defence to 
prove that —  

(a) neither the accused nor any employee or agent of the accused was 
aware, or could reasonably be expected to have been aware, that the 
offence was occurring; or 

(b) as soon as the accused or an employee or agent of the accused 
became aware that the offence was occurring, the accused or an 
employee or agent of the accused — 

(i) informed the person concerned that the person was 
committing an offence; and 

(ii) requested the person to stop smoking in the outdoor eating 
area and to extinguish, and properly dispose of, the 
tobacco product; and 

(iii) if the person failed to comply with a request under 
subparagraph (ii), requested the person to leave the 
outdoor eating area until the person finished smoking the 
tobacco product. 

107C. Prohibition on smoking near children in open playgrounds or sportsgrounds 

(1) In this section —  

child —  

(a) means any boy or girl who has not reached 18 years of age; and 

(b) in the absence of positive evidence as to age, means any boy or girl 
who apparently has not reached 18 years of age; 

play/sport area means a public place or part of a public place —  

(a) that is provided as an area where a child may play, or where a 
person may play sport or watch sport being played; and 

(b) that is not an enclosed public place. 

(2) A person who is in a play/sport area must not smoke within 10 metres of any 
child who is in the play/sport area. 

Penalty: a fine of $1 000. 

107D. Prohibition on smoking in or on vehicles if under 17 year old present 

(1) In this section —  

child —  

(a) means any boy or girl who has not reached 17 years of age; and 

(b) in the absence of positive evidence as to age, means any boy or girl 
who apparently has not reached 17 years of age; 

vehicle means any thing used or capable of being used to transport people or 
goods on roads; 
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road means any highway, road or street open to, or used by, the public and 
includes every carriageway, footway, reservation, median strip and traffic 
island on it and any parking area in a public place. 

(2) A person must not smoke in or on a vehicle if —  

(a) the vehicle is on a road; and 

(b) any other person in or on the vehicle is a child. 

Penalty: a fine of $1 000. 

107E. Prohibition on smoking near entrances of buildings used by or open to the public 

A person must not smoke within 5 metres of any entrance to a building that is a public 
place or part of a public place. 

Penalty: a fine of $1 000. 

Clause 7. 

Page 5, line 2 — To delete “section 115(b) in the Table:” and substitute — 

section 115(1)(b) in the Table in column 1 delete “s. 22(1), (2), (3), (4)” and insert: 

s. 22(1) 

Page 5, lines 3 to 10 — To delete the lines. 

New clauses 8, 9, 10 and 11. 

Page 5, after line 10 — To insert — 

8. Section 124A inserted 

After section 123 insert: 

124A. Provision of information about alleged offences of smoking near 
children 

(1) If a police officer suspects on reasonable grounds that a 
person has committed an offence under section 107C or 
107D, the Commissioner of Police is to supply the CEO 
with the alleged offender’s name, address and date of birth 
and the date and details of the alleged offence, to the 
extent that the Commissioner has that information. 

(2) Information supplied under subsection (1) may be used in 
the performance of any function that the CEO or the 
Foundation has under this Act. 

(3) Subsection (1) applies whether or not the person is charged 
with having committed the alleged offence, or otherwise 
dealt with for the alleged offence without being 
prosecuted.  

9. Section 124 amended 

In section 124(2): 

(a) delete paragraph (b) and insert: 

(b) prescribing matters in relation to the storage of tobacco products, 
packages and smoking implements at places where those items are 
sold by way of retail sale including the means to avoid or minimise 
attention being given to those items; 

(b) in paragraph (c) after “products” insert: 

or smoking implements 

10. Schedule 2 Division 3 inserted 

In Schedule 2 after clause 10 insert: 

Division 3 — Transitional and savings provisions arising from 
amendments made by the Tobacco Products Control Amendment Act 

2009 
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11. Pre-commencement day sections 22 and 23 saved for 12 months in 
relation to specialist retailers 

(1) In this clause —  

amending Act means the Tobacco Products Control Amendment 
Act 2009; 

commencement day means the day mentioned in section 2(b) of the 
amending Act. 

(2) Despite the deletion by the amending Act sections 5 and 5A of 
sections 22 and 23 as they were in operation immediately before 
commencement day, those provisions continue to apply —  

(a) to a person who is a specialist retailer as defined in 
section 23 immediately before commencement day; and 

(b) for the period of 12 months starting on commencement 
day. 

11. Glossary amended 

In the Glossary insert in alphabetical order: 

enclosed public place has the meaning given to that term in regulations 
mentioned under section 125 about smoking in public places as it may be 
amended from time to time; 

occupier, in relation to a public place, means a person having the 
management or control, or otherwise being in charge, of that place; 

TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2009 

Third Reading 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [12.20 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.20 pm]: I rise to speak to the third reading of the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill 2009. Much has been said about this legislation throughout the second reading debate and 
over the course of yesterday during the lengthy consideration in detail stage. The history of the legislation is it 
has been subject to two gags—once during the second reading debate and again during the consideration in detail 
stage. I will return to that point later. Everyone knows that the quantum of the authorisation bill, which has been 
discussed at length, is $1.2 billion in total. The bill itself seeks some $750 million on top of the three per cent 
automatic entitlement contained in the Financial Management Act 2006. 

The passage of this legislation and the debates on previous Treasurer’s advance authorisation bills suggest that 
there needs to be a more streamlined and structured process for how this type of legislation is dealt with. I raised 
this matter with the Treasurer last night during the consideration in detail stage and he nodded his head, although 
I do not know whether that is something he is seriously considering. The opposition sought to refer the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill to the Public Accounts Committee, but that suggestion was not debated 
courtesy of the government’s gag motion. Sending the bill to that committee would have provided members on 
both sides of the house with a more streamlined process that allowed members the opportunity to debate the 
legislation in the chamber with the advantage of having read the Public Accounts Committee’s report. However, 
that was not agreed to and we found ourselves debating the consideration in detail stage of this bill yesterday. 

The first question I raised with the Treasurer on clause 1 was whether the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill could be considered a supplementary budget. I asked that question to determine whether it would trigger the 
requirements under the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000. The Treasurer had not sought advice on 
that matter and I had not given him prior notice of my question. I dare say that the legislation probably is not 
subject to that act. I have sought some advice on the matter of supply and appropriation. Some of the 
constitutional lawyers with whom I have spoken do not consider it to be a supply bill because it is not for the 
general operational purposes of the government but for extraordinary and unforeseen circumstances. Therefore, 
it is probably not a supplementary budget. However, I asked that question because if it were a supplementary 
budget, I would be interested in the government providing a financial strategy statement. I note that yesterday the 
government also released its wages policy, which obviously would form part of the government’s financial 
strategy statement. However, in the future the government will provide a complete and updated government 
financial strategy statement that will include the financial parameters that will guide the government’s economic 
policies and outline how the government formulates public policy, particularly with respect to the financial 
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elements. That is why I asked the question. However, the answer to date is unknown and I will seek some more 
advice on that issue. 

During the consideration in detail stage we spent some time on the commencement clause of the bill. I refer to 
the comments that I made about the more streamlined process to deal with the Treasurer’s advance. The issues 
that were raised by the opposition yesterday and during the second reading debate are issues that oppositions 
have raised for a number of years. Most of those issues are not new. Hence, it might be time to consider whether 
a more streamlined and structured process to deal with the Treasurer’s advance can be dealt with. Therefore, 
yesterday the opposition raised questions about the timing of the Treasurer’s advance and when it must be passed 
so that the implication for the government if it were not passed by a particular date could be made clear to 
members. Members would therefore have a much more thorough understanding of the time constraints within 
which it operates. 

The Treasurer indicated that the legislation must be passed by both houses of Parliament by the end of next week 
because the Assembly does not sit again until May. Parliament will rise for two or three weeks after sitting for 
the next two weeks. Because of the lumpy payments that are to be made in the last two months of the financial 
year, the government will have the flexibility that the Treasurer’s advance is designed to provide going into the 
final two months of the financial year. I note that the Treasurer indicated—he might have to assist me—how 
much of the initial three per cent had been allocated already out of the $450 million. I think the Treasurer said 
that $20 million had already been drawn down yesterday to get through to the end of the financial year. The 
Treasurer’s advance seeks $750 million in funding. Yesterday during the consideration in detail stage the 
Treasurer said that much of the money would be spent on the commitments that the Liberal Party made during 
the election campaign. There is no doubt that this Treasurer’s advance has been compounded by the change of 
government since the budget was brought down. That has brought significant cost pressures to bear on the 
Treasurer’s advance because of the deal that was struck between the Liberal Party and National Party due to the 
various commitments that they gave. 

Throughout the course of the consideration in detail stage, the Treasurer made a number of commitments 
regarding the provision of supplementary information. I will endeavour to go through Hansard and then write to 
the Treasurer to set out the information that we sought. That might be an easy way to get that information sorted. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: That is very generous. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I dare say, Treasurer, that if I do not do it, nobody will. I will do that and the Treasurer can 
provide me with the information. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I met the Treasury officials at half past eight this morning, after they had gone home at 2 am. 
They will attempt to provide that information. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Will my letter to the Treasurer be of use? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I suspect that it may be, but they will do the same exercise. Between us we will get that 
information. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Wonderful. I will pass on that information to the members of the opposition who spoke last 
night. 

The key to the Treasurer’s advance is it is authorising expenditure for extraordinary or unforeseen 
circumstances. Certainly the change in government, and therefore the implementation of the policy that was not 
taken into consideration in the budget process, would obviously fall into that category. Comments have been 
made—I will not labour them—by many members on this side of the house about the amount of the Treasurer’s 
advance. However, many of the questions opposition members asked the Treasurer were focused on the issue of 
expenditure and whether the Treasurer was comfortable with the figure that he had allocated to each government 
agency and whether that expenditure would be made or whether it was an undershoot. Certainly the member for 
West Swan raised that point about the Commissioner of Main Roads and the request for $20.7 million, which 
resulted primarily from revised oil price adjustments. We all know that the price of oil has dropped considerably 
over the past 12 months. In my notes — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Member, it went up, and then came down again. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: — it states that it was at $96 a barrel at budget time, it was up to $134 a barrel when the Pre-
Election Financial Projections Statement was issued; it was down to $62 a barrel at the time of the midyear 
review and it was somewhere around $50 a barrel yesterday when consideration in detail was taking place. 
Obviously, that has had a significant, and probably favourable, impact for the Commissioner of Main Roads and 
the Public Transport Authority of Western Australia. I dare say that the member for West Swan will probably 
make some further comments on that.  

Later in the evening there was commentary on royalties for regions. At $337 million, it was obviously the largest 
item on the list that the Treasurer provided to the opposition, and questions were asked about how much of that 
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will be expended this financial year. The majority of that will be allocated to funds that the National Party has 
established since coming to office.  

The more interesting part of the evening came when the Premier decided to take over from the Treasurer and sit 
in his seat. Initially I thought it was because the Treasurer had to dash off to see a man about a dog, as is often 
said. The Premier enjoyed his time in that chair. It is rare to see a Premier in that chair for a brief period, 
carrying legislation through the Parliament. I found it interesting that his very first piece of evidence contradicted 
the evidence the Treasurer had given immediately prior to the Premier taking the chair. That evidence came after 
a long debate in the chamber about education and training, and particularly where the funding for $35 million to 
pay the teachers’ enterprise bargaining agreement will come from. It was an interesting time of the evening. It 
was a Premier I have only ever seen once. That was last year, when we came back to deal with the truth-in-
sentencing legislation. He was clearly unhappy at having to answer the questions that the Treasurer, I think, had 
been doing very well in attempting to answer before the Premier took the chair. Then the Premier decided to 
come in and change the climate of the house quite considerably, in a way that — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I heard about this!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: — I do not think progressed the debate, and perhaps slowed it down. But it gave clarity to the 
opposition about whose evidence to follow on the legislation, particularly on the education and training 
component of the Treasurer’s advance and why the advance did not include the $35 million allocation that is 
referred to on page 7 of the midyear review—we all know now that it is page 7! According to the Treasurer, the 
$35 million for the teachers has been funded through the three per cent efficiency dividend; however, the 
Premier rejected that evidence quite strongly. 

I will mention a couple of other areas before I take my seat. They are areas on which the Treasurer, I have no 
doubt, will come back to us with some information. There were some questions regarding the allocation within 
health for the Royal Flying Doctor Service, because there was also an allocation for the RFDS within the 
royalties for regions funding. It was a bit unclear about whether there was a double-up, and the Treasurer will go 
off and deal with that issue and come back to the house with the information. 

Admittedly, the current Treasurer had little to do with the general agreement 4 increase, as it was a decision of 
the previous government. I was more interested in how the state’s finances are managed, especially the extra 
$33.4 million for GA4, which was the entire impact outside of the budgetary process that had to be provided 
through the Treasurer’s advance. The way I understand it, it was simply a transfer of money from, effectively, 
one account into the accounts of the various departments that needed the funding. That requirement was largely 
due, from what I could gather from the Treasurer’s evidence, to wage impacts rather than to increases in full-
time equivalents in agencies. 

I have mentioned royalties for regions. The member for North West spent some time questioning the Treasurer 
about that, and he hopefully got some good answers. It is an area that members on this side of the house, across a 
broad spread of portfolios, have a particular interest in because it is a significant amount of money. Whether the 
money will be expended prior to the end of the financial year was the subject of some scrutiny. 

Before the gag motion was moved and the debate was forcefully concluded, I questioned the Treasurer about the 
taxation refunds that were administered by the Department of Treasury and Finance. The Treasurer said that the 
figure for refunds was $13 million in 2007-08 and went up to $135.6 million in 2008-09. Initially I was 
obviously concerned about whether there was a problem within the Department of Treasury and Finance that has 
resulted in larger-than-usual tax refunds in this financial year. The Treasurer advised that, due to a court case, or 
settlement, a decision was made to return the sum of $100 million to a very lucky taxpayer who had obviously 
convinced the Office of State Revenue of the merits of his or her, or its, case. 

The contingency fund of $149.3 million was the subject of some comment throughout the course of the evening. 
I believed that there was a process by which a figure for the contingency fund of $150 million would have been 
arrived at. Last year it was $70 million. The Treasurer advised that last year’s figure of $70 million was 10.2 per 
cent of the entire amount sought. The $150 million figure is 12.2 per cent, so the Treasurer is asking for about a 
similar figure. However, interestingly, if there are underspends—I return to the example of the Commissioner of 
Main Roads—and money earmarked in the Treasurer’s advance is not spent, it simply ends up in the 
contingency fund, increasing the size of that fund. However, as the Treasurer indicated, if the three per cent 
efficiency dividend within the education department is not met, there will need to be a draw-down from the 
contingency fund to finance some of that $35 million in extra appropriation for the teachers’ enterprise 
bargaining agreement. That is as much as I could gather about the funding for that $35 million. 

As I indicated at the beginning of my contribution to the third reading debate, the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill is historically—I guess always will be—a controversial bill. It always involves significant 
spending outside of the budget process. Regardless of the fact that this year it is at a historically record high, the 
advance will always run into the hundreds of millions of dollars simply because the Financial Management Act, 
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quite appropriately, gives the state government an automatic three per cent allowance on the previous year’s 
appropriation to deal with extraordinary and unforeseen circumstances that governments necessarily have to deal 
with. However, the opposition was keen to have this matter referred to the Public Accounts Committee, simply 
because an advance of $1.2 billion is a huge figure—the largest in Western Australian history. It was the 
opposition’s view, and my very strong view, that the debate was necessary to give Parliament some confidence 
that the figures arrived at in the Treasury document were accurate and were proper reflections of what the 
government is likely to expend. If the bill had been referred to the Public Accounts Committee, it could have, 
and I think would have, streamlined the process of consideration in detail we went through last night. 

I want to reflect again on the activities of the Premier last night in coming into this place, removing the Treasurer 
from his seat and taking over for half an hour of proceedings. As far as I could tell, the Treasurer was actually 
doing a good job in endeavouring to answer the questions of the opposition. Obviously there were some answers 
that were not satisfactory to the opposition. However, the tone and tenor of debate up until the time the Premier 
arrived in the house had been productive. The Premier then showed his petulance in coming into the house and 
immediately contradicting the Treasurer in respect of why the $35 million—which, quite rightly, many members 
on this side had been cross-examining the Treasurer about—had not been included in the Treasurer’s advance 
when it is clearly extra expenditure that had not been factored into the 2008-09 budget. The Premier needs to 
take a good, long, hard look at himself. His performance last night, and his performance during the debate on the 
truth-in-sentencing legislation, is not becoming of the Premier of a state. It is certainly not becoming of the 
Premier of Western Australia. I have said to the Premier in the past that I, perhaps more than most on this side of 
the house, have a reasonably high regard for the Premier. However, I think his behaviour during the debate last 
night is undermining his position as the head statesman in our state. I certainly hope that in future the Premier 
will not perform such politically embarrassing stunts as the one he performed last night. Last night, the Premier 
undermined not only his Treasurer, but also his position as Premier. He certainly demeaned the Parliament and 
the tenor of the debate. Thankfully, once the Premier left the table, the debate returned to the positive tenor that 
had been in place prior to his arrival, and the Premier then promptly fell asleep and we did not hear from him 
again.  

I think it is time the Parliament put in place a more structured process for dealing with the Treasurer’s advance. 
That process should put in place a date—a date to which the Treasurer and the Department of Treasury and 
Finance can work, and a date to which the Parliament can work—by which the Treasurer’s advance needs to be 
passed, or, as the Leader of the House has said, the lights will go out and the wages will not be paid. That would 
give the government the flexibility that it needs, and ensure that the normal operations of government can take 
place, but at the same time it would allow the Parliament to scrutinise the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill to ensure that it is an adequate reflection of the moneys required by the government. It is worth making the 
point that many of the questions that we put to the Treasurer were about the adequacy of the amount of 
$1.2 billion that he was seeking. We acknowledge the fact that the quantum of that amount is historically high. 
However, the questions that we put were about whether that amount was high enough. We asked those questions 
because the Treasurer has indicated that there are many unknowns in respect of the day-to-day activities of 
government in implementing the three per cent efficiency dividend. We do not want to find ourselves in a 
position in which the legislation has gone through but the government has not appropriated sufficient funds to 
deal with the extraordinary or unforeseen matters envisaged by the Financial Management Act 2006.  

I conclude by saying that yesterday was certainly a long session. I think the Treasurer was in his seat at the table 
for 10 hours—well, minus half an hour—answering questions. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It seemed a lot longer than that! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes—to all of us, Treasurer. I thank those members on this side of the house who 
participated in the debate. As I have indicated, I think the Treasurer was endeavouring to do his best in 
answering the many questions that were asked of him. However, the involvement of the Premier was certainly 
unbecoming of him.  

With those few words, I look forward to this matter going through a similar process in the other place. However, 
I believe we need to see whether there will be any benefit for the government in coming up with a more 
structured process by which Treasurer’s advances can be dealt with in the future, so that we are not in the 
position in which the opposition—it does not matter who is in opposition—is left dissatisfied by the process. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Just for your information, after last night’s debate, as enjoyable as it was, I thought there must 
be a better way of doing this. I intend to write to the Public Accounts Committee and ask it to provide some 
advice on options that the government can consider in relation to this matter. I am very happy to do that. I cannot 
say that I will agree with the options it may suggest, but I will be happy to consider its recommendations. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That certainly needs to happen, because every opposition since time immemorial has raised 
the same complaints that we raised yesterday during the debate. It would be good if we could avoid a situation in 
which, 10 years from now, oppositions are saying the same thing. We need to have a process in place that the 
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Treasurer is happy with, the Department of Treasury and Finance is happy with, the Parliament is happy with 
and the government is happy with. The government will then be able to feel secure in knowing that it can 
respond to the extraordinary and unforeseen circumstances to which governments need to respond. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [12.45 pm]: I want to reinforce the comments made by the member for 
Victoria Park. I appreciate the efforts of the Treasurer, and of the Treasury officials who were here last night, 
who I think did as good a job as they could given the circumstances. I again want to reinforce that for us to 
question how the $1.2 billion Treasurer’s advance will be spent is not a terrible thing to do. Despite what the 
Premier has said, I believe it is the role of the Parliament to question how this $1.2 billion will be spent. 
Therefore, I think our questions were valid. However, despite our efforts to clarify how this $1.2 billion will be 
spent, we are still unsure about where the bulk of it will go, and whether the amounts that have been listed in the 
supplementary information that has been provided to the opposition will hold true.  

I will now sum up some of the things that we learnt about during the debate last night. The first is the efficiency 
dividend. The whole of this $1.2 billion ask by the Treasurer is predicated on the fact that the government will 
deliver a three per cent efficiency dividend in 2008-09. As we have heard over the past couple of weeks, it is 
very unclear whether the government will be able to deliver that efficiency dividend in the core departments. The 
Department of Health is expected to deliver $60 million in savings in efficiency dividends for 2008-09. The 
Department of Education and Training is expected to deliver $50 million for 2008-09. WA Police is expected to 
deliver $12.5 million in efficiency dividends for 2008-09. There is a huge risk that those efficiency dividends 
will not be delivered. It has come out in the upper house estimates committee that the directors general of the 
Department of Health and the Department of Education and Training do not believe they will be able to achieve 
those efficiency dividends for 2008-09. The Treasurer said last night that he and his department are working with 
those agencies to try to secure those efficiency dividends for this financial year. Again, I do not think anyone is 
assuming that those full efficiency dividends will be found. That poses a significant risk to the amount that has 
been requested under the TAA. I do not believe those efficiency dividends will be fully met. I believe they will 
be only partially met, if what we heard from the Treasurer last night is correct. 

The second thing that we learnt about last night is the blow-outs in government expenditure. As I have said, the 
TAA is predicated on an efficiency dividend. Questions have been raised about the delivery of that dividend. 
Questions have also been raised about the out-of-control or unbudgeted expenditure in key areas such as health 
and education and training. We have heard from the relevant directors general that the Department of Education 
and Training has estimated that its expenditure will be about $50 million over budget, and the Department of 
Health has estimated that its expenditure will be about $200 million over budget. The Treasurer and the 
Department of Treasury and Finance are working through that, but those predicted blow-outs again put at risk 
the amount asked for in the Treasurer’s advance authorisation of $1.2 billion. If that expenditure comes to 
fruition and there is a $50 million blow-out in education costs and a $200 million blow-out in health costs, it will 
significantly impact and undermine the TAA request for $1.2 billion. I am sure some management will be taking 
place, in particular probably some expense carryover for the end of the financial year to try to ensure that the 
Treasurer does not have to come back to the Parliament to request more money. If that occurs, these key 
agencies will be starting 2009-10 in a negative position.  

Is the TAA request of $1.2 billion enough? We know that the efficiency dividend is not being fully met in some 
key departments and that blow-outs in some departments have to be managed. There is a significant risk that the 
$1.2 billion will not be enough. We have also heard that there is some significant underspend in some key areas. 
I think that the magnitude of expenditure we have been talking about in the Department of Health and the 
Department of Education and Training in particular means that if those two departments are not controlled, if 
those efficiency dividends are not delivered and the blow-outs are not managed, the TAA request of $1.2 billion, 
including the $150 million contingency, will not be enough. The government has a huge task before it over the 
next couple of weeks before the budget cut-off date to manage that expenditure to ensure that the Treasurer will 
not need to come back to the Parliament for a further request for funding over and above the $1.2 billion TAA. 

I turn now to the apparent significant underspends. I do not think that it was too much for this Parliament to be 
requesting from this government an explanation of where the $1.2 billion was going. Similar requests have been 
made over the past decade, as I recall, and such information has always been provided. I think what has 
happened this year in particular is that a lot of the information that has been provided will not come into play 
because a lot of it is built on false assumptions or wrong assumptions. There is significant underspend in some 
key areas, in particular in the delivery of election commitments. This Treasurer and government have talked 
about the non-delivery of commitments over the past eight years. The previous government delivered a lot and 
delivered a huge amount of infrastructure and a huge increase in improved services. The previous government 
was operating in the significantly different economic times of an economic boom, which always puts pressure on 
the ability to meet costs and timelines. The Treasurer made that criticism of the former government, but already 
six months into the term of this government there is significant underspend and non-delivery and a failure to 
meet the government’s election commitments. The midyear review, together with the TAA, lists a number of 
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election commitments for which funding has been requested and provided through this bill. The Parliament is 
being asked today to provide funding for a number of election commitments that we already know will not be 
delivered according to the time frame set out for the people of Western Australia during the last election 
campaign. There are also some wrong assumptions, which we talked about last night. There is an assumption 
that the Commissioner of Main Roads will require extra funding of about $20 million. The Public Transport 
Authority also requested extra funding of about $22 million on the basis of the oil price.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes; as pointed out by the opposition, that funding will not be required. I am not sure why 
the TAA is not adjusted to reflect the fact that the assumption has already been found to be incorrect and that the 
$42 million will not be required in the 2008-09 financial year. We already have those two items that are out of 
date. Of course, there is also a range of election commitments for which funding was earmarked in the midyear 
review and for which the TAA provides and which will not be undertaken. We heard the Treasurer confirm last 
night that in many cases the time frame set out by this government in the election campaign and the midyear 
review, and implicit in the TAA, will not be met. The Treasurer has spoken at length about lagging timelines for 
the delivery of some of the previous Labor government’s commitments. However, six months into its term this 
government has already started to slip in its delivery of its election commitments.  

I want to go through the government’s election commitments having regard to the supplementary information 
provided by the Treasurer for the TAA. The Department for Communities is seeking $29.8 million to deliver 
mainly two key election commitments. There is the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate and the seniors’ security rebate. 
The seniors’ cost-of-living rebate is about $25.6 million and the seniors’ security rebate is $2.5 million. As I said 
last night, we have heard nothing about the seniors’ security rebate. That was confirmed by the Treasurer. I am 
not sure where that commitment is at, but $2.5 million was specified in the Liberal Party’s election costings and 
the midyear review. We are being asked to provide funding to deliver this commitment, which will not happen in 
this financial year. The $2.5 million is unlikely to be needed or requested, yet we are being asked to approve the 
funding. We have heard much about the seniors’ cost-of-living rebate for which $25.6 million has been allocated 
in the 2008-09 midyear review and in the TAA. As late as last week the implementation of this seniors’ cost-of-
living rebate was further delayed, which is a pity because today electricity prices are increasing for ordinary 
families by about 10 per cent. The delay in the implementation of the rebate means the whole of the 
$25.6 million that has been allocated to be spent in the financial year 2008-09 will not be spent. I am not quite 
sure how much of it will be spent, but I am sure we heard the Treasurer confirm yesterday that the full 
$25.6 million will not be allocated in this financial year. The government made two key election commitments. 
There is severe slippage in the delivery of those commitments, yet we are still being asked to commit that 
funding through the TAA.  

I turn to the Department of Corrective Services. We are being asked to provide $7.5 million to plan two new 
prisons, which is a significant request. I am not sure on what basis the estimates were made. We are not sure 
where the prisons will be located, what will be the total cost and when construction will start. We mentioned last 
night in the debate that $7.5 million is an exorbitant request for the planning of two new prisons, in particular 
when not one dollar is being allocated to the planning of the new Royal Perth Hospital through this TAA bill. 
There is no detail of where the prisons will be located and what their total cost will be. I asserted that I did not 
believe that the $7.5 million will be needed. It may possibly be needed by the Department of Corrective Services 
but not for the planning of those two new prisons by 30 June. 

I turn to the Department of Education and Training, for which $48.4 million has been requested for capital 
upgrades to schools around the state. It is said that the $48.4 million is needed for the delivery of the Liberal 
Party’s election commitments. The only problem is that we are not sure what those commitments are. During the 
debate last night the Minister for Education did not put forward any information about what the $48.4 million 
would be spent on. To clarify the position, $48.4 million is requested for Department of Education and Training 
capital works, yet there is no clarification of where that money is meant to be spent. The Treasurer did point to 
Liberal Party costings, but they did not break down the expenditure year by year, so in respect of 2008-09 we 
have no idea what the $48.4 million will be spent on. The Treasurer asks that we put questions to the Minister for 
Education. We will try, but I am not sure how successful we will be in getting answers. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: We are not confident.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We are not confident at all, but we will try. We will give it a burl! 

Again, I do not think that $48.4 million will be spent in 2008-09. Through this TAA process, the Parliament is 
being asked to allocate funding to items that we are very sure will not be required in 2008-09. This list is 
basically a compilation of what appears in the midyear review, stuck together with a few wage increases, except 
for the education and training increase, which we are still trying to find, and then presented to the Parliament.  
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I turn now to the other key election commitments, beginning with the Public Transport Authority. The sum of 
$50.2 million is being requested for the 2008-09 financial year to deliver election commitments. Two of those 
key commitments, as was again confirmed last night, will not be delivered according to the time frame listed in 
the midyear review and implicit in the TAA. I refer to the seniors’ free transport, which starts this week. To 
implement this election commitment, $5.5 million has been requested. This is the full-year cost of this election 
commitment and therefore $5.5 million will not be the 2008-09 cost as we are now three-quarters of the way 
through the 2008-09 financial year. The other key component is the sum of $4 million, implicit in the 
$50.2 million, for the upgrades of car parks. We have had belief confirmed that that money is not required, or 
will not be spent by 30 June this year. 

I turn now to royalties for regions, and reinforce the fact that I believe the Parliament has been requested to fund 
items that at this stage are unlikely to be spent. The sum of $337 million has been requested for royalties for 
regions in 2008-09, which is a significant amount. I know that the Minister for Regional Development, in a 
ministerial statement delivered this morning, tabled a document relating to the regional development 
infrastructure and services grants fund, which I will speak about in a moment. I want to go through the royalties 
for regions allocation of $337 million. Again, I believe that a lot of this funding will not be spent in the promised 
and committed time frame.  

The country aged pensioner fuel card is the subject of an allocation of $20 million for this financial year. 
According to last week’s newspapers, this government does not appear to be very close to delivering that 
commitment. I understand that a consultant has been employed from an interstate firm to design the fuel card and 
the scheme, but I think it is unlikely, given the significant administrative costs and difficulties in implementing 
the scheme, that it will be up by 30 June. The Parliament has been asked for $20 million to fund this program, 
which we are pretty sure will not be happening by 30 June. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: They haven’t even determined the eligibility criteria. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is right. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Mandurah people are waiting to see if they will get it. They are regional people. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think they have access to public transport. 

Again, the Parliament is being asked to fund $337 million worth of commitments when we are sure that a lot of 
those commitments will not be delivered by 30 June. The Bush Change housing grant has been allocated 
$10 million this financial year, but it is uncertain whether that amount will be spent. I am pretty sure that the full 
$10 million will not be spent.  

I turn now to the regional development infrastructure and services grants fund, to which $40 million has been 
allocated in the midyear review and as part of the TAA. The Minister for Regional Development today delivered 
a ministerial statement showing that the process for this program is now underway and it is expected that the 
successful applicants will be announced in June. Given that the successful applicants will be announced in June, 
and given the accountability measures and administrative process that the applications will need to go through, I 
cannot see this money being spent or committed by the end of June. Again, I am not sure whether the 
$40 million required will need to be spent by 30 June. 

The last underspend I will talk about relates to Western Australia Police. The sum of $7.6 million has been 
allocated to Western Australia Police through the midyear review and this TAA for new police stations and 
upgrades as part of election commitments. We are not sure what those stations are, and I am not sure whether it 
is possible to spend the $7.6 million by 30 June if no announcement has even been made of which stations are to 
be upgraded. Again, there is uncertainty about whether that $7.6 million will be spent. 

In summing up, the Parliament is being asked to approve $1.2 billion in expenditure. I agree with the member for 
Victoria Park, and it is good to hear that the Treasurer has taken this on board, that a better process needs to be 
developed, in particular when such large sums are being requested. This is a significant amount of money to be 
sought out of budget. I know there has been an election, but $1.2 billion is significant. We have talked before 
about how there possibly should have been a mini-budget to allow for the explanation of the election 
commitments. I think that would have been prudent. There is still a lack of clarity, although I appreciate the 
efforts of the Treasurer and the Treasury officials last night. This is still a bit of a guessing game about where the 
$1.2 billion will ultimately go. I believe a number of election commitments will not be funded by 30 June, but I 
think the underspend will be required to cover the health and the education and training financial difficulties that 
have been outlined in the press and by the relevant directors general over the past couple of weeks. While there 
will be underspends in the delivery of some election commitments, and of course the oil price issue, I believe 
that some of the underspend will be required to cover the non-delivery of efficiency dividends in health and 
education and possibly in police. This is the first time this Parliament has been asked to approve $1.2 billion at a 
budget. No-one should accuse the opposition of doing anything wrong in asking questions and seeking clarity 
about where the $1.2 billion will be spent. 
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I have been watching politics in this state now for 10 or 11 years, and this is the first time I have ever seen a 
Premier send his Treasurer to the back bench when the house has been debating an appropriation or TAA bill. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is amazing, incredible and unprecedented—the first time in history. As a result of that—
what do we call it? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: A high-level incident in the chamber. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A high-level incident, or intervention. He was gone for 40 minutes. I have worked for two 
previous Premiers—the present member for Willagee and the former member for Victoria Park—and I cannot 
even imagine a situation in which those Premiers would have come in and moved the present Leader of the 
Opposition to the back bench and said that they would handle it. I cannot believe what that says about the 
confidence that this Premier has in the Treasurer.  

Mr P. Abetz interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The role of headkicker does not suit the member for Southern River. I cannot believe it 
happened. It is something that everyone has been aware of, and while government members were sitting there 
laughing, everyone realised what happened last night.  

[Quorum formed.]  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, I have never seen a Premier show such a lack of confidence in a Treasurer. It was 
an extraordinary event. While all the members of the government are laughing now, at the time they were all 
nervous and realised what was happening. I actually felt sorry for the Treasurer as he sat behind the Premier, 
trying to provide answers and the Premier telling him not to speak.  

Mr P. Papalia: He was a poor, pitiful figure.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Exactly. We are still not sure what happened to the $35 million—I do not want to reopen 
that debate—allocated as part of the teacher’s enterprise bargaining agreement, yet no funding has been sought 
through the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation. We are not quite sure where the $35 million is coming from. As 
I said, there seemed to be funding in line with every other enterprise bargaining agreement, but the $35 million 
for the government’s core election commitment—the teachers’ EBA—does not exist in any appropriations. The 
Treasurer said that it was being funded by the efficiency dividend while the Premier was saying, “No, it’s not”. 
The Premier’s intervention last night confused the house. It showed that the Premier knows little about the state 
finances and it embarrassed the Treasurer. I think it embarrassed every member of the government to know that 
their Treasurer was sent packing because the Premier wanted to come in and take control. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [1.12 pm]: I thank members of the opposition for their contribution to this 
debate. I am particularly impressed that members of the opposition took it up to the government yesterday and 
last evening to request some explanation for what is contained within this legislation. I note that not one 
government member, as far as I can recall—I was here for some hours yesterday—apart from the member for 
Alfred Cove with her pungent contribution to the debate, the Treasurer, and the Premier with his dramatic 
intervention late in the evening, contributed to debate on a request for $1.2 billion of the biggest ever spend; not 
one government member. I thank the member for Alfred Cove for her contribution, the making of which 
demonstrated the lack of interest in this debate by members of the government, with the exception of the Premier 
and the Treasurer.  

I will comment on the events of last night. Yesterday evening was extraordinary. In my parliamentary life it was 
one of the better debates I have had the opportunity to participate in. Of course, I have been in this place for 
many late night sittings, particularly in my early days, in the mid to late 1990s, when there were a great many of 
them. Last night was one of the more enjoyable times. The Premier’s performance last night was a metaphor for 
his attitude to his ministers. It is a pity it happened so late in the evening because I do not think the media would 
have been able to observe what went on last evening. To put the event on the historical record, I will relay again 
to the house what took place because it is relevant to this legislation.  

The Treasurer was dealing with the legislation as best he could, but he was unable to answer many of the 
questions posed by the opposition. As the night wore on, he consistently adopted different strategies such as 
saying, “I am not going to answer that”, and he was presented with new information on questions that he had 
been unable to answer earlier. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Rubbish. You tried to make it into a government estimates investigation.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Minister for Mental Health was looking rather sleepy last night, so I am not sure he 
can recall things clearly.  
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As the night wore on, the Treasurer was provided with pieces of paper by one of his advisors, one of whom was 
Mr Michael Barnes, a very, very professional Treasury officer, and he enlightened us on various issues 
concerning the Treasurer’s advance. Suddenly, the Premier bowled into the chamber in a dramatic flourish and 
sat behind the Treasurer. He had obviously been observing the debate somewhat and thought, “I will come in 
here —  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: The Treasurer had been sitting there for five hours; give him a break.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Can I finish what I am saying, please?  

Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Does the minister behave like this with his patients? Please! Can I finish what I am 
saying? My goodness, no wonder he got out of medicine and became a member of Parliament if that is how he 
behaves towards his patients!  

The Premier bowled into the chamber and decided that, having been here for 19 or 20 years, he would show the 
Treasurer how things are done, so he tapped the Treasurer on the shoulder; they had a little conversation and the 
Treasurer left. I understand fully that the call of nature might have meant the Treasurer had to go out for 
somewhere between two and 10 minutes, but the intervention was rather longer than that.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: I think he had irritable Barnett syndrome! 

Several members interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Very good.  

So the Premier tapped the Treasurer on the shoulder, who went out for a period and then the Premier took over 
the debate. In his first intervention, the Premier directly contradicted the point the Treasurer had been making for 
probably the previous hour. I will go into the details a little later. He then said that we do not know what we are 
talking about! He proceeded with his normal sloganeering in the way he speaks in this place. It is all about 
slogans, “You’re either with us or against us”; he does not get into the detail of the argument. Then the Treasurer 
arrived back in the chamber after the Premier had said, as members will recall, “I’m here for the long haul”. He 
turned to the backbenchers and said, “We’re here until five o’clock aren’t we troops?” Everyone on the back 
benches cheered and said, “Yes, we’re here till five o’clock.” We said, “Fine; if that’s what you want to do, we’ll 
proceed with the debate later into the evening.” He said, “Right, we’re here till five o’clock; I’ve been having a 
sleep for a couple of hours and I am ready to go and I’ll send the Treasurer off for a kip”—that was the word he 
used—which, to me, means sleep. He said, “I’ve been having a kip for a couple of hours; I’m ready to go; the 
Treasurer needs a break and I’m going to take you on.” Then the Treasurer arrived back in the chamber and the 
Premier was obviously struggling because he said that it had been a mistake for the Treasurer to give us the 
advice he had given us on what the Treasurer’s advance was to be spent on. He said to the Treasurer, “Well, your 
first mistake was to give them that because that gives them something to talk about.” He was saying, in other 
words, that it was a mistake to advise the people of Western Australia what the $1.2 billion was going to be spent 
on. He said, “That is your first mistake.” In other words, next year, the Treasurer should not give us that advice 
because, obviously, we might speak to it. In light of all the words he spoke when he first became Premier about 
how his government would answer questions and be accountable and question time would be a time in which he 
answers questions, my God, is the attitude he exhibited last night not the height of hypocrisy? Anyway, the 
Treasurer then arrived back in the chamber and sat immediately behind the Premier looking very sheepish and 
the Premier proceeded to not answer the questions. The Treasurer was watching the Premier while the Premier 
was in his seat.  

When I was a minister, or when the Leader of the Opposition was the Treasurer, if the Premier came in and said 
that he would take over the debate, even though we were sitting here ready, willing and able to handle it, it 
expressed a lack of confidence in our ability. That is what it does. I fully understand the Treasurer taking a break 
for a cup of tea, a toilet break or to have something to eat, but when the Premier is handling the debate whilst the 
minister is sitting directly behind him—in camera shot, mind you—and the minister is not allowed to come 
forward and handle the debate, it expresses a distinct lack of confidence in the minister’s ability in this house. 
There is no other way of reading that.  

We then proceeded with various areas of the debate. The Premier started to make a strategic retreat on the things 
he was saying. Then he said, “I have done my bit now. I will hand back to the Treasurer.” Then, as the night 
went on, we noted members of the government filing back in to the chamber and obviously we knew that the 
government was going to gag debate. There was no need to do that. I said that last night and I will say it again: 
there was no need to do that. We have three full days of sitting this week. If the government had come to the 
opposition and said that it would like this bill put through by the end of the week and asked us how can we 
structure the debate to allow that to happen, I would have agreed. The management of this place is quite simple. 
We could have sat here last night until 10 o’clock and sat here today doing consideration in detail, and we could 
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have done the third reading tomorrow, and the bill would have been through. Instead, the government came in, at 
two o’clock this morning, and said that it would gag the debate—after the Premier had said that we would go 
until five o’clock this morning. The government said it would gag debate on this important legislation. We had 
some very important questions.  

So that the member for Swan Hills understands, the opposition is voting for the legislation. Considering all 
members of the opposition are voting for it, what was the requirement for us all to be here? What was the 
requirement for us all to be here at two o’clock in the morning? We are voting for the legislation. That does not 
mean that we do not ask questions. If we were voting against the legislation, members would have a point, but 
we are voting for it. The anger and heat surrounding that was completely unnecessary because we were going to 
vote for it.  

As we were proceeding through this four-page document, which detailed what the money given through the 
Treasurer’s advance was going to be spent on, the gag in effect meant that around one-third of the expenditure 
was not actually questioned. We proceeded in an orderly way through the document, but, broadly speaking, I 
finished by asking the Treasurer about the South West Development Commission component. He did not get the 
opportunity to answer my question because the Leader of the House gagged debate. It meant that we could not 
ask questions on the components of the Department of Sport and Recreation, the Department of Treasury and 
Finance, the Electoral Commission and the Department of Water. I think one member might have asked one or 
two questions about WA Police, but we did not get into the police stations’ commitments. The remainder were 
the areas within contingency and various small items. We did not get to debate those issues because the 
government gagged the debate last evening.  

During the third reading debate, we will now raise all those issues as best we can. However, we cannot actually 
ask the minister. I note that the minister is not here for the third reading again. The minister should be here for 
that. That is what the third reading is about. He should be sitting in here listening so that he is able to respond to 
the concerns raised when he wraps up the debate at the end of the third reading. I do not know why he would be 
so rude as to not be here for that. That is proper parliamentary practice. That is treating the Parliament with 
respect, particularly in light of the gagging of the debate last night.  

Debate was also gagged when we attempted to move the bill to the Public Accounts Committee. There have been 
two gags on this debate in the course of three weeks of parliamentary sitting this year. Twice the government has 
shut down debate in the Parliament. The Parliament is the principal accountability measure in Western Australia. 
When debate is shut down, we shut down accountability in this state. It was particularly unnecessary on this 
occasion because we are voting for the government’s legislation. It is not a situation in which we are voting 
against the legislation; we are voting for the legislation. I note that the Treasurer, a few moments ago—when he 
was here—said that he saw some merit in contacting the Public Accounts Committee to seek its advice on these 
issues. Despite that, the government gagged debate on the bill, even when the Speaker himself said that he 
thought it was something that we should discuss. The management of the house, certainly in the early days of 
this government, has been nothing short of appalling when we consider all these factors that have come into 
play.  

I want to deal with one other thing; that is, when the debate was gagged last evening, three Independent members 
voted for the gag. The Minister for Education has obviously disavowed the earlier commitment she made in 
relation to gagging and guillotining debate in this house. As I pointed out last night, after 19 years of saying how 
wrong it was, the instant she gets to be a minister she starts voting for it. I think that speaks volumes about the 
Minister for Education. 

The member for Alfred Cove has a very, very powerful position in this place. I do not think she quite 
understands how powerful she is. She has put forward the smoking legislation, which she is quite committed to, 
and, as I indicated to her today, we are happy for that to come on for debate at any time. We gave up three hours 
of opposition time to allow her to do it the other week. She can bring that on now—all she has to do is indicate to 
the government that she wants to bring it on. She has a powerful position in this place. She just has to indicate, as 
the National Party did, that if the government does not provide what she wants, she will walk. That is what the 
National Party did—the Liberal Party gave the Nationals what they wanted or else they would have walked. All 
the member for Alfred Cove has to say is exactly the same thing, and she can be responsible for some very 
significant health-related reforms in this state. That is all she has to do.  

The member for Alfred Cove voted for the gag last evening. I think that across Westminster Parliaments it is 
very unusual for Independents to vote for those sorts of initiatives. It was very unusual for her to do it. Again, we 
were going to vote for the legislation, so whether she was here in the house and whether the member for 
Kalgoorlie was in the house was a complete irrelevance, because the legislation is going to pass. To vote for a 
gag and to not allow people to say what they want to say on legislation which is put forward by the government 
they are associated with, or part of, and which will proceed through in any case, is, quite frankly, bizarre.  
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The member for Kalgoorlie is my friend. I like the member for Kalgoorlie; I have always been supportive of the 
member for Kalgoorlie. I hope he is listening to this. I saw him sitting here last night voting for the gag on 
debate against his former colleagues. We were discussing $1.2 billion—an unprecedented amount of money to 
be allocated. I saw him sitting here last night, and he voted against further debate of that $1.2 billion. I found it 
disappointing that the member for Kalgoorlie would do that. I found it disappointing in many ways. We are his 
former colleagues. The Labor Party is the party that provided him with an entry to Parliament. The Labor Party 
made him a minister. The people of Kalgoorlie elected him as a Labor Party candidate and he became a Labor 
Party minister. I understand that he has indicated that he will vote with the government, but an Independent 
member does not have to be a sure thing. My goodness, Independent members do not have to be a sure thing on 
every single issue that comes before the house, in particular the gag, particularly when the opposition is going to 
vote for the legislation that is to be gagged. Why do Independent members have to be such a sure thing on these 
issues? Surely being an Independent means one can show a little bit of independence.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Once again the member is not talking about the bill. He is talking about extraneous issues, 
which is exactly what the opposition did for 15 hours yesterday.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said, we were going to vote for the bill. I suggest that the member for Kalgoorlie 
might have felt that it was a sensible thing to do. I will also put on record, as a reminder to the member for 
Kalgoorlie, that it was not us but the Premier who described the member for Kalgoorlie as corrupt. The Leader of 
the National Party also regularly described the member for Kalgoorlie in that fashion in this house. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Once again, the manager of opposition business is not talking to this bill at all. He is 
talking about all sorts of other issues and he is attributing comments to other members in this house. That is 
totally irresponsible and he should be brought back to what he is supposed to be doing, which is talking to the 
bill. The third reading debate must always relate to the detail of the debate during the consideration in detail 
stage. Members cannot revisit the second reading debate. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): The member for Rockingham will continue to address the 
items before us and not go off on a tangent. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Last night the member for Kalgoorlie did not have to vote for the gag on the Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill, which deserved to be given more consideration. I do not agree with what the 
Premier and the Leader of the National Party said about the member for Kalgoorlie. I thought they treated him 
very unfairly. He should remember who his friends are and who his friends were. 

Yesterday evening the consideration in detail stage was unnecessarily cut off and we therefore missed out on 
considering some of the larger amounts of money contained in the document that was provided to us by the 
Treasurer. However, one area that we had the opportunity of considering was the school capital improvements 
program, as part of the then opposition’s election commitments. Naturally that is of interest to me. I was a 
member of the government that ran the biggest capital works program for schools in the state’s history by a long 
way; that is not in monetary terms but in real terms. We ensured that 63 new schools were built in Western 
Australia. In addition, another 20, or thereabouts, were under construction and are due to open either this year or 
next year. Huge improvements were made also to Western Australia’s existing school infrastructure. Last night 
we asked the Treasurer to provide detail about the school capital improvements program that was part of the 
Liberal Party’s election commitments. The Treasurer kept responding by telling us to ask the Minister for 
Education. I thought that the Treasurer should have been able to provide us with the detail of that matter. Given 
that we asked him about it on numerous occasions last night, I hope that in his response to the third reading 
debate he provides us with the detail that we asked for.  

The expenditure of $48.4 million is, as the bill states, for the commitments that were promised leading up to the 
end of this year, and it must be expended by the end of this financial year. It seems to me that it should be easy to 
provide advice on that. Clause 3 of the bill is headed “Authorisation of expenditure to make payments in respect 
of extraordinary or unforeseen matters or to make advances for certain purposes”. I assume that the appropriation 
of $48.4 million falls within the category of making advances for certain purposes, and it should be fairly easy to 
detail to the house where that money is to be spent. I would appreciate it if the Treasurer would give us that 
information when he responds to the third reading debate. We could ask the Minister for Education, as the 
Treasurer intimated to us 10 or so times yesterday, but I suggest that in doing so, considering the late stage we 
are at, by the time we got an answer it would be fairly close to the end of the financial year in any event. 
Therefore, the Parliament and the people of Western Australia would not find out about the information in time 
for it to be as worthwhile as it otherwise would be if we found out now what the commitment was. 

I refer also to the contradiction between the Premier and the Treasurer regarding the use of the contingency of 
$149.3 million for the teachers’ salary increase of $35 million. The Treasurer indicated at length that the 
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contingency fund would be used for that only if the three per cent efficiency dividend was insufficient to meet it. 
However, he said that the three per cent efficiency dividend would be sufficient to meet the increase in teachers’ 
pay. He walked both sides of the fence by saying that it would be enough but that because of intervening events, 
it might not be enough and therefore the government would use the contingency fund to top up the teachers’ 
salary increase. Obviously the efficiency dividend will not be enough because the Department of Education and 
Training has not met the government’s demands for expenditure cuts. The efficiency dividend will not be enough 
to do that and therefore it might be necessary to use the contingency fund for that component of the teachers’ pay 
rise. The Premier then came into the chamber and indicated that it was a ridiculous proposition to say that the 
three per cent efficiency dividend would be either used for or would meet the cost of the teachers’ pay rise. That 
directly contradicted exactly what the Treasurer said no more than a few seconds before the Treasurer left the 
chamber. That contradiction needs an explanation. The Premier thinks one thing about the Treasurer’s advance 
and the Treasurer thinks another. That contradiction is quite important. It is a significant sum of money and we 
need to know where it is coming from. 

Further to the Premier’s dissertation on the education component, the Premier, as is his wont, suddenly put it in 
terms of either being for or against teachers. That follows on from the absurd proposition he put a few weeks ago 
that one is either for police officers or against police officers. Both of those propositions are absurd and should 
not be put in those terms. There is always broad support from all members in both houses for each of those 
occupations. I would expect that a member of the Greens (WA) would be just as supportive of police officers as 
would the most conservative Liberal Party member. I am very supportive of my local police and of teachers. As 
the former Minister for Education and Training, I suspect that I visited more schools than anyone else in this 
chamber. I might be contradicted by the members for Willagee and Cottesloe, but during my time as the 
minister, I visited more schools and met with more teachers than ever. It is an absurd way of framing the debate 
to say that one is either for or against teachers, but that is what the Premier did last night. He indicated that we 
did not support a pay rise for teachers. We did support a pay rise for teachers and we had a pay rise endorsed by 
the executive of the State School Teachers’ Union of WA that was being discussed among the teachers at the 
time that the new government assumed office. We had an endorsed pay rise in place that would have made our 
teachers the best paid in the country. I framed it around the idea that I wanted to provide the biggest reward to 
those teachers who did the toughest job. I started with the proposition that I would increase the allowance for the 
teachers in the most difficult locations, particularly in the country, but also in the metropolitan area. Broadly, it 
would have been a $4 000 increase in the allowance. From memory, a $2 000 increase would have applied to 
between 90 and 100 metropolitan schools and a $1 000 increase would have applied to one or two schools. 
Broadly speaking, the allowance was in place as the first proposition. I put that to the teachers’ union. That is 
what we wanted to get out of the negotiations. I then told the teachers’ union that we wanted to make our 
teachers the best paid teachers of all the Australian states, considering the economic position that Western 
Australia was then in. WA was the most successful state with the strongest budgetary position. The entire 
amount of our proposal over the full-year forward estimates was roughly $940 million. We provided a 
component for pay plus a component for allowances for those teachers who worked in difficult locations. I 
especially wanted to reward those who taught in the country. My main aim was to reward those teachers in 
particularly remote areas such as the north west of the state. I wanted to give all teachers a pay rise, but 
especially those people. I also tried to put a little bit more merit into an earlier option; that was rejected and it 
proved too difficult to pay a certain group of teachers who had done training additional to level 3 far more.  

The former government wanted to award Western Australia’s teachers the best pay rates of all of the states and 
territories, and that was where we were at when the election took place. As things transpired, we lost the 
election. I was proud of the offer made to the teaching workforce. However, I did not, and would not, withdraw 
the productivity initiatives that were part of the enterprise bargaining agreement offer. There were two main 
productivity initiatives in my proposal. Firstly, that there would be a requirement, during the 13 or so weeks of 
holidays that teachers have throughout the year, for professional development training. My children attend a 
local public school, and if members visit their local schools they will discover that a lot of teachers are doing 
professional development training during school hours. I was of the view that some of the work should be done 
during the holiday periods.  

Secondly, I wanted to condense the 60 or so committees that the State School Teachers’ Union of WA union sat 
on down to one. There would have been one consultative body rather than 60, encompassing all of the heads of 
departments and with the senior officers and so forth involved with this all of the time. I wanted to reduce it 
down to one significant body to discuss issues, rather than having 60. I thought both of those were reasonable 
productivity initiatives, but both were deleted by the new government when it came to office. The total value 
added would have been somewhere between $120 million and $160 million, on top of the already allocated 
$940 million. The new government deleted the productivity initiatives and added the additional funds after the 
global financial crisis started. It set a bar that will mean other public sector workers and other public sector 
unions now know that it provided those additional funds and removed the productivity initiatives after the global 
financial crisis started.  
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I am for teachers; I am for police officers. I think the argument that the Premier runs that somehow people are 
either for or against police or teachers is an absurd one. It is immature; it is a childish argument; it is silly and it 
is unbecoming, and it is something that means members do not have to engage in nuanced or sophisticated 
debate. It just is a ridiculous proposition, and the sooner he stops it and starts acting like a real Premier rather 
than like a child, the better. 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [1.43 pm]: As the member for West Swan and the member for 
Rockingham mentioned, this was an extraordinary debate for a number of reasons. The most obvious reason was 
because of the sheer size of the Treasurer’s advance. This is the first time we have been talking in the language 
of billions, not millions. It is worth reflecting for a moment on the circumstances in which we find ourselves.  

The heat is coming out of the economy. Inflationary pressures are cooling off. In the past we have seen 
Treasurer’s advances being requested under extraordinary circumstances whereby economic growth has been 
going way beyond predictions and inflationary pressures have been very high, hence there has been potential for 
cost blow-outs. But at the moment we are actually in circumstances whereby the heat is coming out of the 
economy and the inflationary pressures are coming off, but nonetheless there is a request for a record Treasurer’s 
advance of $1.2 billion—$450 million in excess of any previous Treasurer’s advance.  

The other extraordinary thing about this debate was that the government, with the support of Independents—
which I thought was incredibly disappointing, especially from the member for Churchlands whose pious 
credentials are certainly under threat—applied a gag motion twice. The first time was when the member for 
Rockingham was denied the opportunity, through, I think, an error which the Speaker tacitly admitted to, in 
putting the question too quickly. The member for Rockingham was denied the opportunity to move a motion that 
this bill be sent off to the Public Accounts Committee. The Speaker tried to negotiate the position with the 
member for Rockingham, after he had moved a motion of dissent, and said that if the member for Rockingham 
removed the motion of dissent, he would allow him to put the motion. What was missing from the equation, and 
what would have provided what seemed like a commonsense outcome to everyone on this side of the chamber, 
was goodwill on behalf of the government, particularly the Leader of the House. He completely undermined the 
authority of the Speaker and the good working of this Parliament. Two gags were applied, the Speaker’s 
authority was undermined by the government, but even more extraordinarily, the authority of the Treasurer was 
undermined by the Premier. 

The Treasurer was actually giving a four out of 10 performance! In fairness to the Treasurer, he was trying! He 
reminded me of somebody who had rolled up for the first game of the footy season, having done no pre-season 
training. He had not done any preparation. He did not even have the budget papers with him. I asked him 
questions about the total allocations in the original budget, but he did not have the budget papers with him. He 
certainly did not have the sort of level of detail that we would expect with 38 line items. I would have expected 
that he would have had a briefing for each one of those line items, but he certainly did not have that level of 
detail. 

Having that said, he rolled up, he had not done the training, he was a bit overweight, but he had a go! Anyway, 
the Premier obviously saw he was struggling a bit and decided to rip him off and put him on the interchange 
bench and jump up himself. The Treasurer’s four out of 10 performance looked like a stellar performance after 
we saw the performance of the Premier. The Treasurer looked outstanding. He is outstanding for all sorts of 
reasons, as most of us know, but compared with the Premier, his performance was outstanding. Maybe the 
Premier was trying to build the Treasurer’s self esteem by making himself look so bad. 

The Treasurer did make an effort, but I advise the Treasurer that when he applies for Treasurer’s advances in the 
future, he must bring the budget papers with him. He also needs to have detailed briefing notes on the however 
many line items he has — 

Mr M.P. Murray: What about a beach umbrella? The way he lay back in that chair and lolled about there last 
night, I thought he needed a beach umbrella! He looked like he was getting ready for his next holiday!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The most alarming aspect of the debate was the astounding lack of detail presented to us. 
We were given this document, but really there was not much more effort made other than providing this 
document. Certainly the Treasurer was not across the detail of the 38 items identified. 

The biggest item was the royalties for regions funding of $337 million, which was a big part of the explanation 
as to why there had been a huge blow-out in expenditure. It was poor that members were not given detail about 
it. Given the sheer size of the Treasurer’s advance, it was poor that he was not able to answer the questions about 
the detail of it. What concerned me even more so was his response to the member for West Swan’s questions—
who I thought performed outstandingly in the debate. When she asked the Treasurer if that $337 million was not 
expended by the end of the year, would it be rolled over, he could not answer. That was a very significant 
question — 
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Mr T.R. Buswell: What answer did I give? 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: The Treasurer said he did not know and that he would get back to her. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I said it is being determined as part of the budget process, as we speak.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I thank the Treasurer for the non-answered answer. If it will not be rolled over, how real 
was the commitment? That might also create a circumstance where they have got this big bucket of money—
$337 million—and it will have to be spent in a mad panic.  

That really concerns me. The Treasurer has talked about the lumpiness of government expenditure in May and 
June of a financial year. That was, in fact, part of the rationale that he gave for seeking this extraordinarily large 
Treasurer’s advance of $1.2 million. Sorry—$1.2 billion. I need to get used to the language; we are debating 
billions of dollars, not millions. Part of the explanation that the Treasurer gave for the extraordinarily large 
Treasurer’s advance was the fact that there has traditionally been lumpy expenditure in the last two months of 
the financial year, particularly in June. When we combine that with the failure of the Treasurer to go through this 
process in sufficient detail to ensure that the three per cent efficiency dividend will be delivered, it is very 
concerning. The lumpiness of the expenditure that occurs in May and June is the result of the approach that is 
taken by agencies and departments that if they do not spend the money, they will lose it. That tells us that this is 
expenditure that perhaps is not vital to the delivery of services. Some of that expenditure may be vital, but there 
may well be some fat in there. When agencies are struggling to deliver a three per cent efficiency dividend, we 
should be trying to find out where that fat is. Surely some of that fat lies in the fact that if agencies and 
departments have not expended the money in the first 10 or 11 months of the year, they then go into a mad panic 
and spend it in the last two months of the year so that they will not lose it.  

That is what concerned me when we were debating the commencement clause of the bill. It is obvious that the 
government was not able to identify any good reasons for the undue haste with which it wants this legislation to 
be passed by both houses of Parliament. The thought that came to me was: why not take a little extra time and 
burrow down into the detail, so that before that bucket of money is handed over to the departments and agencies 
to spend, we make sure that they have done everything they can to cut some of that end-of-year fat out of their 
processes?  

That also indicates to me that it takes financial discipline to deliver good financial outcomes. The signs are not 
good for this government. This Premier has a history. The now Premier and then Leader of the Opposition 
committed during the 2005 election campaign unknown billions of dollars—I think in the order of $10 billion or 
$12 billion—for an unfunded project. This is just one example of the lack of financial discipline at the very top 
of this government. I was driving my car, and I heard the then Leader of the Opposition announce on 
720 morning radio that he planned to build a canal to bring water from the north of the state. When I heard that, I 
thought: we are gone; we are not going to win this election. It was a knife-edge election. I think the bookies had 
the Liberal Party as favourites at the time. I thought: the next day Costello will be coming out and saying that he 
has gone through a feasibility process, and it looks good, and he will be providing X billion dollars for the canal.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: What on earth does this have to do with the third reading of this bill? Absolutely nothing! 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: It reflects on the capacity of this government to deliver financial discipline. Of course, the 
next day Peter Costello came out and said, “Well, if you are going to build a canal, you first need to do a 
feasibility plan and look at whether it is possible from an engineering point of view, and you also need to look at 
how much it will cost”. I then thought, all of a sudden: bingo! We have won, because the public has got it! That 
was a very public demonstration of the lack of discipline and rigour that it takes to deliver good financial 
management. The other example from history is the Premier’s performance when he blew $100 million as 
Minister for Education and Training. The memo from John Langoulant, the then Under Treasurer, highlighted 
the out-of-control spending by the then Minister for Education and now Premier. There is a lack of financial 
discipline at the very top of government.  

Last night we saw an example of the relationship between the Premier and the Treasurer. The Premier does not 
actually respect the Treasurer very much. He does not give him any authority. The Treasurer’s position has been 
undermined from on high, as we saw last night. Let us suppose that is not a problem. Let us suppose that the 
Treasurer goes to the Minister for Police and says, “Minister, you are overspending your budget.” The Minister 
for Police would surely turn around and say to the Treasurer—as he did less than a year ago; I think in June last 
year—“I am not going to be dictated to by you. You are not going to talk to me like that. You are a dictator.”  

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Deputy Speaker, this is the third reading of the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation 
Bill. All we have heard from the member for Bassendean today is the same as we heard yesterday—a lot of 
rhetoric that does not have any relevance to the bill before the house. I ask that the member direct his comments 
to what should be the third reading—which is normally a reflection on the consideration in detail stage—and not 
engage in another second reading debate, and certainly not make a personal attack on members of this chamber.  
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for Bassendean is clearly within his rights in pointing out that for the 
government to come into this place and ask for this extraordinary amount of money—$1.2 billion; the largest 
amount of money ever requested from this Parliament for a Treasurer’s advance—it is a reflection on the 
capacity of this government to manage the state’s finances. That is clearly the very issue. That amount of 
$1.2 billion is an extraordinary request.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: This is the third reading debate. You will learn that when you have been here a while. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I do not understand how the Leader of the House can possibly suggest that in the third 
reading debate we cannot include all the issues that confront the Parliament. The point of order is clearly not 
properly based.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You need to learn, my friend! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Will the member for Bassendean come back to the point and not stray, 
please.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I guess the point made by the member for Cannington is that at question is the financial 
competence of this government and its capacity to control the dollars. We saw the extraordinary performance of 
the Premier last night in undermining the Treasurer. Of course we know that the Minister for Police is going to 
tell the Treasurer, whenever he comes to him and says he needs to impose some financial discipline, “I am not 
going to be dictated to by you. Do not act like a dictator towards me.” That is what the Minister for Police said 
about nine months ago. He has also said some other things about the character of the Treasurer previously, but I 
will not go into that.  

I want to talk about another extraordinary event that occurred in the debate last night. That is the issue of the 
$35 million in extra funding for the teachers enterprise bargaining agreement—the extra commitment that the 
Liberal Party made during the election campaign. That certainly was a factor that contributed to the Liberal 
Party’s election victory, and I applaud it for that. We can add to that another $6.3 million in recurrent 
expenditure for behaviour management. Neither of those amounts was identified as a line item in the Treasurer’s 
advance documentation that we were given to digest. So of course we asked the Treasurer for an explanation for 
how that $35 million extra for the teachers’ EBA will be funded. The Treasurer gave a somewhat confused 
response. He first said, “We are going to fund it out of the three per cent efficiency dividend, but we do not think 
we are going to get the three per cent efficiency dividend, so we probably will not be able to fund it out of that.” 
We then asked the Treasurer again how it will be funded, and he said he did not know. We then pushed him and 
we pushed him, and eventually he said that it might be part of the $149.3 million in contingency funding that is 
there for unexpected events. I think he said that because I suggested it to him, or someone else suggested it to 
him. I then pushed the Treasurer again, and he said, “Well, it cannot come out of the $149 million for 
contingencies, because that is for unknown unknowns”, if we can use Donald Rumsfeld language. In other 
words, the Treasurer was saying that the fund is for things that we do not know about that are unexpected. The 
Treasurer did not use this language, but what he was saying is that it is for things that are unknown unknowns. 
The government knows that it will have to pay that $35 million, but it does not know where it is going to pay 
that from. Therefore, that is a known unknown. The $149 million for contingencies is for unknown unknowns.  

The Treasurer could not fund the amount out of the three per cent efficiency dividend, so he turned to the 
contingency payment. He then said that he could not fund it out of the contingency payment. We were all left 
hanging, but in fairness to him, at least he made an attempt to address the question. We then had the 
extraordinary performance of the Premier, who decided that the four-out-of-10 performance of the Treasurer was 
not up to scratch, so he jumped into the chair, put on his superman cape and saved the day. What was the 
Premier’s response?  

Mr M. McGowan: He tripped over a case of kryptonite. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: I think he did.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2499.] 

MOBILE PHONES AND LAPTOPS 

Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Before we proceed, I have a couple of statements that I would like to 
make. One is that I have noticed an increased use of mobile phones in the chamber and the ringing of mobile 
phones. I urge members once again to put them on silent mode or not bring them into the chamber at all. I do not 
want to be calling people in this place to order for using mobile phones. The second is the similar incidence of 
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the use of laptops. They are very useful for all of us in this case but, once again, I urge members to put them on 
mute when members bring them into the chamber to use. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

SYNERGY — INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY JOBS TO INDIA 

263. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Treasurer: 

Will the Treasurer confirm that he will use his concurrent powers as Treasurer under section 112 of the 
Electricity Corporations Act 2005 to guarantee that the Minister for Energy directs Synergy to immediately end 
all negotiations designed to see 120 Western Australian information technology jobs exported offshore to India? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied:  

I will provide some answers on the issue that has emerged around the transformation that Synergy is attempting 
to drive through its business. It is important to understand the process. I will comment shortly specifically on the 
potential for some work to be exported offshore. It needs to be clearly understood that Synergy is currently 
undertaking a major reform and change in its business model. That change is designed to help Synergy be more 
competitive as increased competition enters into the retail component in particular of the Western Australian 
energy sector. As part of that transformation process, Synergy intends to outsource some of its positions. My 
understanding is that the positions will be those that would normally be determined to be back-office positions. 
My advice is that Synergy currently has a tendering process in place to determine how that outsourcing will 
ultimately play out. The Minister for Energy has written to Synergy and detailed to Synergy that it is his view 
and the view of the government—I am more than happy to table the document for the consideration of the 
Leader of the Opposition and his input—that the decision to outsource positions overseas, if indeed it is made, is 
not supported by the minister or, by extension, the state government. According to the letter, the minister has 
asked the board to reconsider its decision in this matter, particularly in light of current economic circumstances. 
The minister has advised me that he is seeking legal advice from the State Solicitor’s Office on the extent to 
which he can direct Synergy not to take action that will effectively result in the removal of those jobs from 
Western Australia. I am confident that the minister is taking all necessary steps to ensure that his and the 
government’s will is reflected in the actions of Synergy.  

I also think it is important to understand the reform process that Synergy is undertaking, what Synergy calls its 
business transformation process. It was a reform transformation process under which Synergy, during the 
development of the business case that sat around that process, presented to government that it would be 
outsourcing some jobs. As I understand it, Synergy also presented to government that as a result of that 
outsourcing, there would be job losses or headcount reductions at Synergy. That is part of the process that the 
Leader of the Opposition knows about because he signed off on it. Yes, there is an issue about the potential for 
Synergy to move jobs offshore. The position of the government is clear and unambiguous: it should not happen. 
The Minister for Energy has written to Synergy and informed it of that position. In addition, the Minister for 
Energy is seeking advice from the State Solicitor’s Office on the exact nature of the instruction that he can issue 
to Synergy to deliver that outcome. In my view he is handling this situation in a professional and proper manner. 
He does not need any additional advice from me because he is clearly doing the right thing and protecting 
Western Australian jobs.  

[See paper 778.] 

SYNERGY — INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY JOBS TO INDIA 

264. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Treasurer: 

As a supplementary question, is the Treasurer saying that the government will use the maximum legal powers 
available to it to direct Synergy not to undertake this action? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied:  

I am saying that the Minister for Energy is currently seeking legal advice from the State Solicitor’s Office on the 
action that he, and I am assuming the government, can take on this matter. There is no secret. Let us not forget 
that this issue arose out of the Synergy reform agenda that the Leader of the Opposition signed off on when he 
was the Treasurer of Western Australia. If he had concerns about it — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Hold the bus! What has been happening with call centres around Australia for a long 
time? They have been outsourced and moved offshore. There is a litany of companies that have done it. One 
would have thought that had it been a concern, at the time the former Treasurer signed off on the business case 
he might have thought that he should hold the bus because it happens quite a bit, and that he had better take steps 
to protect Western Australian jobs. He did not do it then and he has no credibility questioning us now. 
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SITTING HOURS 

265. Ms A.R. MITCHELL to the Leader of the House: 

The opposition has repeatedly contended that the government is not providing enough sitting hours to debate 
legislation. Can the Leader of the House please clarify the government’s position on this matter? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

I will be delighted to clarify the position of the government. 

The SPEAKER: I advise the Leader of the House that this is question time for ministers, and the Leader of the 
House is not a ministerial position. If the leader wishes to answer this question, he will need to reflect on it as 
perhaps the Minister for Police. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, as you know, I am Minister for Police and Minister for Road Safety.  

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: How can the Minister for Police answer a question addressed to the Leader of the 
House? They are separate offices. 

The SPEAKER: There is no point of order. I have asked the Leader of the House to answer this question as the 
Minister for Police. That is a ministerial position, and that is what I want to happen in this place. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I thank you, Mr Speaker. As Minister for Police and Minister for Road Safety, I want to 
answer this question because it relates to the long sitting hours of this chamber when members must attend. I 
obviously want to relate that to the road safety and police aspects. I want to respond to the question because we 
have been criticised. I have been criticised today by the manager of opposition business for using a motion last 
night to bring a certain amount of debate on a bill to a conclusion. I did that quite justifiably. Members of the 
opposition criticise us constantly. Why is it? It is because they say we should be sitting more hours, more days 
and more weeks.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You are a lazy government. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am coming to you, my friend. I gave members opposite the opportunity to fully debate 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill last night. They debated it for nine hours, and 15 hours in total. What 
did we find? Half the members opposite decided to have an early night. Which ones were they? Which members 
were missing in action? 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I distinctly heard the Speaker’s ruling that the minister — 

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Murray-Wellington!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for “never been promoted”.  

I distinctly heard the Speaker’s ruling that the minister should answer the question within his police portfolio. He 
is now flashing around a poster of members of the opposition with crosses over their faces. I do not see what the 
relevance of that is to the Speaker’s ruling in relation to the police portfolio. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I urge the Minister for Police to answer the question that the member for Kingsley has put to 
him. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Indeed, Mr Speaker, and I intend to do that, obviously. 

In relation to the question and to my ministerial responsibility as Minister for Road Safety, I have a concern for 
not only the members of Parliament in this chamber, but also more importantly the members of staff in this 
Parliament who last night had to work until very late. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members to my left!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is okay, Mr Speaker, for members on this side of the house to have to risk problems in 
the area of road safety — 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Obviously, the opposition thinks it is okay for members of staff to face the risk of road 
accidents, but that it is not okay for certain members. We had the Leader of the Opposition — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I say to all members in this place that I would like to see more questions asked and I 
would like to hear more answers given. The Minister for Police has been in this place for a long time, and he 
knows that when he engages those on the other side of the house, there is a response and that does not enable us 
to get through the number of questions we should be getting through and to get through the number of answers 
that this place deserves to have. I urge the minister to return to the original question. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Obviously, I intend to, but I just want to point out — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Warnbro!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: — that the temporary Leader of the Opposition went home early last night. He did not 
bother to stay and debate the very important legislation we dealt with. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: We had such a good team here, didn’t we? They performed very well! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I hear that he went home to see his favourite program — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Biggest Loser! Anybody could be forgiven for thinking they saw members of the 
opposition sneaking out with their dressing gowns, teddies under their arms and a cup of Ovaltine in their hands 
going home to have an early night. Those members opposite shirked their responsibilities—only half the Labor 
Party was in this place. Members opposite said that they supported the legislation and they wanted to vote for it. 
Some were not in this place to vote for it; they went home with their teddies and their cups of Ovaltine to have a 
very early night while the rest of us did the work. Therefore, I say shame on the opposition! 

NURSES — PAY INCREASE 

266. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

The minister failed to protect nurses from assault in their workplace and now he has failed to secure any prospect 
of a decent pay rise for Western Australia’s nurses in coming years. 

(1) Why does the minister believe that nurses do not deserve a pay increase similar to those given to other 
core service employees? 

(2) When was the minister first made aware that nurses would not be eligible to receive similar pay deals to 
those granted to teachers and police? 

(3) How hard did the minister fight to ensure that nurses receive the same treatment as teachers and police? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)-(3) The premise that the member starts from, on the issue of protecting nurses from assaults, is obviously 
wrong in the first place. Nurses are protected — 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Nurses are protected from assault by legislation that the opposition’s Attorney General 
brought in — 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Kwinana!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Fourteen years jail for assaulting a nurse—14 years! Therefore, we do protect nurses, and we 
believe they require and are getting proper protection as a result of legislation that pre-dates the member, who 
came down in the last shower. 

The other issue is the pay rise. The nurses’ pay rise was negotiated last year. Nurses got a very reasonable pay 
rise, in my view, in their last round of negotiations. It took a long time; I think the Australian Nursing Federation 
leader would not speak to the then honourable minister for some 12 months, or at least the minister would not 
speak to the ANF because of the campaign that the nurses waged against the previous government because it 
would not give them a decent pay rise when the debate came around. They were fighting and fighting with the 
previous government. They had a direct route to my door because members opposite ignored them. I was the 
only one who would talk to the ANF — 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Joondalup! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: — because the member’s mob would not. That agreement goes through until the middle of 
next year—not next week, but the middle of next year. There is a component in it that allows, in the middle of 
this year, comparison with the pay in other states, but that is not the issue to do with what was announced by the 
Treasurer as the government decision. If members read what was in that paper showing what that pay rise is, 
they will recognise that there are two components. One component deals with an increase in inflation at a core 
level that keeps nurses equal to anyone else in the system, so that they are not getting less than every other 
department. Every department will get the same increase, which will recognise the rate of inflation. There will be 
an additional component that allows for negotiation based on productivity, so improvements in productivity — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Up to what limit? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will have to ask the Treasurer. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The consumer price index. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So, it is a bit over nine per cent over three years, is it? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is around four per cent a year total. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: No — 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition!  

Mr T.R. Buswell: It is 8.2 to 9.3 per cent. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So I am right. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That figure was correct, yes. It still allows a significant figure that is above the consumer 
price index; therefore, it allows advances above the cost of living for those nurses, and it allows all other 
government departments to do the same. In this time of constraint internationally, for members opposite to 
suggest that any profession, including our own, should get pay increases that are above those parameters shows 
that they are sadly mistaken. Members opposite would send this government broke if they were still in 
government. 

NURSES — PAY INCREASE 

267. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

I have a supplementary question: yes or no—does the minister accept that nurses should be valued as highly as 
teachers and police? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

Absolutely! 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: In relation to the first question today, the Treasurer indicated that he would table a 
document from Hon Peter Collier. I simply request that he table that document. 

The SPEAKER: I am familiar with that, member for Rockingham, and, yes, I would hope that the Treasurer 
will table that document. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS COORDINATING COMMITTEE 

268. Mr F. ALBAN to the Minister for Indigenous Affairs: 

I note that the minister has responsibility for the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act 1972, and that the act 
requires there be a body known as the Aboriginal Affairs Coordinating Committee. Is the Aboriginal Affairs 
Coordinating Committee operational; and, if so, what is its role or purpose? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I thank the member for the question. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Kwinana!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Members might think it is a rather tame question to ask whether there is an Aboriginal 
Affairs Coordinating Committee, where it is, and whether it is operational. Yes, it is operational. The Aboriginal 
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Affairs Coordinating Committee is a meeting of the directors general of all the departments that service 
Aboriginal communities in particular, and it includes the heads of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 
the Treasury, the education department, the police, housing—all those core components that look after 
Aboriginal affairs. Therefore, it is a very important committee and its members sit down to try to better 
coordinate government services into remote Aboriginal communities. Members will think it is a good idea and 
wonder how long it has been around. The 1972 act requires that there be such a body. It does not say that the 
government may have it or that the government can have it if it likes; the act states that there will be a committee 
made up of these people doing this role. What happened to the committee that we had in place when we were 
last in government in 2001? It was there for a while; the previous government had it for a bit. The previous 
government combined the committee into a new body headed by the Minister for Indigenous Affairs called the 
Aboriginal Advisory Committee in December 2001. That committee lasted until October 2003 before the 
government chopped the damned thing. Members opposite chopped the committee, so something required by the 
act has been absent for five years.  

For five years there has been no committee, although the act requires there be one. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: You are wrong. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I am not wrong. We have just re-established that committee, which has not been in existence 
for five years. We have established that very important committee to make sure that we do the work. This is a 
reflection of this government’s commitment to get on and make sure that we look after Aboriginal people in 
remote communities. The first thing the former Premier did when he got into government was to gut the 
Department of Indigenous Affairs in its service of remote Aboriginal communities. We are now trying to get the 
department reorganised. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter: That is not true. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, it is true. We are trying to get the department properly organised and functional. The 
member knows that that is true because of the comments in the Hope report on the Department of Indigenous 
Affairs during the term of the previous government. The member knows exactly what he did. He messed up 
Aboriginal affairs. The previous government sat and did nothing for eight years, and it is about time someone got 
back in and fixed it. 

PREMIER’S OFFICE — EXECUTIVE OFFICER REDUNDANCY 

269. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I refer to the government’s plan to make 500 public sector jobs redundant, and the Premier’s assurance that this 
would be a targeted program that would not be open to rorts. 

(1) Can the Premier explain why the position of executive officer in his ministerial office has been made 
redundant? 

(2) Can the Premier confirm that this position exists in all other ministerial offices and involves daily office 
administration? 

(3) Can the Premier explain why he authorised this redundancy for a total of $119 723.89, only to hire a 
new staff member with similar responsibilities? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)-(3) Does this not tell us something about the Labor Party? Out of respect for the person who was offered 
and accepted a redundancy, I will not mention her name. She accepted the redundancy after years of 
service to successive governments and successive Premiers, including Richard Court, Geoff Gallop, 
Alan Carpenter and me. She is a professional public servant who served, without fear or favour, 
Premiers from both sides of politics. I will provide a written answer, because I will not dignify that 
sleazy question and discredit the reputation of a very fine lady by that sort of low smear tactic. I will 
provide the Leader of the Opposition with a written answer, and if he is implying that there is anything 
improper — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Yes, I am—in your behaviour. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will provide the Leader of the Opposition with a written explanation. I hope he has the 
decency to let that long-serving public servant leave the public service with dignity after serving both Labor and 
Liberal governments over the years. This tells us something about the Labor Party, and what it will do. I will not 
embarrass that very nice, professional person or her family by mentioning her name in this house. I will satisfy 
the sleazy question and provide a written answer. 
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PREMIER’S OFFICE — EXECUTIVE OFFICER REDUNDANCY 

270. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Has the Premier perpetrated this rort to replace a public servant with a friendly 
political appointee? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

It just gets lower and lower. A new executive officer has been appointed. I did not meet her until the day she 
started work. She worked formerly as an executive officer at Curtin University. To suggest that this is some sort 
of political appointment is ridiculous. She is the person who administers and looks after all the paper and staffing 
issues in my office. It is an executive officer position. It is unbelievable. In government, we will not do what the 
opposition does and trawl through the records of public servants to find associations and throw dirt around like 
the opposition does. 

VICTIMS OF CRIME WEBSITE 

271. Mr A.P. JACOB to the Attorney General: 

I refer to the Attorney General’s announcement on 24 March relating to the launch of the government’s new 
victims of crime website. I am sure that the impact of crime on its victims, and ways in which the government 
can help, are matters of great concern for all members in this place. Can the Attorney General inform the house 
of the details of this initiative? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

I thank the member for his question. It strikes me that perhaps the reason he is asking the question is that victim 
issues are very important in his electorate. He is also well and truly ensconced in generation Y. He is a logical 
pick for asking a question about websites, given the unavailability of the member for Forrestfield. This is an 
extremely good advance in the way in which we treat victims of crime in this state. After a vigorous question 
time there may be some agreement on both sides of the house about how we go about dealing with this matter, 
and the good work represented by this website.  

Mr A.J. Waddell: The page was not found on the website! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I can assure the member that, notwithstanding his great skills, he is looking in the wrong 
spot. I have a printout here, produced five minutes before question time. He will just have to trust me. The 
member for Forrestfield might be good at playing World of Warcraft and finding www.newsforgamers.com, but 
I can assure him that he is mistaken, and the website is there. I will take him into it afterwards. I also take this 
opportunity to congratulate the former Attorney General for his role in this project. He is not here, so I will not 
have to sit down and hold hands and sing Kumbaya. To an extent, he was pivotal in this project, and it is a great 
step forward. Another former Attorney General, Cheryl Edwardes, who was chair of the Victims of Crime 
Reference Group, also had great input into this project. This website is designed by victims for victims. It moves 
down a hierarchy of matters and coalesces all the information and services that successive governments have put 
together to advance the rights of victims. 

Looking at the website—which I can assure the member for Forrestfield is live—just before question time I 
found four fantastic pieces of information for victims. First of all, something that I had no idea of at all before 
looking at the website: the Department of the Attorney General offers childminding facilities for victims of 
crime who are witnesses. Not many people have any idea that that service exists, but that information is available 
at this one-stop shop. There is an excellent section dealing with the media, which is one of the longest sections in 
the website and is right next to the information about child care. It covers matters like sub judice contempt—the 
idea that somebody who may be a witness in a criminal matter giving an early statement to the media could be 
making a prior inconsistent statement that could affect the prosecution. These matters are not readily knowable 
without access to this website. There are direct links to criminal injuries compensation facilities, explaining how 
compensation occurs and how someone can apply. It alerts people to a matter that many victims are not aware 
of; that is, that a victim has only three years in which to apply for compensation. There is a limitation period on 
criminal injuries. Another link sends victims of road accidents that involved crimes straight through to facilities 
for third party insurance claims.  

It is an absolutely fantastic website, putting together a range of services for victims. This is the only one of its 
kind anywhere in Australia. Good work has been done over successive governments, and this is a real advance in 
the way in which we coalesce information for victims.  

COUNTRY AGE PENSION FUEL CARD 

272. Mr T.G. STEPHENS to the Minister for Regional Development: 

Before I ask my question, I thank you, Mr Speaker, for having in your gallery representatives of the Hedland 
Youth Leadership Council, who are finalists tomorrow night in the Youth Awards. There is an individual finalist, 
Ms Thierra Clanton, amongst them.  
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My question to the Minister for Regional Development is in reference to the awarding of a $2.5 million tender to 
produce the regional fuel cards. 

(1) When will the minister provide details of who is eligible to receive a payment, how will he define a 
region for this program and which country towns will be excluded due to residents having access to 
publicly funded transport? 

(2) When will seniors receive their fuel cards? 

(3) What safeguards have been put in place to ensure that use of the fuel cards is restricted only to eligible 
seniors for the purchase of the fuel? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

I thank the member for Pilbara for the question on a very important issue. 

(1)-(3) The implementation of this fuel card has led me to discuss with many people how simple it would have 
been for the previous government, which championed a very large amount of expenditure on the Perth-
Mandurah railway. I think we now all see and support the operation of that train service, but how easy 
would it have been for the previous government to do something for the people who could not access 
the Mandurah railway? It would have been very simple for the previous government to show some 
recognition that taxpayer funds — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members for Mandurah, North West and Albany!  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Taxpayer funds drawn from right across Western Australia funded that railway, and I think 
it very appropriate that taxpayer funds provide a level of equity to age pensioners who live in regional areas so 
that they can also access what I would term a degree of public transport; that is, to allow them some money to 
enable them to travel to access health care services and the other important things they need.  

I know that there is an incredible amount of interest from members opposite about the country age pension fuel 
card.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why don’t you answer the question? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I know I have on the record the member for Albany’s support. He is looking forward to 
seniors in the Albany electorate getting access to that card. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You still have not answered the question. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I also know that Hon Adele Farina in the other house has given her support to the plan.  

I couch my response in terms of the fact that every day the Leader of the Opposition stands in this place and says 
that royalties for regions was unsustainable before the crisis and is unsustainable after the crisis. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Answer the question! Answer the question! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: If it is unsustainable, would the Leader of the Opposition match the — 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, the question specifically asked who is eligible to receive this fuel card, when 
will seniors receive the fuel card, and what safeguards have been put in place. The minister has spoken for 
roughly four minutes and has not touched on a single one of those questions. I ask him to answer the question. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Regional Development, please continue and make your point. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Thank you, Mr Speaker.  

Is the Leader of the Opposition prepared to support $20 million a year for a country age pension fuel card? Is the 
Leader of the Opposition prepared to support a country age pension fuel card? Come on! This is an opportunity 
to now support the card. I am looking the Leader of the Opposition right in the face: is he happy to support the 
country age pension fuel card? He is not!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The Leader of the Opposition is not prepared to support it! Country Labor members are out 
there supporting the card — 
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The SPEAKER: Members, I stood earlier today to suggest that members may like to be a little more expedient 
answering questions because the more questions asked and the more answers provided, the more efficient we are 
as a Parliament. I urge the Minister for Regional Development to answer the member for Pilbara’s question, and, 
in doing so, I call the Leader of the Opposition for the first time.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Thank you, Mr Speaker; I will draw my answer to a close.  

I find it quite ironic that country members opposite take the time to raise a question about the country age 
pension fuel card when the Leader of the Opposition is determined to scrap the very plan that will deliver the 
fuel card. I am very happy with the work done by my department to implement the country age pension fuel card 
process. A full announcement will be made within the month on eligibility and on how the card will be used, and 
on what terms it will be available. Members opposite will find that this card will provide much more service, 
safety and amenity to age pensioners in the country. They should be looking forward to its implementation as it 
is going to be a great initiative.  

COUNTRY AGE PENSION FUEL CARD 

273. Mr T.G. STEPHENS to the Minister for Regional Development: 

Minister, when will the money for this program start to flow to regional residents? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

It will be right after I announce the launch of the country age pension fuel card. 

AGRICULTURE INDUSTRY — DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD 

274. Mr I.C. BLAYNEY to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 

Considering that agriculture contributes more than $8 billion to the Western Australian economy, will the 
minister advise what he is doing to ensure that his department is in the best possible shape to support this vital 
industry?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

I thank the member for the question and also for his acknowledgement of the role played by agriculture in the 
success and prosperity of the state. Eight billion dollars is a substantial amount, and we need to strongly 
recognise that agriculture makes a significant contribution — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Since picking up the ministerial role, the first three or four months were focused — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will come back to the member in a minute!  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: In the first four months, my office has been focused on setting clear priorities for this 
government; that is, clear priorities out of my office for the agency and for the industry to set a vision for 
agriculture in Western Australia. We have not taken the task lightly. We have laid out a plan. I articulated that 
plan to rural media three weeks ago, and I did so more recently at the WAFarmers conference. That plan is on 
paper, and industry now has a chance to have a look at and clearly understand where this government is going. I 
have set five clear overarching strategies and a number of tactics that will support this government’s vision for 
agriculture in Western Australia.  

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Collie-Preston! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: We understand that all agencies are required to produce a three per cent efficiency 
dividend, and the Department of Agriculture and Food is not exempt from doing that and will certainly deliver 
on that dividend. However, in order to deliver on these priorities, I am asking for a significant shift in the focus 
of the Department of Agriculture and Food to become what I call an economic development agency. That 
involves a substantial shift in resources to support this government’s priorities for agriculture in Western 
Australia.  

Sometimes the best decisions are made in tough times. I think, under these sorts of conditions — 

Several members interjected. 



2498 [ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 1 April 2009] 

 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: We have seen eight years in which the former government did not prioritise agriculture. In 
real terms, investment in agriculture has gone down. The former government had successive $2 billion surpluses 
and what did it do for agriculture? Agriculture was not even on the radar! The Liberal-National government, 
from the Premier down, has put a priority on agriculture. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The best I can get out of the member for Collie-Preston is a little bit more hot air. He said 
on ABC Radio that — 

… the Ag Department will become city-centric with managers relocating back to the city where the 
research officers are, while there’ll still be some field offices. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members to my left! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: He continued, saying — 

But the way I see it there’d be many people put out of work and the main area of research will be in 
Perth and that’s where the managers will be. 

That is visionary—absolutely visionary! That is the best the opposition can come up with. This government has 
laid out its priorities and given direction to industry. This government, out of my office, has given direction to 
enable the Department of Agriculture and Food to be set up as an economic development agency to support and 
grow both Western Australian industry and state prosperity. I make no apologies about that. I make no apologies 
for redirecting resources. The best decisions are made in tough times, and this government is going to make 
some good decisions.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I know the member for Collie-Preston is very interested in the subject but might I 
suggest that he ask questions of the Minister for Agriculture and Food. I formally call the member for Collie-
Preston for the first time.  

WATERWISE REBATES — AXING 

275. Mr F.M. LOGAN to the Minister for Water: 

(1) Is axing the state’s Waterwise rebate the minister’s way of meeting the three per cent efficiency 
dividend at the expense of providing financial support to encourage Western Australians to reduce 
water use at a time when rates of water usage are increasing? 

(2) How much increased rainfall has Western Australia received in the past year to justify the minister’s 
decision to axe the Waterwise rebates? 

(3) Can the minister confirm that this decision to axe Waterwise rebates means that sprinkler bans are no 
long required to maintain the state’s water security? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS replied: 

I thank the member for Cockburn for the question. I was wondering when he was going to ask me one, because 
the Parliament has been sitting for about three weeks. I congratulate him for asking his first question in this term 
of Parliament, because I was wondering where he had been. 

(1)-(3) The Waterwise rebate program has been in existence since 2003. Under the program, more than 
$45 million has been spent. The program has delivered water-efficient washing machines in 177 000 
houses in Western Australia and has impacted on 351 000 households in Western Australia. However, 
times have changed and we must move on — 

Mr V.A. Catania: We have plenty of water now, do we? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: No, we have not. However, we need new ideas and a new focus for water rebate measures. 
Recently, I visited the great town of Margaret River, and we released an $800 000 program that will address the 
water deficiency issues in that region. Therefore, what we are about is addressing strategically areas in Western 
Australia that have particular issues with water deficiency. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I will address members who are prepared to listen. We need to look at other measures, such 
as retrofitting households that have leaky pipes. Work has been done that has shown that in Western Australia 
we lose more than 18 gigalitres of water from leaky pipes. Therefore, we must now look at other measures for 
water rebates and encouraging better use of water. 
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In closing, I indicate that the member for Cockburn has responsibility for water, but it is interesting that he 
confuses water rebates with water efficiency measures. The water efficiency measures that he talks about are 
sprinkler bans. No-one in Western Australia would have this government and the Minister for Water reverse 
those very good sprinkler schedules in Western Australia. 

Mr J.N. Hyde interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Perth! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: We still have green lawns and green public spaces by using water efficiently. That is a water 
efficiency measure in Western Australia. No-one in this state would have this minister or this government 
reverse that very important water efficiency measure in Western Australia. We are serious about water efficiency 
measures and redirecting the water rebate system into better and newer ways to conserve water for everyone in 
Western Australia. 

WATERWISE REBATES — AXING 

276. Mr F.M. LOGAN to the Minister for Water: 

I have a supplementary question. Was it the minister’s idea and the minister’s decision to axe the most successful 
Waterwise rebate scheme this state has ever seen, or did the minister axe it because he was advised by Treasury 
that it would no longer fund the program? Eh? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS replied: 

It is very rude, I suggest, for the member to say, “Eh? Eh?” 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Cockburn! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I draw the attention of the house to the water tariff report on the Water Corporation by the 
Economic Regulation Authority. The water tariff report recommends scrapping the rebates and redirecting those 
funds into — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members on my left! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: — other, more revolutionary programs, because the rebate system has done its job. It has 
done a very good job. It has changed the culture in Western Australia. But we need to move on to newer ideas 
and newer ways of doing things. The water tariff report by the ERA goes on to say that the rebate system is not 
effective and is not getting the return for the outlay. 

The SPEAKER: That concludes question time. In concluding question time, I formally call the member for 
Perth for the second time, and the member for Warnbro and the member for Albany. Before we continue, I 
inform members that the document that the Treasurer was going to table has been tabled. 

TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2009 

Third Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [2.46 pm]: Before lunch I was talking about how extraordinary the debate 
on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill was, and I went through a host of reasons why it was so 
extraordinary. The primary one is the size of the appropriation, at $1.2 billion. It is the first time that we have 
used the language of billions rather than millions. However, I was specifically talking about the extraordinary 
conflict in the explanations given by the Premier and the Treasurer about how the $35 million extra for the 
teachers’ enterprise bargaining agreement would be funded. 

The SPEAKER: I am not averse to members wishing to have conversations, but I would prefer that they have 
them either very quietly or outside this place. I would like to hear the member for Bassendean, and I know that 
other people in this place would also. I ask members to respect his right to have his say. If members want to have 
a conversation, they should have it very quietly or have it outside. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: As I was saying, I was discussing the conflict in the explanations of how the $35 million 
for the teachers’ EBA would be funded, and also the $6.3 million for the behaviour management program. There 
was no recurrent funding in the $1.2 billion Treasurer’s advance 38-point document that we were given; no 
recurrent funding was identified at all. The only funding for the Department for Education and Training was 
$48.4 million for capital works. Therefore, we asked the Treasurer for an explanation, and he initially indicated 
that it would be funded out of the three per cent efficiency dividend. Then he went on to say that it probably 
would not be, because the department was not going to deliver the three per cent efficiency dividend. When we 
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questioned the Treasurer further, we asked him where the money would come from. After umming and ahing for 
a while, he indicated that it would come out of the $149.3 million for contingencies. When we questioned him 
even further, he said that it really cannot come out of that contingency fund, because the contingency fund is for 
unknown unknowns—the things that we cannot predict are going to happen—and that is what that 
$149.3 million is for. Of course, the $35 million for the teachers’ EBA is in fact a known figure, so it would not 
come out of that. Therefore, we were left wondering where the hell this $35 million for the teachers’ EBA, plus 
the $6.3 million for behaviour management, would come from, when it obviously was not in the original 2008-
09 budget, and it was not identified in the detail that was given to us about the $1.2 billion. Then the Treasurer 
gave us a confused explanation about whether it would come out of the contingency funding. The Treasurer was 
in trouble. He was relieved by the Premier on the pretext of the Treasurer needing a toilet break. If ever there 
was an outbreak of irritable Barnett syndrome, we saw it last night.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: Not again!  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: It tends to repeat on us.  

The Premier was asked directly about that $35 million, and it was put to him that it had come from the efficiency 
dividend. He said, “Of course not! Do not be stupid!” I will not quote Hansard because it is an uncorrected 
proof, but basically the explanation given was that when salaries are 80 per cent of the budget, a six per cent pay 
rise could not be paid out of the three per cent efficiency dividend—and one would have to be an idiot to think it 
was possible because the quantum would not be enough. Obviously, the argument is that three per cent of 
100 per cent is not as much as six per cent of 80 per cent.  

When we burrowed down into the substance we found that, in fact, the projected three per cent saving from the 
Department of Education, was $45.6 million, which is $10.6 million greater than the quantum of the $35 million 
extra for the teachers’ enterprise bargaining agreement. The Premier jumped into the debate boots and all saying, 
“Don’t be so stupid. How could it possibly do that?” He immediately undermined the Treasurer’s position, not 
just by taking the chair at the table, but also giving conflicting advice. He then got it wrong, because the three 
per cent dividend that was projected—although it is not going to be delivered; it is the imaginary three per cent, 
the theoretical three per cent dividend—was in fact $10.6 million greater than the $35 million extra for the 
teachers.  

I suggest if the Premier thought about what he had said and used his brain instead of his mouth, he might have 
thought it was obvious that part of the teachers’ pay rise would have been included in the initial budget and the 
$35 million is not funding the full six per cent, it is probably funding the additional two per cent or whatever the 
figure was that the six per cent increase represented above the projected government wages policy. In fact, it was 
probably funding two per cent or two and a half per cent. However, the Premier jumped in boots and all and said 
that anybody who suggested that was a bit of a moron—including his own Treasurer—and dismissed it out of 
hand.  

I think that eventually it even dawned on the Premier that he had erred in his ways, and he tried to backtrack. He 
did not backtrack in a way that was cooperative; he said that $1.2 billion was a global figure and it was not 
possible to answer questions about where this money came from and so I repeatedly asked him the obvious 
question: the appropriation money can come from only two places, either from the original budget or from the 
Treasurer’s advance. The appropriation has to be in there somewhere, so I asked the Premier in which document 
it could be found. Again he said, “Well, do not be so silly because you will find out about that in next year’s 
budget.” I thought that was a bit weird; yes, there will be figures that give an actual estimate of what was spent 
last year, but it still has to be appropriated this year. If it is not in the original budget, which obviously it is not—
that $35 million is not in the original budget because that was the Labor government’s budget.  

The Liberal and National Parties are now in government and the Treasurer’s advance will fund some of the 
changes they have put in place; therefore, it must be in the Treasurer’s advance, but the Premier said that it was 
not. What are we left with? Where is the extra $35 million for the teachers’ EBA and another $6.3 million extra 
for the behaviour management money, which is not in the detail of the $1.2 billion? Where is it? Is there a bucket 
of money that comes from somewhere else? The Premier dismissed that as nonsense and said out of hand, “No, it 
is not.”  

That is an example of the problem that will lead to the downfall of this government: that arrogance and 
incapacity to deal with the discipline that is required to run a tight ship financially. I think that will be the decline 
of this government.  

The other issue that I wanted to talk about in some detail was the very first item that appears on this four-page, 
38-dot point summary sheet from the Treasurer. I asked whether the $3.1 million would fund the entire wage 
increase. The Treasurer was all over the shop about that. Then members on this side asked some questions about 
the effect of the three per cent efficiency dividend on the Department of Agriculture and Food’s funding. The 
Treasurer eventually conceded that the increase in wages—after I did the maths for him; and even with the help 
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of two advisers he did not give me a figure—given that the only line item identified was a GA4 wage increase 
and the $3.1 million figure did not actually take account of the extra $2.7 million that had been delivered as an 
efficiency dividend by the Department of Agriculture and Food, must be $5.8 million. Then I asked the 
Treasurer for the total projected wages budget in the original budget. From memory, the answer was 
$93.9 million. The question had been asked earlier by the member for West Swan, I think, but I also asked 
whether there were any extra staff employed by the Department of Agriculture and Food. He said that no extra 
staff were employed. That original $93.9 million, which had been expanded by an extra $5.8 million, would have 
included provision for the government wages policy, so it would have had a three to four per cent increase built 
into it. It was left to the Treasurer to explain, over and above that, a $5.8 million increase, which is roughly a 
six and a half per cent increase over and above the percentage increase that was in the wages policy. The 
Treasurer could not explain that.  

I would suggest that when the Treasurer comes into this place that it is his job to be across the detail. I have only 
had one experience sitting in the chair at the chamber table, and that concerned the Biosecurity and Agriculture 
Management (Repeal and Consequential Provisions) Bill 2006, which had 180 clauses. When I came into this 
place, I had been briefed by the staff. I knew the basic outline of the bill and I had briefing papers on every 
clause so that I could respond. I did so to the best of my ability without incident and without the sort of 
confusion that came about last night with a three-clause bill.  

Mr P. Papalia: It was a lazy opposition!  

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Possibly—no, they put me through my paces!  

What I am saying is that the Treasurer needs to do some homework and to have the detail with him. This is not a 
difficult bill; it has only three clauses and 38 line items. The Treasurer should have had sufficient detail to 
answer questions. It was extraordinary that the Treasurer could not explain where this extra 
six and a half per cent had come from. We did not burrow down into as much detail with all the other GA4 wage 
increases, but similar questions remain. We asked the Treasurer whether he could provide the detail in those 
wage increases: were they for extra staff or for unexpected wage increases over and above the government’s 
wages policy; and, if so, how much was accounted for by each of those possible explanations?  

The debate brought home to me the message that this government, this Premier and this Treasurer do not have 
control over the state’s finances. They do not know the detail of the state’s finances that is required. I would like 
to get some information from the Treasurer on a couple of outstanding questions—if he is in the building even, 
as he is certainly not in the chamber. I cannot imagine the now Leader of the Opposition, the former Treasurer, 
not being in this chamber for debate on the Treasurer’s advance.  

There are questions about the GA4 wage increase for the Department of Agriculture and Food and there are 
questions about the amounts of $35 million and $6.3 million. Which of the explanations offered by various 
spokespeople, including the Premier and the Treasurer, and which of the explanations offered by the Treasurer 
alone, are correct? How will the increase be funded? An important question that I did not get a chance to ask 
because debate was gagged last night followed from an issue raised by the member for West Swan. What about 
the royalties for regions money? If it is not going to be spent, will it be reallocated? Will we see a mad dash to 
spend $337 million over the next two months on goodness knows what? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: A stadium in Widgiemooltha! 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: Hastily erected, I would suggest! 

What conclusions can be drawn from all this? The government is faced with challenging financial circumstances, 
and it does not have the character or discipline to face those circumstances. To go back in history, the Court 
government delivered deficits in five of its eight budgets. It inherited the legacy of WA Inc, and I acknowledge 
that; that was poor. Nonetheless, this government will not have the options available to it that the Court 
government had to protect Western Australia’s AAA credit rating. It will not be able to flog off the farm. It will 
not be able to sell off Alinta and engage in privatisations. It needs to display financial discipline, and I do not 
think it has the character, the intellect or the ability to do so. I think the honeymoon it is currently enjoying will 
come to an abrupt end. The Achilles heel of the Barnett government is its financial incompetence, and we have 
seen it on display throughout this debate. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.01 pm]: This has been an extraordinary debate, because it is an 
extraordinary bill. One of the low points of the debate was the contribution from the Premier, who basically said, 
“You’re only the Parliament; why would you be interested in how we spend $1.2 billion of taxpayers’ money? 
What impertinence for the Parliament to think about how that money is being spent!” That was the position the 
Premier put to us yesterday during his sojourn into the chamber to knock the Treasurer out of his chair and to 
participate in the debate. 

[Quorum formed.] 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It was a very interesting contribution by the Premier about the $1.2 billion of public 
expenditure. I say again that there is a very important issue involved: the primacy of Parliament over the 
executive. The argument by the executive that the Parliament should not consider expenditure not only is the 
height of arrogance but also shows a complete misunderstanding of the system of government we have in 
Western Australia. It reflects very poorly on the Premier if he does not understand that it is actually Parliament 
that makes final decisions, not the executive. This bill is an attempt to provide $762 273 480 to the government 
for additional expenditure. That is 224 per cent more than was requested by the previous government through a 
similar bill in March 2008. The present Treasurer was then Leader of the Opposition, and when Parliament was 
in session, he would personally abuse on a daily basis the then Treasurer and current Leader of the Opposition 
about alleged incompetence. He claimed that the Treasurer’s advance brought by the previous government was 
an outrage, and that problems would arise from what he regarded as an incredible level of uncontrolled 
expenditure. The same person has this year walked into this chamber and asked Parliament for 224 per cent more 
money than was asked for last year. That is an extraordinary position. I will not suggest that the Treasurer is a 
hypocrite, because that would be unparliamentary. 

An opposition member interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Maybe he is a damn hypocrite! 

Clearly, the Treasurer says one thing, but his behaviour indicates something different. People can draw any 
conclusion they want to from the Treasurer’s behaviour, but he says one thing and does something else. 

I was also pleased that the Premier joined us from the bar last night; I think it was very good of him to do that. 
We had an extraordinary exchange over the question of whether $35 million is more or less than $43.7 million. 
The Treasurer had clearly explained that $35 million is less than $43.7 million, but the Premier arrived to explain 
that the Treasurer was wrong, and that $35 million is actually more than $43.7 million. Having made that answer 
a couple of times, he then actually listened to his Treasury advisers, who explained to him that he was wrong, 
and that $43.7 million is greater than $35 million. He then acknowledged those facts, but did not point out that 
the inevitable consequence of those facts was that his earlier contribution to Parliament had been incorrect. That 
reflected the arrogance of a Premier who does not respect the processes of Parliament. This is a very important 
issue. On so many occasions the Premier has rejected the authority of Parliament and has claimed that the 
Parliament was a hindrance to the operations of government, without actually understanding that that is not the 
case, and that the Parliament, rather than the executive, is in fact the supreme part of the pyramid of government 
in this state. It is essential for the Premier to understand that, so that he can pay proper respect to every member 
of this Parliament and to the institution of Parliament. 

We did not get around to asking a number of questions because the government gagged debate. On 22 March, 
during the second reading debate, the Treasurer alleged that $158.5 million of the Treasurer’s advance related to 
decisions made by the former Labor government, rather than decisions made by the incoming minority Liberal-
National government. The only problem with his contribution is that it is not indicated anywhere in the four 
pages he provided to us. Because the debate was gagged by the government, the opposition never got the 
opportunity to ask the Treasurer to explain why there is no justification for his assertion about the $158.5 million 
relating to the former government in the documentation he provided to Parliament. The only thing that might 
relate to the former government is the GA4 wage increase, but that was explained by the Treasurer to be worth 
$33.4 million, which is not $158.5 million. Even the Premier, I am sure, can understand that $33.4 million is less 
than $158.5 million, so we were never able to get the Treasurer to explain his commentary. I would welcome his 
explanation for how he can assert that when he cannot provide any evidence to support that assertion. There was 
also $150 million fat on the bacon—$150 million without explanation. If, as I suggested in my contribution to 
the second reading debate, this is in fact the expected blow-out in the government’s inability to implement the 
three per cent efficiency dividend, I am happy for the Treasurer to explain that because, as I said, that is what I 
expected and I still do.  

Not only that; it is also interesting to reflect on what is not in this bill. As the Treasurer explained to us 
yesterday, no additional nurses are provided for in this bill. The government can find $1.2 billion extra to spend 
on government activities here in Western Australia but cannot find one dollar to employ extra nurses. That is 
again an example of how the incoming government is simply endorsing the activities of the outgoing 
government. It is simply saying that the outgoing government got that issue right; we do not have to change what 
it did. Let us face it, the government is not employing extra nurses through this additional appropriation because 
the outgoing government got the number of nurses right in Western Australia. We also found out from the 
Treasurer that he is not using any of this $1.2 billion of taxpayers’ money to employ additional teachers. No 
additional teachers are being funded by this appropriation. Again, the government is saying that the former 
government got the number of teachers in Western Australia right, and the allocation made in the budget in 
2008-09 was correct—that is, a sufficient number of teachers have been employed in the system in Western 
Australia. That, again, is very good commentary from the incoming government.  
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Because the debate was gagged, I was unable to ask questions about WA Police because, again, there does not 
appear to be any additional expenditure in this $1.2 billion for even one additional police officer. Again, the 
incoming government says, “Yes, the former government got it right; the former government engaged plenty of 
police for this state, and we don’t have to add even one police officer to the roster of WA Police because the 
outgoing government got that matter right as well.” What I always find interesting about this Treasurer’s 
Advance Authorisation Bill is not what is in it, but what is not in it. We can compare what the government is 
prepared to spend its $1.2 billion additional funds on and what it is not changing with what it is endorsing of the 
former government. This bill does not give us a financial plan for the new government to explain where it is 
going in the future. Another thing we do not have is the government’s plan to deal with important issues such as 
the growth in debt in this state. Of course, this bill deals only with the current financial year. I am not suggesting 
that it deals with future financial years, and I understand that the budget will be brought down and, later, we will 
be able to see what is occurring for future financial years. However, the additional debt the government is taking 
on this year in additional expenditure for operating expenses and, therefore, a lower surplus means that the state 
is less prepared for the future because its debt level will be higher. That will cost the state in the future, so 
whether the state goes into deficit in the current financial year is not even an issue. I cannot imagine it will go 
into debt because I do not think even the new Treasurer could so quickly blow the inheritance he received from 
the outgoing Treasurer, the now Leader of the Opposition. But, of course, every dollar he takes out of the 
projected surplus is an extra dollar he will have to borrow for capital works, resulting in higher debt levels in the 
future.  

During his term in opposition, the current Treasurer lectured the former Labor government about expense 
control. The Parliament was told on numerous occasions by the then shadow Treasurer of the waste, fat and 
excess in government. However, he comes to this chamber now saying, “Apart from the three per cent efficiency 
dividend, I can’t find savings in recurrent expenditure; I can’t even find the three per cent efficiency dividend in 
a number of departments.” Where is the rhetoric today of last year? Last year when he had no control over the 
finances of this state, he was very happy to explain how everything was out of control and the state was drifting 
to disaster.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order! Before the member for Victoria Park and the member for 
Rockingham walk between the Chair and the member on his feet, they must acknowledge the Chair.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Now that the Treasurer has control, he cannot find the savings that he said were so easy 
to find. His private sector knowledge, understanding and business acumen that he could apply to this task is 
absent. His words are shown to be just rhetoric. It is not just what is in this bill that concerns me; it is also what 
is not in the bill. It reflects an extraordinary situation in which the government wants to spend $762 million, 
224 per cent more than was asked for last year. The Treasurer provided four pages of notes and the Premier said, 
“I don’t care; that was a mistake, we should not even have given Parliament that very small amount of 
information; members should simply cop this because we should not have to be accountable to the Parliament for 
the expenditure we are proposing.”  

As the Premier said last year, supporting a bill of this nature in no way reflects on any sort of credible 
performance by the Treasurer. I echo the Premier’s words from last year: the Labor Party’s vote in favour of this 
legislation is no endorsement of any sort of credible performance by the Treasurer, because it is not. This is lazy 
government. The easiest thing in the world to do is to throw money at problems. The easiest thing in the world to 
do is to add expenditure to other expenditure and not do the hard work that is required of a government to ensure 
a secure budget. Can the Treasurer explain, when the global financial crisis may impact on our future ability to 
spend taxpayers’ money, because we might have future budget issues, why ramping up expenditure in the 
current year is somehow sound financial management? We are talking about ramping up not capital expenditure 
but recurrent expenditure. I asked last night for confirmation about the level of capital expenditure. At page 15 of 
the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement it explains that there is only around $23 million of 
additional capital expenditure envisaged by the government. Whatever reordering of capital priorities the 
government has, the net effect of that for additional expenditure is only $23 million. The government cannot 
argue that it is okay to spend $1.2 billion because it is building the capital infrastructure of the state, because that 
is not true. All it has done with capital works is add $23 million in expenditure and reorder some priorities. The 
Premier can argue that this priority is more important than that priority. That is a matter of judgement, and just 
because he asserts it does not make it true. The fundamental issue is that there is virtually no additional capital 
expenditure to assist the state to deal with the problems it is facing due to the global financial crisis. All we are 
being asked to do is to approve a very large additional recurrent expenditure in the current financial year. It is an 
unprecedented level of expenditure. The expense growth rate is 13 per cent. That is a much higher percentage 
than when the member for Belmont was Treasurer. The current Treasurer used to provide a daily personal 
critique of the former Treasurer’s abilities. The current Treasurer is now going further by spending more without 
providing an explanation to the people of Western Australian. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order, member for Kalgoorlie! The Speaker spoke to members 
today about having mobile phones in the chamber. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: I am taking a number out of the phone to give to another colleague.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member can do that outside the chamber. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The royalties for regions policy was clearly endorsed by the people who live in regional 
Western Australia. The new government will follow that policy and it will be a major and important part of the 
election campaign in four years’ time. However, that is not to say that that endorsement gives the government a 
blank cheque to waste money. Last year the now Premier pointed out in Parliament that to ask for an enormous 
amount of money in the last three months of the year was unprecedented. We are now being asked to endorse 
expenditure of $337 million on the royalties for regions scheme, yet there is no clear indication that the money 
will be expended by the end of the financial year or that the policy that was established for that expenditure will 
be met. Nor is there a clear indication of who will receive the money. For example, we still do not know who 
will receive the regional fuel card, for which $20 million has been allocated. The days are ticking down now and 
no explanation has been given of what will happen to that money. It would be a travesty not for me, because I 
live in the metropolitan area, but for the people of rural and regional Western Australia if the government were 
to say that it had spent one-quarter of the royalties for regions money—$337 million—meeting its election 
commitments but that the money had not benefited the people in the regions. Every government is capable of 
wasting money and spending money on projects that will have no benefit for the community. The process by 
which this government wants to spend the $1.2 billion is an example of how this type of inefficiency is built into 
government projects. That is the fear which Western Australians have about the government’s royalties for 
regions program and which they express to me regularly. The government has not done its homework. It is not 
ready for this expenditure. It has not thought through what it is doing. Again, because the gag was applied last 
night, we were unable to properly examine what the $1.2 billion that the executive is asking Parliament to 
provide is to be used for. That is very important to understand. 

I will move to the last part of my contribution. As I said, one of the most interesting things about this bill is not 
what is in it but what is not in it. The bill basically represents an endorsement of the former government’s budget 
strategy. Because this government’s expenditure will go much further than the former government’s, it will put 
pressure on the out years. It will be very interesting to see what will happen in the future. The government will 
end up with a crunch and will be forced to take radical action. Members opposite will have to come to terms with 
the fact that programs will be cut to pay for the out-of-control expenditure in this current financial year. 
Members opposite will have to understand that their ability to deliver services in their electorates will be reduced 
by the passage of this legislation. All it does is add $1.2 billion on top of the expenditure that was planned by the 
previous government. It adds $1.2 billion on top of the budget strategy of the former government. The midyear 
review explains that the 47 per cent net debt to revenue ratio will no longer be adhered to because of the out-of-
control spending by the Treasurer in this current financial year. The government cannot argue on the one hand 
that expense growth of 11 per cent is unsustainable and too high and argue on the other hand that expense 
growth of 13 per cent is what is really needed. That is neither credible nor sensible. It will have an impact on 
every Western Australian and on the state’s ability to deliver for the community in the future. 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [3.26 pm]: In rising to speak on the third reading of the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill 2009, I am sensitive to the criticism that has been made about the degree of repetition that has 
occurred throughout the debate. Nevertheless, it is essential to repeat and to record in Hansard some of our 
concerns which were raised last night and in the early hours of this morning before the debate was gagged by the 
government. To that end, I intend to focus on and reinforce my concerns about a couple of specific matters that I 
raised with the Treasurer last night. 

On a number of occasions last night it was suggested that expenditure would, in some cases, far exceed the 
amount suggested in the Treasurer’s advance, and it also became very clear that the bill should be scrutinised to 
ensure that all potential savings were identified and utilised by the government. The need for that rigorous 
undertaking became clear when the member for West Swan identified some $40 million worth of savings over 
two specific areas in the four-page document that was presented by the government. The Treasurer had not even 
identified them until he was assisted to do so by the member for West Swan. I am glad that she was able to assist 
the Treasurer in identifying that saving. Hopefully, many similar benefits of that nature will be identified as a 
result of the debate that we have undertaken. Like the shadow Treasurer, I congratulate the Treasurer on his 
initiative to approach the Public Accounts Committee to seek a recommendation about how this process can be 
streamlined and made more efficient and transparent for the benefit of the taxpayers of Western Australia. I 
commend him for taking that initiative and trust that he will be open to the, no doubt, many and productive ideas 
that will be suggested to him by the committee. 

The areas about which I have particular concerns and on which I spoke last night specifically concern the 
Department of Corrective Services. As the shadow Minister for Corrective Services, I noted in the four-page 
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addendum to the bill that was presented by the Treasurer that only relatively minor amounts of money are to be 
allocated for Corrective Services. However, a number of questions were raised in my mind.  

I felt, in discussing those questions with the Treasurer, that I was quite justified in having some concerns about 
the explanations provided for the line items, particularly for the increased prison population and the general 
agreement 4 wage increase. I did not have any particular concern with the GA4 wage increase. However, the 
increase in the prison population led me to ask on what figures the projections for the increase in the prison 
population were based. I am aware, as is the Minister for Corrective Services, that there are some fairly rubbery 
projection figures for the impact of the changes to the sentencing legislation that were passed recently by the 
government. The modelling done by the department on the increase that would result from that legislation 
appears to be fairly flexible. We were given an indication that the increase in the overall adult prison population 
would be in the order of 604 prisoners over five years. It has become evident since those figures were provided 
to me in response to questions on notice in early November, at which time the prison population was about 
3 900, that the prison population has risen, as I have been told by the minister, to 4 088. I thought it was 4 086, 
but the minister has assured me that two extra prisoners were added to the tally last night. It is on record that 
what is termed the emergency capacity for our prison system, which basically consists of double-bunking just 
about every prisoner who can be double-bunked, accounts for a capacity of 4 100. If we bear those figures in 
mind, it becomes of great interest that $9.1 million has been attributed to an increase in the prison population and 
wage increases. I asked the Treasurer how much confidence he and Treasury had in the projection for the 
increase in the prison population that was provided by the department. I did not really get a confident response 
from the Treasurer. He acknowledged that the figures were rubbery, as did the Minister for Corrective Services 
who was sitting behind the Treasurer at the time. That is of great concern. I understand that this is not the budget 
process; this is not the time to go through items line by line. However, I note the potential impact of utilising 
inaccurate figures and modelling, and I thought it was worth raising again the concerns I have about the 
projections that have been utilised to request an additional $9.1 million. My concern is that we have not asked 
for enough in that area, but I have voiced my concern in that regard. 

My other concern in the area of corrective services, which I raised last night but I was stymied on a number of 
occasions in my consistent attempts to elicit some degree of specific response from the Treasurer on behalf of 
the Minister for Corrective Services, is how the government arrived at a figure of $7.5 million for — 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I had intended to refrain from passing comment on the absence or otherwise of the Treasurer 
from the chamber, but I feel compelled to note that he is still not in the chamber. He is therefore being deprived 
of the benefit of my insights into the possible oversights or excesses that may have occurred in the Treasurer’s 
advance. Nevertheless, I have great faith that the Deputy Premier, the Leader of the Nationals and the Minister 
for Sport and Recreation will convey any jewels of knowledge to the Treasurer. 

I was getting to the second part of my concerns in the area of corrective services. I know that this is not the 
budget process; we are not going through items line by line. However, I am concerned that that area has been 
allocated only $16.6 million in the Treasurer’s advance, of which $7.5 million is for planning for prisons that 
were promised as part of the Liberal Party election campaign. I understand that that is a fair thing. The Liberal 
Party made some promises. However, I sense that things have moved on since the election promise was made 
about the new medium-maximum security prison in the metropolitan area, which was included in the 
Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement. It is not that the government will not construct this 
prison. The member for Kalgoorlie might be interested in this issue. I am sure that the government has a plan for 
a new medium-maximum prison facility. I commend the Minister for Corrective Services for pushing that 
agenda. However, I suggest that the 350-bed facility be located where I think it should go—that is, in the eastern 
goldfields—to allow the 200-plus Indigenous prisoners who have been removed from their families and support 
structures and who are housed in metropolitan prisons to be moved back to the eastern goldfields. That is why I 
support the member for Kalgoorlie in his call for that prison to be made a priority. An amount of $1.2 million 
was spent by the previous government on planning and preparing for that prison facility to go ahead. If that is the 
likely location of the next medium-maximum security prison, some potential savings could be made because that 
money has already been spent on the planning process to get ahead of the game. If, however, this money is 
intended to be allocated to expand capacity at Acacia Prison, which is another alternative—I understand that it is 
imperative for the minister to try to house the ever-growing prison population that he has pretty significantly 
contributed to recently—potential savings could be made. The footprints for the additional units at Acacia Prison 
have been planned. There are blueprints of those buildings. Design work has been done. Therefore, I must 
question whether the amount of money allocated for planning those prison facilities is anywhere near 
appropriate; and, if it is not, that is fine. 

However, I wanted to state on the record that I am a little concerned with some of the modelling that has been 
done and the projected costs that have been provided in the area of corrective services. Perhaps my concerns will 
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elicit a little more scrutiny by the Treasurer on behalf of Western Australian taxpayers. That is why members are 
in this place and that is what this debate is all about—to scrutinise the biggest quantum of a Treasurer’s advance 
in the history of this state. I am told that it is a 224 per cent increase on last year’s request by the then Treasurer, 
the now Leader of the Opposition, which was criticised vehemently by the man now entering the chamber, the 
now Treasurer, who took every opportunity to portray the then Treasurer as being profligate with taxpayers’ 
money, but he was a miser in comparison with the man who is now responsible for taxpayers’ money.  

That leads me to my other area of concern, and it is perhaps appropriate that I talk about this at this stage. I could 
possibly be unkindly accused of repetition and of straying from the debate, but I pointed out to the Treasurer last 
night, and he acknowledged, that the first six months worth of royalties for the regions money will not be 
scrutinised, will not be subject to debate and will not be subject to detailed, fully informed deliberation by the 
house on behalf of the taxpayers of Western Australia until such time as the Treasurer provides the 
appropriations for royalties for regions. He has very kindly undertaken to try to get those — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It’s the same for all the Treasury items.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Hang on a minute! The Treasurer knows that this one is a little different. It will not be in the 
next budget—he knows that, too.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Of course royalties for the regions will be in the next budget; it’s not a six-month program! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: This $337 million allocation we are talking about is not — 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order! Treasurer! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: In retrospect we will be able to see what the Treasurer spent it on. 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I call the Treasurer to order for the first time.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: I thank the Acting Speaker for his protection; I feel threatened by the large and loud one from 
Busselton.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Well, I’ve never suffered an oxygen mix deprivation whilst at depth! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Do not distract me, Treasurer! 

As the Treasurer conceded last night, this will be the only opportunity prior to some time in June when we will 
hear about where the Nationals have spent all this money. This is the only opportunity we will have — 

Mr T.K. Waldron: I think you’ll find it’s in the regions! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I do not want to incur the wrath of the Acting Speaker, but I am asking for an interjection. It 
is my understanding that when the budget is handed down on 14 May and when the consideration in detail is 
held, these items will be called to account in terms of an estimated annual spend for the 2008-09 year. At that 
time, in about eight weeks—two weeks after the budget—we will have all the departmental people in and you 
can ask them questions about actual spend for this year. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I have no doubt that at that time they will tell me that the money has only just been given to 
councils, or it has only just begun to be distributed; therefore, we will not be able to find out what they will be 
spending it on. I am thankful to the Treasurer for making the commitment last night to include the expenditure 
for this $337 million line by line. He promised that last night, and it will be in Hansard. We were very thankful 
for that commitment — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Just like it’s in the — 

Mr P. PAPALIA: No, no, the Treasurer said that every single item of expenditure the Nationals are committing 
to on the government’s behalf — 

Mr T.K. Waldron interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Wagin!  

Mr P. PAPALIA: I must say that the Treasurer appears to be taking very little responsibility on behalf of the 
taxpayers of the state. As I indicated last night, I feel concerned that the Treasurer has not really had much 
involvement and has devolved a lot of the responsibility for the management of this significant amount of 
money—the biggest single component of the advance he is asking for—to the Minister for Regional 
Development. That is fine, the Treasurer trusts him, but the opposition is operating on behalf of the taxpayers of 
Western Australia. It is essential, and we are duty bound, to ensure that we elicit every possible bit of 
information we can about where the Treasurer intends to spend this money and how he intends to ensure that it 
will not be wasted.  
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Last night I asked the Treasurer about the management of that money—specifically the country local 
government fund—and how he has managed to satisfy himself, on behalf of the taxpayers of Western Australia, 
that it will be distributed to councils who are capable of meeting appropriate fiscal responsibility measures in 
regard to the expenditure of this money. I note, of course, that the government’s own minister has called into 
question, in a very public manner, the ability of many councils around the state to operate in a sustainable and 
efficient manner. I would not have thought it was outrageous or inconsistent of me to say, “Hang on a minute” to 
the Treasurer. On the one hand I have been told by the Minister for Local Government that a large number of 
these local governments around the state are so incapable of operating in an efficient manner that they have to be 
forced together to somehow magically make them more efficient and sustainable, while, on the other hand, the 
Treasurer is intent upon delivering $100 million to 110 country local governments. I assume that many of 
those—the Minister for Local Government will not divulge whom he has in his crosshairs—are those the 
minister believes need to amalgamate, except for the Monaco of Western Australia; Peppermint Grove — 

Mr T.K. Waldron: No royalties for the regions money is going there! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Every other one will get some. The government will give country local governments 
$100 million in the next three months, and the opposition does not get to analyse or ask questions about where 
that money will go and how it will be managed — 

Mr T.K. Waldron: Come down; we’ll show you! 

Dr K.D. Hames: Come down to Mandurah and I’ll show you! 

Mr T.K. Waldron: Don’t get lost! Once you get over that hill, be careful! You’ve got to turn right! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I can go to the boundary of Singleton and I can look down the road and see the country. As 
members know, I can see a council that is eligible for the country local government fund, so it is not that far 
away from me. I must admit, I am a little envious on behalf of my constituents, because I know that the outer 
metropolitan suburbs of this city are wondering about what is in it for them — 

Mr T.K. Waldron: I know how local governments spend money — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: No, I am not; he is.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, I asked you before to acknowledge the Chair when you 
walked into the chamber. I call the member for Rockingham to order for the first time.  

Mr T.K. Waldron: Quite often decisions are made with all good intents and purposes, but actually a lot of 
money gets wasted. One of the ideas of royalties for regions is to make local decisions. There might be the odd 
one that does not work out, I acknowledge that, but generally I think the money will be delivered to where it 
should go, which is the whole idea.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Nice speech! I take the opportunity to say that the sentiment behind royalties for regions is a 
good one. The opposition supports it. However, the government would concede that it is beholden on the 
opposition to question and focus on the — 

Mr T.K. Waldron: You’re just doing it at the wrong time, that’s all! It’s just the wrong time to do it! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: — equity, efficiency and probity of the distribution of that money. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: That’s fair enough—just pick the right time and you’ll get all of it. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: This is the time when the regions are about to get $337 million, so why should it not be the 
time that we ask a few questions and record our concerns about the distribution of this money on behalf of 
Western Australian taxpayers? 

Having covered those two areas that are of particular interest to me, I could easily be tempted to stray into some 
of these other line items, such as the infrastructure build for education and funding for the Western Australian 
police force. I have identified that there appears to be some significant problems with government management 
of projects in my electorate that were well underway and were fully budgeted, and were in not only the forward 
estimates, but also this year’s budget. Somehow they appear to have been put on hold. I note that there have been 
requests by the Treasurer for a Treasurer’s advance in those two particular areas. I should have asked him about 
those projects in my own electorate, but I will not do that.  

I will finish by joining in with the observation of the many other members who have spoken during this debate 
and talked about the humiliating and embarrassing treatment of the Treasurer of this state by the Premier of this 
state last evening.  

I was embarrassed on behalf of the Treasurer. I like the Treasurer. Not many members would stand up and say 
that, but I do. 
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Mr V.A. Catania: Shame on you! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Yes! My wife criticises me for that, but I do. I like him. He is a funny fellow. He is 
entertaining. If ever a horrible accident should befall the Treasurer and for some unforeseen reason he should 
have to move from this place, everyone knows, and I would be the first to acknowledge, that he has a future as a 
clown in Cirque de Soleil. He is capable. He is skilled.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: He is witty! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Yes.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order, member! Would the member speak to the bill, please.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am sorry, Mr Acting Speaker. In reference to this unparalleled Treasurer’s advance—this 
unprecedented $1.2 billion Treasurer advance—I must make the observation that the Treasurer will have another 
occupation waiting for him when he leaves this place. He is skilled, and he is acknowledged as — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Mr Bubbles!  

Mr P. PAPALIA: No. I would never say something like that!  

Last night, the Treasurer was performing admirably in light of the questioning that he was being exposed to and 
the duration of the inquisition by the opposition on behalf of the taxpayers of Western Australia, as is its duty to 
undertake. He was performing admirably. However, he was rudely interrupted by the Premier, who in a petulant 
fashion forced him — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Elbowed him! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Yes—elbowed him out of the way and forced him from the chamber. When the Treasurer 
finally slunk back into the chamber and sat behind the Premier, he was forced to endure an embarrassing series 
of gaffes by the Premier, who had pushed him out of the way on the pretence that he knew better and would be 
able to deal with us better. Unfortunately, the Premier came undone. I would like to record my support for the 
Treasurer in this case, and my disappointment, along with the shadow Treasurer, at the behaviour of the Premier 
last evening. It was beneath the Premier of this state, and I hope he lifts his game. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West) [3.52 pm]: I rise to make a few comments on the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill. We are talking about a Treasurer’s advance of $1.2 bullion. I find it absurd that in this current 
financial crisis, when governments around the world are having vigorous debates in their Parliaments about the 
moneys they should be spending, this government is asking us to sign a cheque so that it can spend $1.2 billion 
of taxpayers’ money. I say that particularly given that one of the problems that has caused this financial crisis is 
the lack of scrutiny that has existed within our financial markets and within governments.  

I am sure members are aware that a lot of people in our community are trying to buy a house. However, when 
those people go to their banks, the banks are saying, “Hang on a moment while we check you out.” The banks 
used to just sign people up—no worries. At the moment, they are making people go through a whole lot of tests 
to ensure that they are capable of repaying their loans. Everyone else in the community is required to undergo 
scrutiny and cross all the t’s and dot all the i’s. Why is this government different? I do not know. Last night, the 
Treasurer could not answer any of our questions about why this $1.2 billion Treasurer’s advance is so urgent and 
how this $1.2 billion will be spent.  

Last night I asked some questions about some of the moneys that have been allocated under the various portfolio 
areas. I have been looking at all the commitments that were made during the election campaign for the seat of 
North West. I found it interesting to see the item under “Health” for contribution to hospital fund, health service 
salaried officers wage increase, and election commitments. During the election campaign, the then Leader of the 
Opposition and now Premier came to Karratha with the Liberal candidate for the seat, Rod Sweetman, a former 
member of this house, and made an announcement. I can tell members that the Liberal Party made very few 
announcements during the election campaign in the seat of North West. The Liberal Party announced that a 
Liberal government would allocate $10 million for Nickol Bay Hospital to address the chronic under-funding of 
Pilbara health services. That was very welcome in the community—every dollar that comes into the community 
is welcome. That was followed up by press releases from the Liberal Party. The Liberal candidate, Rod 
Sweetman, also sent out some direct mail. The Liberal Party tried really hard to win the seat of North West, but 
it failed. One of the dot points in that mail-out told the people of the seat of North West that they deserved better; 
a Liberal government would allocate a $10 million rescue package — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker, under the standing orders, the third reading debate is a very 
constrained debate. It is constrained to what was said and what happened during the consideration in detail stage. 
My good friend the member for North West has strayed very much into other areas. In a third reading debate, 
members are not allowed to bring in new material, which is what the member is doing today. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order! I take the member’s point of order. A third reading 
debate is not as wide ranging as a second reading debate. I am sure the member will now concentrate on the bill 
before the house.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. As I have said, during the election campaign, the Liberal 
Party was pushing this $10 million around the Pilbara. During this debate on the Treasurer’s advance, I asked the 
Treasurer whether this $10 million had come out of the Liberal Party election commitments, and the answer was 
no. The Minister for Health and the Minister for Regional Development came to Karratha not very long ago and 
announced that the government would be delivering $10 million for Nickol Bay Hospital. Where do members 
think that money has come from? Has it come out of the normal day-to-day running costs of the government? 
Has it come out of the consolidated fund? No. It has come out of royalties for regions. Surprise, surprise! I think 
members are starting to see the trend that is unfolding as I go through it. In respect of many of the commitments 
made by the Liberal Party, it has suddenly passed the buck to the National Party for that money to come out of 
royalties for regions. The election commitment for Nickol Bay Hospital and for the health system in the Pilbara 
has moved from a Liberal Party promise to the National Party’s royalties for regions promise.  

Last night I also talked about Karratha High School and Karratha Primary School. One of the items listed in the 
Treasurer’s advance under “Education and Training” is an allocation of $48.4 million for school capital 
improvements program as part of election commitments. I could not get an answer from the Treasurer yesterday, 
or in the early hours of this morning, about whether Karratha High School and Karratha Primary School are part 
of that $48.4 million. I find that staggering, because the Minister for Regional Development came to Karratha 
not long ago and launched the “Karratha 2020 Vision and Community Plan”. That plan is based around the 
education precinct. The Treasurer could not tell me whether Karratha High School and Karratha Primary School 
are part of that education precinct. The former Labor government had included that in its forward estimates and 
had already commenced stage 1 of the high school. That precinct would have been worth a total of $103 million. 
The shire based its whole vision on this state-of-the-art education precinct that we had planned and it now seems 
as though it will be jeopardised by this lack of funding.  

I am glad that the Minister for Police is present. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am always happy to be here. I am always happy to be of service.  

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I find him to be one of the most approachable ministers.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

CLEANERS’ PAY RATES — GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS 

Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [4.00 pm]: I move — 

That this house supports decent and fair pay rates for cleaners employed in cleaning government 
buildings and offices and in particular supports the member for Morley’s claim that “the hourly rate for 
cleaners is not only abhorrent, it is just plain wrong and I will always side with the cleaners for a pay 
rise, no matter who they get it from”. 

I would like to provide some background to this debate by informing the house of what the issue is all about. 
Basically, two components of cleaning services are provided to the government. The first is the cleaning services 
provided by full-time employees of the Department of Education and Training who undertake cleaning in 
government schools. Then there is the cleaning of government buildings, which is provided by private contract 
cleaning services undertaken primarily by members of the Western Australian branch of the Building Services 
Contractors Association of Australia. In February 2008 an agreement was reached between the government, the 
Building Services Contractors Association of Australia and the Department of Consumer and Employment 
Protection on a fair pay and conditions policy. Effectively, that meant that the agreement would bring the wage 
rates of those who are employed by the private sector cleaning contractors who were cleaning government 
buildings into line — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Not all government buildings.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, I mentioned that earlier.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: If they are contract workers and they are employed to clean buildings owned by GTEs, would 
this policy apply?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: How? 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Some workers are covered by that policy. If government trading enterprises are in non-
government buildings, that may be right. They may be leaseholders of floors of privately owned — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You were a minister for GTEs. Don’t you understand how they procure them? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Most of those GTEs had their own buildings.  

Basically, that agreement meant that it would bring the wage rates of the employees of those private sector 
contract cleaners into line with the rates of pay that are set out in the Government Services (Miscellaneous) 
General Agreement 2007, which effectively applies to the government school cleaners group that I referred to 
earlier. If that fair pay and conditions policy were implemented—it could still be implemented, by the way—it 
would lift the hourly wages of private sector contractors cleaning government buildings from $15.34 an hour 
currently being paid to $19.13 an hour, which is the figure that is paid to those covered by the 2007 agreement 
that I just referred to earlier, from 1 January 2009. 

We should remember that the cleaners who we are talking about are not full-time employees; they clean only on 
a part-time basis. They do some hours in the morning and occasionally they do some hours in the evening. On 
average, those employees undertake about 10 to 15 hours’ work a week. When I raised this issue by way of a 
question without notice in this house earlier this year, the Treasurer, in his usual obnoxious and childish way, 
stated that the fair pay agreement that was reached in February 2008 was not passed on because I sat on it. I was 
not the minister responsible and I had no involvement in that agreement. It was not because, as he said, I sat on 
it. I wish to correct the misleading and abusive comments made by the Treasurer in this house. The truth is that 
the agreement had been reached, written up and announced. The Department of Consumer and Employment 
Protection, the Department of Housing and Works, the Department of Treasury and Finance, the contract 
cleaners association that I referred to earlier and the Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union took a 
significant amount of time after the agreement was reached—after February 2008—to work out how the increase 
in contractors’ rates would be guaranteed to flow on into wage increases for those contract cleaner employees. 
That is why it was not resolved by the time the election came around. The agreement had been reached in 
February 2007 and there was work done by all those agencies—DOCEP; DTF; DHW, which has responsibility 
for the tenders and for those contracts in place with government buildings; the cleaners association; and the 
union—to ensure that a large proportion of the money that was going to be paid to the employers, the contract 
cleaners, would flow on into the pay packets of their own employees. They were working out how that 
agreement would be implemented. That is why it was not implemented between February 2008 and the time the 
election was held. 

Mr P. Miles: Which minister was actually dealing with that within the cabinet?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member for Midland was the responsible minister for DOCEP at the time.  

The Treasurer can still honour the fair pay agreement and agree to the government increasing the rates paid to 
contract cleaner employees, which rates would then flow on to an increase in their cleaners’ hourly rate. As I 
said, it would increase the rate from about $15 to just over $19 an hour. The total number of people who would 
be affected is 1 500 employees across all government departments. We are not talking about a significant 
number of people. These people are not full-time employees; they work only a few hours in the morning and a 
few hours in the afternoon. The amount of money that is being sought that would lead to that increase is quite 
small. The Treasurer indicated in his answer to a question without notice that it would probably be around 
$8.5 million. That is across all government departments and agencies and across those buildings, with the 
exception of schools. It is a small amount spread across all government departments. The Treasurer’s letter to the 
contract cleaners’ association is indicative of his response to this matter so far. He stated, in part — 

I consider it the responsibility of employers and unions to ensure that appropriate market rates are paid 
to cleaners, rather than this being achieved through Government procurement. 

Effectively, the Treasurer is saying, and he indicated this in the house when I asked the question, that this is not 
really the responsibility of government; it is up to the market to determine those rates, and we should not really 
be involved in it. That is not how things work in the real world. It is not how things work in government, as well, 
because, effectively, the government, as the principal in this case, can and does affect the wage outcomes 
between contractors and employees. It happens in the private sector and in the public sector and it has happened 
under this government. I give the example of the agreement between the Public Transport Authority and the 
companies that provide bus services in metropolitan Perth. They reached agreement on a wage outcome prior to 
the election, but the election came along and held that up. Therefore, that wage outcome—that agreement—was 
not paid until such time as this government picked up the agreement that was reached. The Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet actually involved Deidre Willmott to ensure that the PTA passed on the increase in rates to 
the bus service companies and that they were charged to the government so that they would then effectively flow 
on and increase the enterprise bargaining rate for the bus drivers. That was done after the election. The 
agreement was reached with the previous government and not implemented, but it was honoured by this 
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government, and the Premier got Deidre Willmott, who works in the Premier’s department, to ensure that the 
wage increase that was agreed to prior to the election flowed on to those bus drivers. There are other examples 
that we can use where that applies. Alcoa is a classic example. Alcoa ensures that it plays a major role in 
determining what its contractors pay their employees, as does BP, which used to negotiate on behalf of the 
contractors and then fit them with the wage outcome. That has changed slightly in recent years, but it still has the 
same effect. Woodside does the same thing, too, for its contractors whether they are maintenance contractors or 
construction contractors. These are the principals in the contracting services that ensure that their contractors 
who work on their sites have wage outcomes that are sustainable for the principal. The public sector does it as 
well. In fact, this government has done it with the bus drivers. Therefore, it is not unusual for the principal; that 
is, the government, to determine wage outcomes for contractors who provide services. I put it down to this: this 
government was willing to intervene—to use its terminology—in the market to ensure there was an outcome that 
was acceptable for bus drivers and for the government, even though those negotiations were between a private 
company and its employees, because they were bus drivers and the government did not want a bus strike. 
However, the government is not willing to do that with the cleaners, because if they pulled the job up, it would 
take a very, very long time before their withdrawal of labour had any impact whatsoever on the provision of 
those services. That is the reason that the government did that. Obviously, if people pull the job up over a failure 
to honour an enterprise bargaining agreement in the bus service, the government would feel it straightaway, but 
with cleaners it would not, and that is the only reason that the government is not willing to honour this 
agreement. 

This is a moral issue and it has been recognised as such by many members, hence the wording of this motion. 
The member for Morley provided written advice to the Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union in support 
of the cleaners’ campaign. I am advised that as part of that campaign to get the government to honour its 
commitment that the — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It was not this government’s commitment. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The campaign was to get the government of Western Australia, regardless of whom it 
comprises to honour that increase. My understanding is that the Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union has 
seen quite a number of government members to highlight its concerns. I am advised that a significant number of 
those members agreed with the union that it was unfair that these very, very low-paid workers were treated the 
way they have been by this government, given the fact that it is possible for them to get a wage increase that 
would lift them from about $15 an hour to just over $19 an hour by the application of a very, very small amount 
of money—$8.5 million—in the scheme of things. We should remember to compare that $8.5 million with the 
amount of money that is being spent around regional Western Australia by the Nationals, as ministers in this 
government. More than $600 million is being spent in regional and rural Western Australia. Many projects are 
being funded in regional Western Australia that cost more than this wage increase for these employees who are 
some of the lowest paid workers in Western Australia and who provide services, effectively, to the government 
of Western Australia. That is why this is a moral issue and why I believe that the member for Morley quite 
rightly came out in support of the campaign for an increase in these workers’ wages and confirmed that support 
in writing. I commend the member for Morley for having the independence of thought and the moral fortitude to 
come out and say those things. I think that position should be reflected upon by many other backbenchers in the 
government, because we are not talking about the high flyers—those people we see in the newspaper everyday 
walking away with millions of dollars in bonuses from companies that are collapsing—but the people whose 
realistic approach to life is that they go to work at four o’clock in the morning to clean a government office, then 
spend the rest of the day working at another job before they return at four o’clock in the afternoon to do another 
shift cleaning that government office. They have, effectively, three jobs in one day. Some members opposite met 
the woman I refer to—that example is undertaken by a woman who is 60 years old. She would like, if she were 
paid correctly, to be able to give up one of those jobs, so that she did not have to work three jobs in one day to 
make ends meet. That is what she would like to do, and that is the truth and the heart of this debate that we are 
having today and why we have moved this motion.  

I call upon the Treasurer to take the same approach to the contract cleaners’ situation as was done with the 
contracts for the transport workers union and the bus drivers. An agreement was reached with the Labor 
government about what the wage outcome should be, and that agreement was then honoured by the Treasurer’s 
government ensuring that the wage increase agreed to by the previous government would flow on to private 
sector companies and their employees. This is no different. I ask the Treasurer to apply the same standards to this 
outcome. I know he may have a problem with the union involved in these negotiations. I know the effectiveness 
of these people in undertaking industrial action and I know that it would take a long time for such action to have 
a great effect. Nevertheless, this is a moral issue; it is about ensuring that some of the lowest paid workers in 
Western Australia, who provide services to all of us, particularly to the government of Western Australia, are 
paid the correct amount of money and a fair amount of money—an amount that will allow them to survive.  
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MS J.M. FREEMAN (Nollamara) [4.20 pm]: I support the motion and — 

Mr J.M. Francis interjected. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I am, and proud of it. I thank the member for Jandakot very much. I will get to that. This 
is my story. I concur with the member for Cockburn’s comments and congratulate the member for Morley on his 
commitment to bettering cleaners’ wages. I acknowledge that his comments emanate from his concern about low 
income workers and the particular challenges they face in our community.  

I acknowledge that all of us here are concerned with those less fortunate than ourselves. In his recent book, Tim 
Costello talked about the importance of stories. This is a place of stories about our personal exposure and 
therefore the experiences that shape our perspective on the issues before us in this place. My story is one of a 
formative connection with cleaners and in particular contract cleaners. At around 27 years old, I was fortunate 
enough to become the contract cleaning organiser at the Australian Liquor Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union. 
It was a pretty turbulent time to become the contract cleaning organiser. It is not an easy job. The work meant 
many early mornings and late nights meeting with cleaners in their workplaces—a lot of early mornings; a lot of 
late nights!  

A member interjected. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Yes; I did not need to add that; I had the missos to do that for me.  

I used to joke that I had been in every basement of every building in St Georges Terrace to meet with cleaners, 
not to mention all the shopping centres—probably all the shopping centres in members’ electorates, although 
obviously not the new centres—and technical and further education colleges. My job was to assist cleaners and 
to work together with them and their employer to find resolutions to pay disputes and occupational health and 
safety issues and other workplace concerns. The two years that I was privileged to work with cleaners gave me a 
well-founded commitment to low income workers—battlers working really hard with scattered work hours and 
multiple jobs just to make a living wage. One woman I worked with suffered injuries after working up to 12 
hours a day on various different jobs for one contract company to support her children and sick husband. She 
was considered to have different jobs—not one job for that period of time. Members can imagine the devastation 
of an injury and the subsequent impact on such a marginal income worker. This woman is a good representation 
of the profile of the workers in the industry—that is, she is a woman from a non-English speaking background. 
The two years that I was privileged to work with cleaners was a time of great instability, workplace agreements 
and privatisation. I ask members to imagine what it is like for these workers who earn really basic money to lose 
stable, ongoing employment and face a reduction in wages. During this time, I developed a good rapport with 
employers in the industry. If members ever meet one, ask them about me—they remember me! They still say 
hello quite warmly and the relationship has, as I understand it, continued.  

I have previously commented in this house that the impact of undercutting wages undermines the employers who 
want to maintain the standard of the industry in the race to the bottom in the unforgiving competitive method of 
tenders based on who would cost the least.  

When I worked for the cleaning industry, workers acknowledged the LMHU as a champion for wage justice in a 
competitive industry in which wages make up 80 per cent of costs. They looked to the LHMU to prosecute 
unscrupulous employers and to ensure the award was modernised and wages adjusted to keep pace with the cost 
of living. However, this industry was destroyed by the introduction of individual contracts—an introduced 
unfairness whereby cleaners employed directly by local schools were being paid more than cleaners down the 
road at the local TAFE. Members should be clear that the school cleaner was not on an excessive wage, but 
rather was being paid a fair wage in comparison. That got better, a lot better, with the change to a Labor 
government and subsequent changes in employment practices. The relationship with the industry improved and 
the LHMU went into discussions to establish and set standards in the industry for some of the lowest paid 
workers in our society. However, we are back discussing standards, yet again, today. Why is a contract cleaner 
who cleans the Premier’s office, the Treasurer’s office or any member’s office paid less than a cleaner who 
cleans a school in our electorates? Members will argue that it is for the contract employer to negotiate wages. 
There are many examples of the contractor paying what the principal—that is the government—establishes. The 
member for Cockburn has outlined many such examples. We would think it absurd and outrageous if contract 
nurses working alongside other nurses in private health agencies or in hospitals were paid less to work. But it is 
somehow okay for cleaners to be paid thus because they, somehow, have a lesser need. It is also not without 
precedent for occupational health and safety and other standards to be established in contracts. Cleaners cannot 
be the forgotten hidden workers, dismissed as doing menial and insignificant work. We judge this Parliament 
and this government on the community standards they establish, the basis of which must be fair and equitable 
wages for all workers who service the government. We also need to address the economic needs of low-paid 
workers, especially in this time of global financial crisis. It has been clearly demonstrated that wage increases for 
low income earners have a greater multiplier effect than do increases for other workers because most of their 
earnings are spent on the necessities of life. Also, given that cleaners are predominantly women and given the 
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large pay equity gap in Western Australia, something as small as this would be a real demonstration of the 
government’s commitment to address that gap and to establish fair and equitable wage standards.  

The Treasurer’s comment when this matter was first raised in a question without notice caused me some 
concern. I was somewhat gagged by not having made my first speech and so had to remain silent. As members 
may have appreciated, I am not a great interjector; it is not something I come naturally to, but I can say — 

Several members interjected. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That is right; it will come! However, I will now say that had I had the opportunity to 
speak, I would have denounced the claim that this was a union fundraiser.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: You will get another chance this afternoon. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Thank you, Treasurer. To belittle the ongoing commitment that the LHMU has to these 
low-paid workers is to not recognise the fundamental humanity of the organisation I worked for in its striving to 
ensure that all workers in Western Australia have a living wage. The LHMU could simply focus on its more 
powerful membership groups. It could focus on the ambos or many others. They have members on the Kwinana 
strip, in hospitals, in schools and even in this place. However, the LHMU organisers do not just fundraise; they 
go out and work for low-paid workers such as the cleaners in our community. They want community standards. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Member, I have a question about the workers under contract in government buildings. My 
understanding is that contractors are largely proprietary limited companies and so fall under the federal IR 
system.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Most of them were being paid on Australia workplace agreements, but that obviously 
changed, and most are now paid on the fair pay minimum—the minimum wage. That is where we get the $15.00 
figure. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I just wanted to check that.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: No, no; they are government contracts. We have had arguments about this. I can tell the 
Treasurer that, when these workers were first taken over to the federal system, I was there arguing that they 
should stay in the state system and I was certainly arguing for wage increases in that area.  

In closing, when the Labor cabinet agreed to the policy, it was persuaded by arguments that the Liberal-National 
government should also consider. This is about fairness for lower paid workers to ensure that they meet the 
needs associated with the cost of living. This is about setting a standard in the industry. As the biggest tenant in 
the central business district, the government could establish itself as a government that understands the needs of 
low-paid workers. We could have Barnett’s battlers instead of Howard’s battlers. This is about a collaborative 
approach with industry, the employers — 

Mrs C.A. Martin: Barnett’s fruit bats!  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That is right; the employers —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Did your shadow minister make a submission to the recent federal minimum wage process?  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I am not aware if he did; the Treasurer would have to ask him. I am certainly sure that 
this government would have made a submission on the basis of its importance. As the Treasurer would know, if 
he looked at any of the previous state wage cases, I have been an advocate for low-paid workers for some time.  

Basically, it was the collaborative approach in this policy that enabled the employers to gain stability and loyalty 
from their workers and to pay wages comparable with those they could receive as direct employees. It must be 
disheartening for many of those employers to constantly lose their employees to the government sector because 
of the higher wages paid by government. The employers understood the need for more equitable pay rates. We 
have heard that these contract workers earn about $15 an hour. On average they work for two to three hours a 
day. I understand the change was costed after the last Australian Fair Pay Commission increase at around 
$2.5 million only, instead of the amount that the Treasurer mentioned. Equally, the amount is vastly less than the 
$35 million that the government recently awarded to teachers—well deserved as that was, and I support that; but 
this is far less. This policy is sensible, achievable and fair. It is not an expensive commitment and it should be 
adopted by this government.  

MR I.M. BRITZA (Morley) [4.32 pm]: I must declare that I am not the lead speaker; I defer to the Treasurer 
for that.  

I want to speak to this motion because I have been quoted in it. While I have been accurately quoted, it is not 
really a complete portrayal of the truth from my perspective. I want to ensure that the house understands why I 
said what I said. I do not back away from what I said one bit because I meant it.  

When Mr Kelly came to my office with two cleaners and they told their story, I would have had to be pretty hard 
not to accept that something was wrong. They deserve that acknowledgement. I have worked as a cleaner. 
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I have belonged to only one union, and I am sure members in this place will be surprised when I tell them that I 
was a member of the Builders Labourers Federation.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr I.M. BRITZA: I think I was seconded—or actually kidnapped! Nonetheless, getting out of that union was 
quite an ordeal. They kept after me for a year after I left, and the only way they stopped pursuing me was when I 
said I would be happy to be a member and to pay my dues if they made me chaplain! I am happy to report that 
they immediately let me go.  

To the point: I thought that those cleaners had a fair case, and I still believe that. When I was listening to 
Mr Kelly share his views, I was a little wary because I knew he was a union rep, and I am cautious when 
listening to them because they have an angle. They were sharing that angle, and as I did not know all the facts, I 
said that I would speak to Mr Buswell personally to find out the ruling on this thing so that I could come back to 
them with an answer. This was prior to Christmas, when I went overseas to visit my wife’s family. While I was 
away, this union went around my suburb with a big trailer saying “Barnett and Britza vote against the cleaners.” 
Quite frankly, all the way from Texas, I was ticked off. I was not happy with that. Number one, I had never 
discussed the issue with the Premier. I thought that is fine! As I settled down I thought, “Well, they are giving 
me free advertising in my area,” so I began to see the good side of things. However, I could not wait to get home. 
I emailed my secretary and asked her to ensure that my first appointment was with Dave Kelly, because I was 
upset with what he had done. I gave my word to those cleaners; I cared for the cleaners.  

Mr J.M. Francis interjected. 

Mr I.M. BRITZA: No, he did not. The point was that he came to my office with two cleaners who both said that 
they came from my electorate. I do not know whether they did, but I took them at face value and believed that 
they came from my electorate. As we began to talk, I told the cleaners to their face that—this was not to Mr 
Kelly, but to the two cleaners—I would support them because their wages were terrible. It was not right. I told 
those cleaners that I believed the advice that the Treasurer had passed on to me, and it was not the government 
they should be making their case against, but the contractors who employed them.  

Mr Kelly then said that so many contractors put in tenders that whoever the government picks for the contract, 
gets it. I just said to them—and pardon me for being so simple—that I thought to myself, “Well, Mr Kelly, why 
do the contractors not bring the pay rise into their tendering process and then pass it along to the cleaners?” It 
seemed pretty simple to me—maybe too simple. Nonetheless, because I had not spoken to the Treasurer, I said 
that I would once again confirm the situation with the Treasurer. On my return from overseas, I told them that I 
would speak to the Treasurer and send a letter within the week, number one, expressing my support, because I 
have never backed away from that.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Can I explain the issue that you just raised? If all of the contracts came up at once and they 
could put that amount in their tenders, they probably would; however, they do not all come up at once because 
the tender process is staggered and some are already in place. If they are in place and they are going to be hit or 
they are being asked for a wage increase, what they try to do is ensure that the wage increase is passed on to the 
principal. That is what happens. 

Mr I.M. BRITZA: Mr Kelly should have known that. 

Mr F.M. Logan: All they are seeking—and they did get an agreement from the principal, being the 
government—is to fund that increase. All we are asking is that this government do the same thing.  

Mr I.M. BRITZA: Mr Kelly did not share that. They not only went around my electorate telling a lie, but also 
they illegally went into the Galleria shopping centre, where my office is located, without approval, giving out 
leaflets. That was wrong; it is inappropriate.  

All they said to me was, “It is okay. We want to shake the trees and rattle the cage and get something done.” 
That may be the way Mr Kelly does things, but it is not the way I do things.  

I said to him that I would speak with the Treasurer and would write him a letter. I wrote a letter that week. I got a 
quick explanation from the Treasurer, which I agreed with, and I said so in my letter. I agreed with the principle. 
I came back straightaway and wrote the letter, which all members have a copy of, and I do not go back from that 
at all. If I were to change anything, probably I would change the part “no matter where they get it from”, because 
that gives a wider range. My principle was that the cleaners deserve that right. I have worked as a cleaner for low 
wages, and their stories of having to work at three locations a day is not right. I agree, and I do not back away 
from that.  

I am not backing away from the fact that I still believe that Mr Kelly and his union were driving at the wrong 
thing. I stand here today saying that I do not believe it is the government’s responsibility. It is the responsibility 
of the union members or the union representatives to go to the contractors. I still stand by that because I believe 
it is right and I believe it is true.  
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MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [4.39 pm]: I, too, would like to say a few words on this subject, particularly 
because, in this area, the overwhelming number of people in the workforce are women, so the issue has a direct 
impact on female workers. Also, as we have already heard, quite a number of migrants are involved in the 
workforce. I add to the comments of my neighbour the member for Morley that I too have worked as a cleaner so 
I certainly know about the wages, conditions and terms of employment. It is, frankly, disgusting that these 
people are working for $15.34 an hour. Anything the government can do to support an increase in their salaries 
and wages is to be applauded.  

However, I want to talk a bit about the hardship, poverty, sense of deprivation, despair, anger and frustration—
the kinds of emotions we find in households where, for their sole source of income, they are relying on someone 
in the house who is a contract cleaner. As we have heard, often a contract worker will leave for work at four in 
the morning, be there for a couple of hours, go to another job, come back in the evening and work for another 
couple of hours. Those workers face the same kinds of costs that enable them to get to work as we do. To travel 
to work they have to buy a car, pay for running costs for their car if they own one, or pay for public transport. 
They must also pay medical expenses if they or someone in their family falls ill. They must also meet dental 
costs and dress appropriately for their jobs. They do all that on a very, very small—I believe inadequate—
income.  

In this debate, I think we should be considering another cost. In addition to the social and moral costs the 
member for Morley referred to earlier, the economic cost is very real. It is not just a moral or ethical issue; it is 
an economic issue. The economics of this issue go to what happens in communities. Social exclusion means that 
people cannot participate fully in their communities. With very low income or disadvantaged and vulnerable 
workers such as contract cleaners, not only must they do without the things I mentioned such as health and 
medical expenses, but also they cannot participate in what we think is normal social interaction within their 
community. For instance, their children will probably not be able to go on school excursions, or participate on 
the weekends in sports activities such as hockey, softball or cricket. Their families are more than likely living in 
older homes or accommodation where the heating and cooling appliances are of an older style, so they are 
extremely expensive to maintain and very power hungry. That will take more money out of their wallets. Also, in 
families that are struggling, healthy meals become a bit of an impost in themselves because fruit and vegetables 
and fresh meat are quite expensive for those on low incomes.  

Mr P. Miles interjected.  

Ms L.L. BAKER: I prefer to finish my remarks, thank you.  

Low-paid workers put a real economic cost as well as a moral cost on our community. Social exclusion can 
result in antisocial behaviour: people feel as though they cannot be part of the community; they feel different; 
they think they are not as good as other people, so they tend to be removed from activities that include them in 
the community.  

It is tempting to assume that the effects of low-paid work and poverty are largely personal and the domestic 
hardship of just a few unfortunate souls, but the reality is that social exclusion is more and more part of our 
modern market place than it has ever been before. It is the government’s responsibility to call for a more 
reasonable wage for these workers, using whatever levers it might be able to apply, such as that which was 
previously put in place when the Labor Party was in government. The free market rhetoric about letting the 
market or businesses decide wage levels is a little naive. So far it has not helped to solve poverty, hardship or 
social exclusion in our society. In fact, I would argue that we are seeing more social exclusion and antisocial 
behaviour than ever before. Markets alone do not draw enough attention to the lived reality of social hardship 
resulting from low pay and its best friend, poverty.  

I urge the government to think carefully about how it might be able to use the tools it has available to it to ensure 
that, for these most poor workers, there is a fair go.  

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [4.45 pm]: I rise to support this motion. There is no doubt that those who 
are underpaid live a hard life working in trying conditions, starting work very early in the day and often finishing 
very late, working in conditions that often involve multiple journeys from workplace to workplace, paying high 
costs of petrol while stuck in traffic jams and meanwhile trying to fit in family lives and look after their children 
and partners. It is a poor reflection on our society when we question the need to increase the rates of pay for 
people who work as contract cleaners. Why should it be a matter of conjecture that contract cleaners are not paid 
the same as government cleaners? It seems that it is a very simple thing to do. There are some good mechanisms 
in place. Other members have outlined some of the parallel situations. We mentioned the bus drivers for whom 
contracts were developed in a way that would enable contract bus drivers to be paid at a satisfactory rate. That 
can be done for cleaners also. Another example—one that is quite close to my heart—relates to disability support 
workers. Through the Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union I have been able to work as a “volunteer”, 
we might say, with people who are carers in the non-government sector. I worked alongside people who have the 
very challenging task of looking after people with very severe disabilities. It is a style of work that requires the 
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utmost compassion and dedication and a high degree of integrity and reliability. A situation arose in which those 
people were being paid very poorly. However, the Carpenter government was able to put into place an excellent 
initiative that enabled their pay rates to be topped up to something approaching what their skill level required, 
and that gave them a greater sense of recognition for the quality of their work.  

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Yes. This enabled them to be paid at the same rate as government workers in the area. 
In 2007, the state government provided $7.5 million to increase wages for non-government disability support 
workers in the state. That is the sort of mechanism we need to consider for these workers. It can work very 
simply and would ensure our contract cleaners are paid at the same rate as others.  

Comments made by other members, including the member for Morley, reflect the fact that we have a moral 
imperative to ensure a fair go for those who are sometimes the invisible workers. We do not see them so much 
because they go to work early; they have been going to work in the dark for probably the past two months. It is a 
tough job and it is only reasonable that we increase their rate of pay from sometimes $15.34 an hour to $19.13 an 
hour, using the mechanism I have outlined. When we consider the other issues that this sector of workers is 
facing, we find that it makes the case all the more urgent. These are the people who will be vulnerable to rises in 
energy prices and in other costs of living, so there is an absolute need for additional support. 

The Treasurer must deal with this issue promptly. It would be quite unacceptable for the excuse to be used yet 
again that these are contract workers and therefore the negotiations should be held with the people who employ 
them. We should acknowledge that government has a responsibility to step in, set standards and ensure that 
mechanisms are in place to allow people to be paid properly. The old excuses that it is contracted out and it is not 
the government’s fault do not wash in a civilised society. That is simply shifting the blame and making others 
accountable when they probably have no real understanding of the issues involved. We have to move on from 
that. Even in these tough economic times, we are still a wealthy society and we must ensure that those who are 
less well off are properly looked after. 

MR J.M. FRANCIS (Jandakot) [4.50 pm]: I will start by saying that “Terrance the Trailer” also gets towed 
around my electorate. I welcome him as a friend. The union tows around my electorate a trailer claiming 
“Barnett and Francis stopped cleaners’ pay rise”. The reason I welcome “Terrance the Trailer” as a friend — 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: No, I did not. The reason I welcome “Terrance the Trailer” as a friend is that, as a new 
member, I love the idea of having my name associated with a Premier who has a 60 per cent approval rating, 
rather than with a Leader of the Opposition who has a 13 per cent approval rating. I thank the union very much. I 
welcome it. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The member has had his chance. I note that this photo was taken — 

Mr R.H. Cook: Are you on Terrance’s Facebook? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I have not accepted Terrance as a friend on Facebook. However, I will raise an issue with 
the member about the conduct of his union’s secretary and “Terrance the Trailer” on Facebook. I take offence at 
“Terrance the Trailer” and Dave Kelly harassing my wife’s personal friends on Facebook. I think it has gone too 
far. Personal friends of my wife’s family, who do not even live in this country, are being sent messages by the 
union. That is overstepping the mark. The member should be ashamed of his association with that union. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: No, Terrance can view my friends. She has found my wife. 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I got the friend approach from Terrance and I knocked it back, but Terrance has obviously 
approached my wife’s friends. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Order, members! 

Mr J.N. Hyde interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Perth! The member for Jandakot has the floor. I would like to 
hear what he has to say. I am sure that our friends in the public gallery also would like to hear what he has to say. 
I ask members to allow him to continue. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: This photograph that I was sent—I get them fairly often—was taken at Cockburn train 
station. I thought, “Here we go; a union is handing out political flyers on the platform at the station.” I raised this 
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matter with the Minister for Transport. I thought, “Gee, that’s a bit rich. During election campaigns, you can’t 
hand out flyers on platforms, but you can out of an election campaign.” Hon Simon O’Brien wrote back to me 
and said — 

The Public Transport Authority … has advised that no approval was given for representatives of the 
LHMU to be at the station to conduct the activity that you have identified. Transperth staff will take 
action by having the offending persons removed from its property should it occur again. 

I invite those people to feel free to go back to Cockburn train station and we will see what happens. 

I will not stand in this place and say that I do not think these people deserve a pay rise; of course they deserve a 
pay rise. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: It is about how it happens. We are talking about $4 an hour. 

I am going to talk about the big elephant in the corner—the conflict of interest. The previous Labor government 
made a commitment to give cleaners a $4 an hour pay rise after lobbying from the miscellaneous workers’ union. 
I have a question for members opposite: when this decision was made in cabinet, did they disclose how much 
money that union had donated to the Australian Labor Party? I had a quick flip through this stuff. I am happy to 
table this information; in fact, I would love to table the political party disclosure return of the Australian Labor 
Party in this state from 15 October 2008. 

Mr R.H. Cook: I can’t wait for the tobacco bill and to see your donations from big tobacco companies. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I did not take any money from them. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: An amount of $167 943.72 was donated by that union to the Australian Labor Party for the 
state election. If the member for Cockburn cannot see the conflict of interest, he needs to go back to school. It is 
blazingly obvious to everyone on this side of the house. If the member cannot see the conflict of interest in 
unions donating money to his political party at the same time as cabinet is meeting to give members of that union 
a pay rise, he needs to go back to school. The dirty tricks used by the missos — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: How many Red Bulls have you had? Why don’t you just calm down a bit; you’re 
overstimulated. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I need order now. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: All you want to do is attack good working people who want a decent wage. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Mandurah! I have had just about enough. Hansard cannot hear 
what the member for Jandakot is saying and neither can I. The member for Jandakot has the floor. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The truth is that I have not blocked anyone’s pay rise. The Labor government had no right 
to make an unfunded commitment that it could not fulfil. The member did a deal with his union and the 
government did not allocate the funds for it in the budget. It was not a commitment we made during the election 
campaign. We never said that we would give these workers a pay rise. We never said that we would use 
taxpayers’ money to subsidise private sector wages. The government said that, and it could not deliver. When 
did cabinet make the decision, member for Cockburn—February? 

Mr F.M. Logan: February. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: March, April, May, June, July—how long did the member need? Seven months? 

Mr F.M. Logan: Did you listen at all to what I said? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Yes, I heard the member say that he could not deliver because the election was called. He 
had seven months. How long did he need? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: These are excuses. The member has more moves than a snake with hiccups! I have one last 
message for the cleaners. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I have one last message for you: get off! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I call the member for Mandurah for the first time. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I have one last message for the cleaners who are members of that union: if they really want 
to advance their cause and want to stop the union wasting their money, they should resign from that union and 
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start their own union, but with one provision—elect a cleaner as the head of the union. This union is doing these 
workers no favours whatsoever. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [4.58 pm]: Madam Acting Speaker —  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! There will be opportunities for other members to stand and have 
their say. At the moment that opportunity is with the member for Riverton. I ask members to let him begin his 
speech. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just like the member for Morley, I had a visit in early December from Mr Dave Kelly, the 
head of the miscellaneous workers’ union. He wrote to me and asked to have a meeting with me. Normally, I 
would tell him to go down to Menzies House, because I know that he is a political operative. However, this time 
he said that he was going to bring with him a couple of people from my electorate of Riverton, so I said yes. I 
met him on 5 December, and he raised the issue of the pay problems with contract cleaners in government 
buildings. Clearly, the data he provided me was cause for concern; that is, they were among the lowest paid and 
the lowest income workers in the state. Everyone would feel for those workers. When I was at university, I 
worked as a contract cleaner. It was hard work, with low and variable pay.  

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That was 40 years ago. To be honest, I cannot remember much about it, and it did not last 
very long.  

At that meeting, they raised some good points. I said that I would bring the matter to the attention of the 
Treasurer, which I did. However, before the Treasurer could possibly respond, “Terrance the Trailer” had gone 
into the electorate and was campaigning. That did not surprise me. It was clearly from the start a political 
campaign. If the missos had wanted to solve the problem, they would have said to the government and to people 
in the electorate, “Here is the problem. How can we address it?” They did not do that. They ran a campaign for 
Mr Kelly.  

The real issue here is that we have just gone through the biggest boom in Australia’s history. Labour has been in 
short supply. People have been getting huge wage increases. Cleaners on mine sites have been earning $80 000 
to $100 000 a year.  

Mr P.B. Watson: What about the cleaners at Albany Senior High School? What are they getting? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I think they are getting government wages, are they not? That is what members have told me. 
Okay. How did these people miss out? Their union was useless! This is a moral issue. These people have missed 
out, in the largest boom this state has ever had. These people have been left on low wages. Why did the unions 
allow that to happen? It is because the unions did not spend their time doing what they are supposed to be 
doing—representing their members, particularly the low-income workers, by going to their bosses to get a wage 
increase for them. I heard earlier—I think it was from the member for Nollamara—that the employers knew that 
they needed to pay their workers higher wages. So why did their union not get those higher wages for them? 
Why? 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Some cleaners have been given large wage increases. The missos spent their time trying to 
get members into this place. They spent their time taking their members’ money and running political campaigns 
to get Mr Kelly into this place. That is what happened. We have a moral issue here. We have just gone through 
the biggest boom in the history of this state, yet people have been left on low incomes, and in itinerant work, 
because the people they relied upon to look after them did not look after them. They looked after themselves. 
They did not look after the workers.  

Another issue is that the missos campaigned for the Labor Party at the last election. They said to their workers, 
“We are looking after you. If the Labor Party gets back into government, we will get you a wage increase.” They 
said that, yet they knew very well that that was not going to happen, because there was no money in the budget 
for a wage increase—no money, no wage increase. They were tricking the workers. They were misleading them. 
They were misleading the poorest people in the workforce. They were misleading their own members. Why were 
they misleading them? It was because they wanted their members to help them campaign for the Labor Party so 
that they could get into government themselves. That is a serious conflict of interest—serious.  

What is the solution? It is a moral issue, as the member for Jandakot has said. I want to help these contract 
cleaners to get a wage increase. Therefore, my advice to them is that they ditch their union and take on a new 
union that will put its efforts not into getting into politics, and not into campaigning for the Labor Party, but into 
looking after its members. If these workers did that, they would be able to get higher wages, and we would not 
have to deal with this issue in this place. We would not have to use taxpayers’ money to subsidise this work. I 
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actually asked the departments how much work they had put into this before the election, and they said that they 
had not done any work on this at all. When I asked them why, they said that no-one had told them that they had 
to put money into their budgets for this wage increase. We had all heard about this. The union had been talking 
about it, and the Labor Government had put out two or three press releases on it, but there was no action. That is 
typical of the Labor Party. However, the union duped its members. It tricked them to get their votes, and it then 
left them in the lurch.  

This is my solution: we should encourage the contract cleaners to take care of themselves and start a new union 
that will represent them and get a wage increase for them. Of course, that will be difficult now, because the 
boom has finished. It will be really tough for these people. They will be lucky to keep their jobs, and they will be 
very lucky to get a wage increase. However, I urge them to remember what their union did to them. They are in 
this position because they made a tragic error—they allowed their union to take their money and their vote, and 
they were left in the lurch. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [5.05 pm]: I need to respond to that outrageous 
argument from the member for Riverton. The member for Riverton, and his colleagues, have it within their 
hands right now to help these workers.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: But they would rather play the blame game. They would rather play politics than face up to 
this issue. This issue is: will they assist these workers, or will they not assist these workers? Will they implement 
the cabinet decision that was made by the previous government, or will they not implement it? The member for 
Riverton can preach about what these workers should do and give them gratuitous advice on which union they 
should join or not join—totally leaving aside the fact that he does not support any union. He can do that if he 
wants to. However, if he really supports his low-income constituents, he should be going to the Treasurer and 
saying that the decision made by the former government was a fair decision, and this government should proceed 
to implement it. After all, in a $20 billion budget, there is no reason why the government should be getting 
cleaning done on the cheap by contracting out that cleaning to the private sector, in the knowledge that private 
sector cleaners are paid much lower wages than non-contract cleaners. Members opposite can play the blame 
game if they like. However, playing the blame game, and playing politics on this issue, only demonstrates their 
lack of consideration for their low-income constituents. We are not going to let the member for Riverton off on 
this issue. We are not going to let the member for Jandakot off on this issue. We are going to tell the cleaners and 
the other low-income people in their electorates that they do not care about this issue. They have come into this 
place and have simply played politics on this issue. They have it within their power to do something about this 
issue. They are in government now. They can make that decision if they choose. However, they have chosen not 
to make that decision. They have a clear moral choice in front of them: pay these low-income workers a decent 
wage, or take no action. The moral choice they have made is to take no action.  

The member for Riverton asserted that the former government had not set aside any moneys in the budget for 
this wage increase. The amount of money involved in this is well below the radar of a specific budget allocation. 
A cabinet decision was made that government agencies would fund this wage increase out of existing resources. 
That is a perfectly normal and natural government decision. Members opposite would be making these types of 
decisions time and again in their budget processes right now. They would be making decisions to establish new 
government policies that agencies would be required to meet from existing resources. This was a decision that 
was made by the former government. Therefore, I think that the reference to a budget allocation is a mere 
furphy. As a former Treasurer, I know that within those very large departmental budgets, they could afford to 
pay the amounts involved. As a former Treasurer, I also know that that was the expectation of the previous 
government.  

Members opposite have a choice. They can vote for this motion and express support for low-income constituents 
and for the member for Morley’s approach to the issue. Congratulations, member for Morley, on standing up for 
low-income workers. I hope he can achieve something inside government for these people. I am interested to see 
what he is going to do. Judging by the tenor of the speeches, he will not be voting for this motion. Is that right?  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Absolutely correct.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Morley wrote to his constituents to say that he supports them. We have 
moved a motion in the house, using his words. It will be interesting to see what the member for Morley actually 
does—whether he puts his personal concerns and his personal values above party discipline, or whether he votes 
against his own words in the division that will occur in this place. It will be interesting to see whether he joins 
us, when we go to that side of the house, and votes for the motion.  

I have heard a lot of politicking and a lot of indulging in the blame game from members opposite. Let us not get 
away from the basic issue: here are people doing hard, physical work, not a pleasant job in many cases, who are 
on very low pay. They are on lower pay than other people doing the same work who happen to have the privilege 
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of being directly employed by the government. Here we have a circumstance in which there is an incentive for 
government agencies to save a little bit of money by contracting out a cleaning service and taking advantage of 
the fact that the private sector will pay those people a lower wage than if they were directly employed in 
government. Why would we not remove that perverse incentive to display injustice from the options available to 
departmental officials who make financial decisions? Members opposite can blame other parties all they like and 
they can play all the politics they like, but in the end they have a moral choice to make—support these people or 
not support them; back the previous government’s decision and take it through to full implementation or walk 
away from it. We criticise the government because it proposes to walk away from that decision and leave these 
people in the lurch. All the protestations about support for them, all the indulgence in the blame game, does not 
take away from the house the basic issue: does the government support these people or does it not support them?  

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [5.12 pm]: As happened with so many members on this side of the house, 
Dave Kelly and some of his workers knocked on my door as well and made an appointment to see me. I listened 
to what they had to say. I said to them that I can certainly see the issue and I can certainly see that cleaners are at 
the very bottom end of the pay scale in our community and that it is not always easy to make ends meet.  

My wife and I raised five children, and, according to the government’s statistics, we lived significantly under the 
so-called poverty line, yet we were able to send our children to a Christian school, which was a choice that we 
made, and my wife was a stay-at-home mum. It is a matter of making choices, which the member for Nollamara 
was talking about before in terms of the so-called evils of being a low-income earner. I do not think our children 
were in any way deprived of anything significant. Nonetheless, I certainly agree that at that time the boom was 
still happening.  

I agreed with Dave Kelly and the workers that cleaners deserved a pay increase. I said that I would take the 
matter up with the Treasurer and see what could be done. Cleaning is not rocket science. It is hard work, but it is 
not rocket science. I told those workers to get together and organise themselves. If the contractors are shafting 
the workers, why not get themselves organised by getting an ABN number and running their own business? 
Somehow that seemed to be a little bit beyond Dave Kelly and his mates. It became quite clear, from what the 
member for Jandakot said, that basically what is happening is that instead of employing a capable negotiator who 
could negotiate a better deal for these cleaners, they pay $167 000 to the Labor Party. That surely would have 
funded one very, very capable negotiator to organise a better deal. Dave Kelly said that WorkChoices was a big 
evil that had affected the cleaners. Now that WorkChoices has gone — 

Several members interjected.  

Mr P. ABETZ: I certainly do. I have lived in the real world. A figure of $167 000 would definitely employ a 
capable negotiator for the union—make no mistake about that.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. ABETZ: Surely a union that can afford to give that amount of money to the Labor Party could employ a 
capable negotiator who could negotiate for some of the other workers under the umbrella of that union.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr P. ABETZ: I cannot even hear the interjections. There is no fun in that! Thank you, Mr Speaker, for 
bringing the house to order for me.  

I am concerned for those who are at the bottom end of the spectrum. In terms of community service, I think I 
have probably done a good deal in working with low-income earners as a pastor for the past 25 years before 
entering this place. I certainly know what is going on there. A figure of $167 000 was paid into the Labor Party’s 
coffers instead of being used to look after the union’s workers and get a better deal for them. I think that is really 
despicable. The union needs to get on with getting a better deal for its workers. That is what unions are for. I do 
not believe that it is the role of government to get out there and negotiate on behalf of the union for a better deal 
for its workers. That is not the role of government.  

Mr F.M. Logan: The union will negotiate. There is no problem with the union negotiating with the individual 
contract cleaners for a higher wage increase. The contract cleaners want to pass on that cost to the principal. That 
is all that is being asked of the other side.  

Mr P. ABETZ: If the contract cleaners put in a tender and nobody has a lower tender, the lowest tenderer will 
win. That is the bottom line. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. ABETZ: They are not allowed to collude; that is correct.  
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I have one final point I would like to make, which reflects negatively on the union of Mr Dave Kelly and his 
mates. I gave them my time in my office and said that I would follow this matter up. I had a letter ready to go 
and then, about a fortnight after they had been to my office, I got an email saying that I had opposed them. I 
wrote back to the union saying that I found that claim absolutely despicable when I had said that I would support 
the union people and would raise the matter with the Treasurer. I told them it would take at least three weeks to 
get a response. Before that three weeks was up, they were out there conducting their campaign. I wrote to them 
to say that I would no longer support their cause until they publicly apologised for putting that trailer out there 
when I had said that I would support them and see what I could do for them. They did not even have the courtesy 
to reply to my letter.  

MR P. MILES (Wanneroo) [5.20 pm]: I, too, had a visit from Dave Kelly shortly after I won the seat of 
Wanneroo. He was very happy to visit me in my electorate office with about eight or nine of his followers. 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Nollamara, I am sure that you would like to say a lot about this particular motion 
that is before the house, but you should not continually interject on every speaker who stands. I formally call you 
to order for the first time.  

Mr P. MILES: I do not mind the member for Nollamara. After I checked with the nine staff who came to my 
office with Dave Kelly to explain to me the pitfalls and the failures of the previous Labor government, we found 
out that only two of those people lived and worked in the electorate of Wanneroo. They are both very fine 
people. I have visited them and doorknocked them since. We have discussed the issue of pay over and over in 
this house. It is a matter for the private contractors tendering under the government procedure and procurement 
process that was laid down by the previous government. The member for Cockburn and Dave Kelly mentioned 
to me that the previous government made a commitment in February 2008. I cannot believe that it failed to 
deliver on that commitment by September 2008.  

Dr M.D. Nahan: In the budget. 

Mr P. MILES: We should forget about the budget. The government said in a cabinet submission that it would 
deliver on that commitment. The Leader of the Opposition said that he was present when that decision was 
made. I do not understand how the government could not deliver it in that short period.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: You keep going on that we didn’t deliver the teachers. You were happy to go and deliver 
that but you will not deliver this to these people, the lowest income workers. 

Mr P. MILES: I actually had a second visit from Dave Kelly prior to his nomination for preselection for some 
Labor seat in the future. I welcomed Dave Kelly into my office with about 15 members of his union, who gave 
me 100 Christmas cards. There is a picture of me in the local paper happily receiving this Christmas card 
bouquet on behalf of the union. I was very happy to receive that. I have now received the names of 100 members 
of the Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union. I have sent them all a letter thanking them for visiting my 
area. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr P. MILES: I agree that the LHMU spends too much time trying to get into this place instead of looking after 
its union members. That is the bottom line. The former government failed. That is why it is now asking us to fix 
its problems. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Bring back Di.  

Mr P. MILES: She has gone. Bye-bye. 

Mr P.B. Watson: More arrogance.  

Mr P. MILES: That is the opposition’s favourite word this week. That is why it is on that side of the chamber, I 
am here and former members have left this house.  

I, too, have had the pleasure of looking at the daily photos of “Terrance the Trailer” that comes through the 
electorate of Wanneroo. Most of those pictures were taken on the same day. I have never seen the trailer. I am 
sure that the trailer has been out for only one day. It must be costing the union a significant amount of money to 
burn up petrol running the trailer up and down the freeway. It does not have a very good environmental record.  

I will conclude by saying that the Labor Party failed. It is asking us to fix the problem and all members opposite 
can do is interject and throw smear. The final note is that $167 943 paid for their election.  

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [5.25 pm]: So far, the Liberal Party speakers have not addressed the relevance of the 
motion. Relevance is very important. Let us look at the motion. This motion contains some lovely verbs such as 
“support”, and words such as “decent and fair”. There is no verb in the motion condemning the government. This 
is a nice, good, healthy motion. We surely thought that the government would support this motion.  
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Mr P. Miles: Who said we’re not? 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The member for Busselton. I will come to this division between government members later. If 
members opposite are thinking of supporting this motion—I urge all members to support the motion—they 
should think hard. They are in the Liberal Party of Australia, the party of Robert Gordon Menzies. The previous 
member for Nedlands always reminded us that members of the Liberal Party have a conscience vote on every 
single motion. Today they should stand up and use their right to speak freely about what they believe. The 
relevance of this motion is very clear. We are talking about the government of the day. Those opposite have been 
in government for six months. The government has the ability to act. Members opposite have to take that 
responsibility. They are members of the government; they should fix it.  

Let us look at some of the other government policies. The Minister for Energy is on talkback radio and 
everywhere else saying that he is demanding that the SEC, Horizon or whatever the government is calling it this 
month go in and bat for Western Australian workers and not outsource jobs to Mumbai. Those opposite have the 
ability to have a view and to act on this issue. They have the ability to determine the direction of the contracts 
that are being negotiated so that the money that is going to the contractors goes to the workers, the people doing 
the work. That is all this issue is about. A number of members have stood up and said, “It is not the 
responsibility of the government.” Of course it is the responsibility of the government. That is where the money 
is coming from. There is a “buy local” policy. The government is very good at thumping the tub regarding “buy 
local” in regional Western Australia. Government members have the ability to have a say in the operation of 
government contracts. We are urging them to use it. We are urging them to follow the member for Morley. He is 
saying quite clearly that cleaners deserve a pay rise, no matter whom they get it from. It will ultimately come 
from the government of the day. Those opposite are members of the government of the day. They should use 
their position.  

When the Treasurer speaks, I think he will be speaking from the progressive wing of the Liberal Party, so 
perhaps he will urge support for this motion and a quick vote so that we know exactly where members stand. The 
Liberal Party in this place has a proud record of supporting minority groups; therefore, we urge it to support the 
cleaners of this state. The cleaners are not the biggest pool of workers in this state and they are not the loudest 
pool of workers in this state, but we have seen in recent weeks that the Liberal Party has a proud record of 
supporting minority groups, going out to the oppressed, those who are downtrodden and those small in number. 
Of course, we are talking about the good people of the Duchy of Grand Fenwick—those who live in Peppermint 
Grove. We urge the Liberal Party to transfer the same compassion and the same empathy that it has for minority 
groups and the downtrodden to the contract cleaners of this state. 

The member for Jandakot established himself as the saviour of cyberspace. I am delighted that he is going on 
Facebook and rooting out the evil that “Terrance the Trailer” is apparently wreaking on him. I have a couple of 
real weirdos stalking me on Facebook, so I think I will switch them over to the member for Jandakot to see what 
he can do with them. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Similarly, when the Nigerian scammers next email me, I will pass that email on to the saviour 
of cyberspace.  

The member spoke also about the wonderful Transperth and how this government department will be able to 
stop “Terrance the Trailer” on Transperth land. If suddenly members opposite have this ability to direct a 
government department in that way, although they cannot direct a government department regarding the payment 
of wages, could they also ask about another type of trailer that is allowed on Transperth land at the moment—
namely, coffee trailers. The owners have no doubt paid for and got the contract to sell coffee, but to a large 
extent they also sell cigarettes. If a government department is enabling the sale of cigarettes through a loophole 
of going through a coffee machine, I think that is something the government should stop. Therefore, if the 
government has the ability to stop poor old “Terrance the Trailer”, let us have a look at some real issues as well. 

The member for Riverton has discovered that cleaners and other lowly paid people are at fault because they have 
not benefited from the boom. This is very much the politics of envy and a total incapacity to understand how 
capitalism works and how managing directors of start-up share market companies that did not actually produce 
anything paid themselves $1.2 million, while cleaners and a whole range of employees in regional Western 
Australia who were not directly on mine sites were diddled and had to work three jobs during the so-called 
boom. The member’s analyses of capitalism and the boom and his finding fault with cleaners and those who are 
lowly paid are quite abhorrent. We have already seen this attitude in government policy for electorate offices, 
because we have received memos suggesting that we as members of Parliament should encourage the cleaners in 
our offices to go off-wage, to go off-salary and stop getting their superannuation and other entitlements and to, in 
effect, accept the Liberal mantra of “Get an Australian business number”. The solution to not having a pay rise is 
to magically get this ABN, which sounds very much like the “New Guinea helicopter coming to fix up all the 
problems” mantra. Suddenly, this ABN is the government’s mantra for fixing low wages. 
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The issue again in this motion and behind all of this is that the money is available; the pay rise is being factored 
in. But the pay rise is being creamed off; it is going not to the workers but to somebody else. We say that 
members opposite need to use their influence as members of Parliament and ministers to make sure that the 
money goes to workers. It is really interesting that previous people in the chair have not picked up members not 
speaking to the motion. It is interesting to look at the people opposite in the class of 2008—“the September 
‘08ers”—who have been sent to the front line to speak. A few wiser heads down this end of the chamber have 
rightfully ducked for cover. It is very interesting to see what the Premier is doing, because the Premier as a lone 
hand has brought the Liberal Party to the centre. On a whole variety of issues, the Liberal Party has been 
refashioned as the party of moderation and the party that, like Robert Gordon Menzies, looks after workers, the 
low-paid and small business. Somehow the Liberal Party jihadis, the fundamentalists and the economic wackos 
are being kept in check and they are agreeing to the quite progressive moderate policies of the Premier because 
he is letting them off the leash for an hour a week to give their very interesting analyses of capitalism and 
society. 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: But in the end they will support the Premier; they are going to be able to support — 

Mr P. Miles: You don’t know what we’re going to do! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Again, I am heartened by the member saying that he does not know what he is going to do. 

Mr P. Miles: No, you don’t know what we’re going to do! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The government’s deputy leader who got rolled by the Premier last night has said that 
government members are not going to vote for this motion. I will not use my full time allocation; I will sit down 
very quickly so that I can listen to my good friend, a man of reason, a man who understands working people and 
people in the service industries and who understands low-paid, part-time and casual workers, so that he can give 
some sort of rationale for why the government will not vote for this motion. Then, let us make sure that we do 
vote for the motion. We have heard about time management from the absent Minister for Police in his guise as 
Leader of the House, so we can manage the time and be finished with this motion well before six o’clock and 
have the vote and see where members stand.  

Finally, I will talk about the member for Wanneroo. What amazed me was how, again, the new chums are taking 
so much umbrage at “Terrance the Trailer”. For those of us who have been involved in politics for a while, 
“Terrance the Trailer” is, I think, a very, very good political campaign. However, members opposite think that it 
is the end of the world; they want “Terrance the Trailer” banned—he is the same as bikies and members opposite 
want to outlaw him. Just wait until members opposite have the nurses in their electorates! Just wait until they 
have the next police enterprise bargaining agreement! The government thinks the police are out of the way, but 
another election is coming in four years’ time and another police EBA. If members opposite think “Terrance the 
Trailer” is bad news, just wait until Constable Care and his trailer and the police start turning up at their 
electorate offices. We will see whether members opposite come into this place expressing umbrage and disgust 
that a democratic group in our community has come to them saying, “Hey, we want a fair wage.” That is what 
this motion is about.  

The novices in the Liberal Party have spoken; some are walking on water and some still think they are. Their 
world view, in light of their blaming people who are not getting big or proper wages, is quite scary. I know they 
are overjoyed at speaking after having sat in this place for nearly 18 hours yesterday and having to be quiet. 
Welcome to four years of that. The Premier in his wily way has let members opposite off the leash for an hour, 
so they will go home tonight thinking that they gave their world view and told us how society works and how the 
problem is the fault of workers for not having an ABN. If only everyone had an ABN, everyone would be rich! 
Members opposite can go home, pat the dog, feed the tropical fish and think that they have espoused their 
Liberal philosophy. The Premier, who is really running the show and has brought the Liberal Party to the middle 
ground, will be happy because he has kept the members in check; he has stopped them from doing any real 
damage and from getting any of their beliefs in the public arena and from really influencing ministerial policy. 
The Treasurer will now be given the opportunity to carefully explain the situation; he will make all the noises 
that say that he supports workers, but he will then say that unlike for the police and others, where he can and has 
done something, he will not do anything for the cleaners. We urge the Treasurer to think again because he has 
the power. He has incredible power. He is doing amazing things, and with the stroke of a pen he can do this. The 
Treasurer can be the saviour of “Terrance the Trailer”. He can be a Facebook groupie. He can be in the top 50 
list. Here is an opportunity. I urge the Treasurer and my good friends and colleagues in the Liberal Party who 
have had the sense to keep quiet during this debate to think about voting in support of this motion. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [5.40 pm]: I am thoroughly put off and upset after the member for 
Perth’s last couple of comments.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Just get your chequebook out and I will be happy. 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes; we have done that a number of times in Collie recently, and I am sure the member is 
happy.  

I wish to make a couple of introductory comments and then deal with some of the issues and the detail of the 
matter. I will do so in a fairly matter-of-fact way because I think it is an important issue that requires important 
consideration. I ask the member for Nollamara, who is not present, to pass on that, although people have talked 
about “Trevor the Tractor” or “Terrance the Trailer”, I have not seen him in my electorate and am feeling 
particularly unloved by Terrance. Perhaps he is not a long-distance trailer. That notwithstanding, the Liquor, 
Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union has a right to make a political point. I suspect that as we move through the 
rolling series of EBA negotiations, the government has to engage with a whole range of public sector unions and 
these types of campaigns will be waged, particularly against our backbench members, and in particular against 
new members. We have had conversations around that very point. Members will be aware that the government 
handed down its new public sector wages policy yesterday. For my sins, or otherwise, cabinet has asked me to 
have carriage of those negotiations for the short to medium term—probably until I keel over. I am mindful that I 
offer comments today in that light.  

I think people have made some interesting contributions, and some in relation to minimum wages. Members 
have talked about their backgrounds, and I wish to point out that I am familiar with the miscellaneous workers’ 
union. In my early days, before I had my damascene conversion and saw the light, as the house is well informed, 
I was a member of the Australian Labor Party. During my early years at university, I used to attend meetings of, 
I think, the “Broad Left” as it was then called, before it splintered and we then had Peter Cook’s “Centre Left” 
faction. One of the factions used to meet in the miscellaneous workers’ union building on Thomas Street. I still 
try to sneak in to illegally park under the building when the football is on, but I notice it is getting a bit harder to 
do now because it is barricaded off. 

Mr F.M. Logan: I knew you were a leftie! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As I said, I had a damascene conversion. I am now very happy to be with my colleagues 
on this side of the house. My mother, who worked at the local high school in Busselton and as a single working 
mum raised my sister and me, was a member of the miscellaneous workers’ union. She was a teacher’s aide in 
the home economics area at the local high school. It was great; I could toddle around to the home economics 
room and mum would cook my lunch every day. It was really good until I got to the age at which having my 
mother do the washing and hang my underpants out on the clothesline in the middle of Busselton high school 
became something of a social inhibitor, and so last year I said, “Stop it mum; stop it!”  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I move now to the substantive issue and the government’s position. I heard the point the 
member raised about the Public Transport Authority’s enterprise bargaining agreement. My advice is that the 
circumstances surrounding the PTA EBA and its complexities are not consistent with the issue that we are 
looking at here. I do not accept that the Public Transport Authority EBA is a precedent for the issue we are 
discussing; this is a separate issue. I made a decision very early on in the process that we would not use 
government procurement policy to deliver wages outcomes. As everyone in this place is aware, there are 
mechanisms by which wages are determined in this country. The member for Nollamara confirmed, as I 
suspected she would, that a large percentage of the people talked about are employed by proprietary limited 
companies that have won government contracts. By default, they operate in the Australian federal industrial 
relations system. Some good points were made about minimum wages, and some very good points were made 
about the impact of a low income on families, including social exclusion and a whole range of other such 
matters. Interestingly, the Australian Fair Pay Commission recently conducted its minimum wage review and 
that review process is now closed for submissions. We made a submission to the review, but the Labor Party did 
not. 

Mr F.M. Logan: But you should make a submission. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As the opposition, the Labor Party also had the opportunity to make a submission and 
chose not to. The simple point I wish to make is that Labor members come here and criticise the government for 
not using its procurement policy to deliver wage and employment outcomes—I have stated that we will not do 
that—yet when the opposition has an opportunity to affect the minimum wage paid to not only cleaners, but also 
every person in Western Australia, it chose not to participate in the process. Similarly, the state industrial 
relations system had a minimum wage review — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Treasurer, this is not about the minimum wage; this is above minimum wage. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Hold on; hold the bus! A large number of speakers in their presentations continually 
referred to the minimum wage, so I took that to mean they had issues with the minimum wage. The point I am 
trying to make in a very polite way — 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected.  
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member should talk to his members about it! I am trying, very politely, to make the 
point that there is a mechanism for setting wages in this country. There was a process by which the opposition 
could have contributed, and it did not. That is my only point.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: The issue is that currently these workers are for the most part being paid under Australian 
workplace agreements—albeit a minimum wage. They are being paid under the contract award but the issue for 
you is whether the Australian Fair Pay Commission gives an increase. It would never have got to the level of 
increase to have equity with workers in government. That is what this is about. This will bring them to equity 
with government wages. Treasurer, before you say what you are about to say about the state wage case, 
submissions to that are, as I understand, still open. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Good; perhaps the shadow minister will — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: You said yourself that they are mostly in the federal system. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes, they are; notwithstanding, if the concern is at a generic level about minimum wages 
that are being paid then — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: No; the concern is about getting these people up to a level — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No. Listen. A number of opposition members spoke about the broader social 
consequences of the minimum wage. I have acknowledged that their points were well made, but I have said very 
clearly that currently there are mechanisms in play to review that wage and the opposition shadow minister did 
not participate. The opposition criticises the government because we will not confuse procurement with — 

Mr C.C. Porter: But they can! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: And they do! We will not confuse procurement with delivering wages outcomes. The 
opposition had the opportunity to participate in a process that I suspect it did not even know was happening. That 
is the first point. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Treasurer, you know that is not going to have any impact on what we are speaking about. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member should make a submission and see what happens. I also want to draw to the 
attention of the house the award modernisation program being undertaken by the Australian Industrial Relations 
Commission. That modernisation program, in my view, will cause significant difficulties from the point of view 
of the employer; notwithstanding, it is happening. The number of awards is being compressed, as are the number 
of bands in each award. The modernisation process probably should have happened a long time ago, but I 
suppose that if it had happened a long time ago, we would not be calling it modernisation. The preliminary 
advice I have received is that the cleaning services industry award modernisation exposure draft—the technical 
term for the document they want us to look at before the process is finalised—indicates that for a large number 
of cleaners, pay rises will be over and above outcomes for the minimum wage. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Are you going to agree with those? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That process is being determined by the Australian Industrial Relations Commission. It 
will deliver a set of outcomes. The point I am trying to make is that a perfectly legitimate mechanism exists in 
this country by which employers and employees—in many cases, employees through the bargaining agent of a 
union—have an opportunity to participate, and the opposition chose not to participate.  

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Nollamara!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member for Nollamara chose not to participate, and that is fine. I know that the 
member for Nollamara has people in the gallery to whom she owes her preselection. However, I want to point 
out to them that this is the first time for some time that I can recall the member for Nollamara making a 
contribution. That is interesting.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: We are debating low-paid workers.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes, and I will tell the member for Nollamara what I will do.  

Mrs C.A. Martin interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As I indicated, member for Kimberley, I was raised by a low-paid worker. I am 
fundamentally aware of the social challenges that those people face. We never wanted for anything, but I can tell 
the member that I am aware of the sacrifices that people in those households have to make.  

What I will do, as some really interesting issues were raised about the effectiveness of unions in delivering wage 
outcomes, is ask the labour research section of the Department of Commerce to conduct an analysis of this issue. 
I would like that section to look at wage increases across occupation and industry groups over the past five or six 
years and to track that against union coverage in those industries.  
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Mr F.M. Logan: That has been done.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Then I will do it again. It is not a pure reflection of the services that unions offer their 
members. I have looked at this union’s website. When I was in opposition—for a little while when I could work 
my laptop—I looked at websites, the ones that are appropriate.  

Mrs C.A. Martin: So you say.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Maybe the CFMEU website is a bit iffy! Anyway, notwithstanding that, I think they offer 
some tremendous services. In fact, most modern unions offer a wide range of services, not just bargaining for 
their members, and so they should because they operate in a competitive environment. That is a good outcome. I 
am very interested in such an analysis, and I will ask for that research to be done and perhaps we can have some 
more facts to sit behind that. Maybe that sort of effectiveness measure is something we might be able to discuss 
at another time, perhaps in a more public forum.  

I want to touch on a couple of points made by the Leader of the Opposition, who again rushed in here to put on a 
bit of a performance and then went up to the gallery to make sure that everyone heard what he had to say. A 
number of members commented on the procurement mechanism and implied that we have this nasty government 
procurement mechanism. That mechanism was designed to give good value for money, and I actually support the 
procurement reforms. Do members know who drove the procurement reforms through government? It is the 
person who stood in this place and criticised them! The former Treasurer was a great champion of the Office of 
Government Procurement and the procurement reform processes. I support him in that. However, this is an 
outcome of that process and he is attempting to construe perverse outcomes from that procurement process.  

The Leader of the Opposition made another interesting point. I wrote only two down. He said that the $8.5 
million per annum—which is the advice I have from the Department of Commerce and/or Treasury—is an 
amount of money that “should be well below the radar”. I just wish the Leader of the Opposition had set the 
radar for all the members who wasted 11 hours of our time yesterday dealing with issues that by his definition 
are now “well below the radar”.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What would it be for the average department?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The advice I have is that it is $8.5 million in one year; that is $34 million across the out 
years.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Divide that by more than 20 departments.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition has form in this. I am constantly reminded of the member 
for Willagee, when he was the Minister for Education and Training, refusing point blank to give up the external 
contracting arrangements for school cleaners. He was pursued by that union over that—the member for 
Nollamara’s union. That union pursued him and they vilified him because he would not overturn that decision. 
Do members know why he would not do that? It was because he was advised it would be an inappropriate use of 
taxpayers’ money to move away from that contracting relationship in schools. It is difficult to get an exact figure 
on the cost, but it has been suggested to me that we would have had to pay at least $10 million per annum if the 
former minister had overturned that policy. Good on the member for Willagee, the former Minister for Education 
and Training, for refusing to do that! Of course, his replacement as Minister for Education and Training, Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich, very quickly rolled over and had her belly tickled by the miscellaneous workers’ union  

Mrs C.A. Martin: Do not be so gross in your description of a previous minister. How rude is that!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is a common turn of phrase to say that someone has rolled over and had her belly 
tickled.  

Mrs C.A. Martin: What sort of man are you? You are a disgrace.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I could use some of the more colourful language that the member for Kimberley is known 
for as she shares her love for the drummer of Midnight Oil. I think she was right in relation to that. 

Notwithstanding that, as a fundamental policy position we are not going to confuse procurement processes with 
delivering industrial relations outcomes. There are plenty of processes in place, some of which I have outlined, 
that deliver industrial relations outcomes.  

I want to point out to members that Western Australia has an existing policy—the minimum standards and 
conditions of employment policy of 2002. I have been advised that it applies to most contracts for goods and 
services supplied to the state government. Under this policy, contractors and subcontractors must ensure that 
employment conditions are consistent with industry standards as expressed in awards and agreements. Western 
Australia already has a safety mechanism in place for government agencies that procure goods and services. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Is that a corruption of the procurement process? Can’t you simply change the standard?  
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The standard will ensure that things are done properly and in a lawful way, and that is a 
fair policy. That is the policy for which we have reiterated our support. We are not going to adopt the former 
government’s fair pay and conditions policy.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: So you have an unfair pay and conditions policy.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Did the Leader of the Opposition make a submission in relation to minimum pay?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: A red herring!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition sent in a red herring! Did he send a red herring off to Julia 
Gillard? Has the Leader of the Opposition raised the issues with Julia Gillard, his federal colleague? Has the 
Leader of the Opposition got on the blower to Julia Gillard and said, “Listen, Deputy Prime Minister, we have a 
real issue”? Did the Leader of the Opposition mount an argument when he was in government on the basis that 
the cost of living in Western Australia is higher than it is around the rest of Australia, so we should be helped 
out? Did the Leader of the Opposition do that?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Use the power you have got. Do not ask other people to use powers they have not got.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition did nothing, and we have made those submissions that the 
former government for some bizarre reason chose not to make. For some bizarre reason the former government 
chose not to participate in the proper processes by which wages are set in WA. The Leader of the Opposition 
comes into this place and criticises this government because we will not confuse procurement with labour market 
outcomes, yet members opposite refused to participate in that process.  

Amendment to Motion 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I wish to move an amendment to the motion. I move — 

To delete all words after “offices”.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [5.57 pm]: It is extraordinary that the Treasurer has 
sought to delete the words that support the member for Morley. The member for Morley said that in his view the 
hourly rate for cleaners was not only abhorrent but also just plain wrong, and he sided with the cleaners for a pay 
rise, no matter whom they get it from. That is what the member for Morley said, and the Treasurer has moved to 
delete the suggestion that the house support those statements of the member for Morley. How embarrassing for 
the member for Morley that when the opposition suggests that the house support his views, the Treasurer moves 
that that support be deleted.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Treasurer has moved to delete those words. We do not support the deletion of those 
words.  

Mr I.M. Britza: That does not change the outcome.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: There will be a debate on the amendment. We do not support, and cannot support, the 
deletion of those words because they go to the crux of the issue, which is the rate of pay for people who could be 
employed directly by the government but who, because of a decision to contract out that service, are employed 
by the private sector on a lower wage. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You made that decision when you were in government.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We made a decision to put a new standard into the contracting arrangements, which the now 
Treasurer calls corruption of the contracting arrangements, so that financial managers in the public sector would 
have no incentive to save money by contracting out a service through cutting cleaners’ wages. The government 
has it within its power to uphold that decision or reject it. The government has made a clear, moral choice. It has 
decided that the purity of the procurement policy is to be placed above the demonstrable needs of some of the 
lowest income workers in our community. That is the choice the government had before it; that is the choice the 
government has made and no amount of blame shifting or obfuscation about submissions — 

Mr I.M. Britza: What?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member heard the word—obfuscation. Obfuscation is a hard word to say but I have said 
it three times now and I will not attempt a fourth occasion. No amount of that will divert us from the clear choice 
before the house. To reinforce that choice, we will not support the deletion of the member for Morley’s words; 
we think they are appropriate words to describe the situation that cleaners are in and we will vote to retain those 
words in the motion. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [6.01 pm]: As the Leader of the Opposition indicated, the Labor Party will 
oppose the deletion of those words from this motion. To take up a couple of issues raised: I put it to the 
Treasurer that it is custom and practice in both the private and public sectors that principals who contract 
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services get involved with the wage outcomes of their contractors and their employees because, at the end of the 
day, they pay for them. It is not unusual. The private sector does this all the time because the people involved 
know that they must carry the wages bill, the extra cost that the contractors will pass on to them. Therefore, they 
get themselves involved, some times to a significant extent, with the contractors’ negotiations and their 
employees. They do not leave it just to the marketplace. For obvious reasons they do not simply say, “Look, this 
is a matter between the contractors and their employees”. They must pay the freight at the end of the day and 
they want a sustainable wage outcome that will be passed on to them as the principals. That is all we are asking 
for here.  

If the Treasurer has a problem with the whole content of the fair-pay policy, that is one thing, but a component of 
the fair-pay policy is the wage increase for those very, very low-paid workers who clean government office 
buildings. It is not outside any procurement policy for the government of the day, acting as the principal, to 
involve itself in wage negotiations between the contractors and the employees. It cannot rely only on the 
minimum wage outcome, because the money being sought is over and above the minimum wage outcome. The 
only way that can be achieved is by agreement. That is what this fair-pay policy was. It was an agreement 
between the contractors’ association representing all the contractors, the Department of Consumer and 
Employment Protection representing the government, and the Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Workers 
Union. It was an agreement to pay over and above the minimum wage.  

I understand why the Treasurer is taking the position he is in wanting a clean, defined procurement policy. He 
made the point very clearly, to which, as then Treasurer, the now Leader of the Opposition similarly argued. But 
that does not impede the Treasurer from passing on an increase in the contractors’ costs that will eventually flow 
on to workers in their wages. He can do that and pass on those costs to the contractors—cross his fingers and 
hope they pass them on to the employees. They may or may not. Whether they would pass on the higher 
contracting rate they would receive from the government to their employees was the issue that took the time 
between February and the election, although it was not resolved even by the time the election happened.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Were there any discussions about the union demands for right of entry as part of that 
contract?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That was all resolved in the agreement, as the Treasurer knows. It was written into the 
agreement in February.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: What was written in; it was not just about wages, was it?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No. There were a number of things in the fair-pay policy; I accept that. That is why I said 
that if the Treasurer has a problem with the whole policy, that is one issue. Perhaps from his perspective—not 
that I agree with him—it would be preferable to ditch that.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I thought the metalworkers and the missos got on.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am putting to the Treasurer that there is a component of the whole policy that goes to these 
low-paid workers’ wage increases. If the Treasurer does not like the policy, for crying out loud, he should at 
least pick that up and pass it on to the contractors and have no more to do with it. Let the market sort itself out 
from there, hoping the contractors will pass on those increased rates to the workers as higher wage rates.  

It was that issue—to ensure that all those contract companies that cleaned government buildings would pass on 
that wage increase—that took the length of time between February until the election, but it was still not resolved. 
Treasury wanted to know about it; Treasury wanted to ensure that the extra money those contractors would get 
would end up not in their pockets but in their workers’ pockets. That is why Treasury was involved in the 
negotiations, which took the time running up to the election, but was not resolved. Here we are now saying to the 
Treasurer, if he does not like the policy, ditch it, but take out the component that deals with those workers’ wage 
increases and pass it on. That is why the opposition opposes the deletion of the wording.  

MR I.M. BRITZA (Morley) [6.07 pm]: I want to briefly speak to the amendment. Contrary to what the Leader 
of the Opposition said, the amendment does not embarrass me at all. It keeps the motion in line with our hearts’ 
desire, which is to take care of the cleaners. I received my “payment” today through all the wonderful 
compliments from the other side. That is enough for me; I am very happy. The amendment does exactly what we 
on both sides of the house want it to. The second reason I support the amendment is that it would be very 
difficult to convince me that the opposition wants the full motion passed for any reason other than purely to 
make a political point. That is not enough for me.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman  

 

Noes (28) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMALGAMATION POLICY 

Motion 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [6.12 pm]: I move —  

That the house condemns the Premier and the Minister for Local Government for their confusing, 
destructive and non-consultative local government amalgamation policy. 

This motion addresses the ever-changing story of the Minister for Local Government’s amalgamation process. 
Whilst I am reluctant to cover old ground, I am dealing with shifting ground, so it is necessary that I go over it. 
The Premier has demonstrated that he has an incredible propensity to rewrite history, and that he is willing to do 
so. I intend to address that by looking at the ever-changing story — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr V.A. Catania): Order, members! If members need to have a conversation, it is 
best that they go outside the chamber and have it. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I will look at the minister’s ever-changing story or never-ending story—that is, his 
contribution to destabilising local governments at a time when they are confronted by unprecedented uncertainty 
and destabilisation resulting from the global economic crisis. The 11 000 employees and hundreds of elected 
officials in the sector are desperately seeking certainty, but the minister does not give it to them.  

The minister has been out in the community working as my publicity agent and trying to build my profile in 
probably much the same way as “Terrance the Trailer” has been doing for some of the backbench members of 
the government. The minister has his staff beavering away at lifting my profile—I appreciate that, minister! I 
thank him for the effort! Nevertheless, I must correct some of the assertions that have been made.  

At the outset, I reiterate—as I have done since the minister commenced this debate on 5 February with his 
unilateral announcement in Exmouth at the Western Australian Local Government Association meeting—that 
Labor is for reform of the local government sector, as am I. Labor supports reform of the local government 
sector, that is why when it was in government — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, there is far too much conversation inside the chamber. I again ask all 
those who are having conversations to please take them outside the chamber.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Labor was engaged in a consultative and cooperative process led by the Western Australian 
Local Government Association and backed by the full support and cooperation of the then minister of the day 
with an aim of achieving the outcome of sustainability in the local government sector. Our policy was to 
encourage, where appropriate, amalgamations to achieve sustainability. There are many other ways of achieving 
sustainability, and the sector was well engaged in the process of achieving sustainability of its own volition as 
part of that systemic sustainability process that the minister is very familiar with. As the minister is aware, it can 
be done by sharing resources — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Like the Office of Shared Services? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am talking about the local government sector, minister!  
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Last time we debated this subject in this place, the Leader of the National Party and I discussed the South East 
Avon Organisation of Councils, an agreed cooperative arrangement where the various councils come together—
they retain their individual identity—to cooperate and work together on projects with a value of around the range 
of $250 000 to $450 000 that small councils are engaged in — 

Mr B.J. Grylls: It is actually a bit bigger than that. They are looking at — 

Mr P. PAPALIA: That is what Dominic Carbone was speaking to me about when I met him. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: They want to amalgamate their work crews so that they can actually go for some of the bigger 
road contracts—the multimillion-dollar contracts that normally the BGCs and — 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I was referring to what they are doing now. They have been cooperating and operating that 
range of contracts, and they are keen to cooperate in a larger fashion to achieve bigger projects. That would 
require action by the minister. It can be done right now. All they need is the assurance that their cooperative 
organisation at the SEAVROC level will not be required to replicate the same administrative processes that are 
required of the council so that there is not the burden of additional red tape and expense on their processes at the 
cooperative level in the regional council. That process is underway. 

As members know, there are something like 32 regional agreements among the 139 councils around the state. 
They are all operating, to some extent or other, in a manner to achieve sustainability, to share resources and 
personnel, to avoid duplication and to maintain consistency of processes. The minister is aware that in the south 
west, councils in areas such as Donnybrook-Balingup, Capel and Dardanup were working towards a shared 
information technology system. That was prior to the local government amalgamation process getting underway; 
it was part of the systemic sustainability process. These are the shared and duplicated processes referred to. As 
the minister is aware, the south west group of metropolitan councils are working towards and are well down the 
track of achieving electronic submission, compilation, distribution and receipt of rates notices. That was all 
underway well before the minister’s statement on 5 February. The statement on 5 February was not required to 
elicit that sort of progress in the sector. The systemic sustainability progress had these initiatives, and dozens of 
others, well underway across the state at the time the minister made his statement. At the Western Australian 
Local Government Managers Association meeting that the minister and I attended on 17 September, I think I 
said—and the minister agreed—that that process was moving at a slow pace. Since this process of amalgamation 
has been underway, my argument has been that, yes, that process could have been faster, but I do not see the 
point of threatening to force amalgamations. The threat made on 5 February has had a negative impact. I know 
the minister and the Premier are unwilling to concede that, and the Premier is even unwilling to acknowledge 
that the minister made that statement, but he knows that it was said. It was reported by the 40 or so 
representatives of the Western Australian Local Government Association present on the day. Bill Mitchell issued 
a media release on the day. The Minister for Local Government said to journalists from The West Australian, 
The Australian and the government online news site that in the event that local governments chose not to 
amalgamate, he would force amalgamations. The consequence of that is exactly as was predicted by Bill 
Mitchell in his media release. Bill Mitchell’s media release of 5 February 2009 states — 

What this announcement has done is damage all work towards regional cooperation by Local 
Governments who will now be focused only on ensuring their own survival in an amalgamation 
process. 

That has happened. Admittedly, some councils are keen on the idea of amalgamations. Not surprisingly, in many 
cases they happen to be larger councils that sit beside smaller councils. The problem is that when the minister 
made his announcement on 5 February, the only criterion he gave was an arbitrary figure of 2 000 people living 
within the realm of the council. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli: What did I say? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: The minister said in his speech that a number of councils in the state have fewer than 2 000 
people living within the confines of their boundaries. I am not saying that that is what the minister said he was 
trying to achieve; I am saying that that was the only guidance councils received. I know that the minister has 
subsequently released guidelines. The guidelines call on councils to complete a sustainability checklist. The 
minister has almost reverted to the collaborative and cooperative process that was underway prior to 5 February, 
but he has not retracted that statement. He has left the threat out there hanging over councils. I am suggesting to 
the minister today that it is an unhelpful, uncooperative process to allow the threat to hang over councils that 
there will be forced amalgamations if they do not amalgamate. If they complete the minister’s sustainability 
checklist and all the guidelines, and if they jump through all the hoops and confirm that they are sustainable, the 
minister will still force amalgamations for no other apparent reason than to achieve a smaller number of larger 
councils. A certain amount of evidence, particularly in South Australia, which has gone through this process, 
indicates that councils can be crushed together but that at the completion of that process there are still large, 
unsustainable councils. The number of councils in South Australia decreased to 68 from almost double that 
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number, and 33 of the remaining 68 councils proved to be unsustainable. The problem is that this process is 
flawed. It is flawed because the minister has left the threat hanging over councils. 

I gave the minister the opportunity yesterday to retract the threat and to confirm that he did not really mean it and 
that he will not go ahead with it. At the Liberal Party state conference, the Premier denied that the minister ever 
said it. The Premier is trying to rewrite history completely. The Premier thinks that if he holds his breath, closes 
his eyes, stamps his feet and says that something did not happen, everyone else will accept that it did not happen. 
That is not what is happening in the sector. The people who heard the minister say it and who read the reports of 
him saying it, and who have not subsequently heard him retract the threat, believe the threat is still there, despite 
what the Premier has said. The minister was further undermined when it was revealed after the Liberal Party 
state conference that the Premier had given undertakings to the Monaco of Western Australia, Peppermint 
Grove, that it will never have to engage in this process. The wealthy Liberal Party donors of Peppermint Grove 
will not have to engage in an amalgamation process, no matter what is said. The Premier has subsequently said 
that that was just his personal opinion. The problem with the Premier’s personal opinions is that they tend to 
have a bit of influence on what goes on in the state. This gives an insight into the Premier’s thinking and into the 
type of person he is. Even if it is only his personal opinion, he believes that it is okay for one tiny local 
government within his electorate to be excluded from a process that he is happy to impose on every other local 
government in the state. That is demonstrably unfair. Not only is it demonstrably unfair, but also it has been 
acknowledged as being so right around the state. We were at the University of Western Australia on Monday as 
part of the shadow cabinet to meet people and conduct an outreach program. We spoke to the guild at the 
conclusion of our morning’s activities and, surprisingly, the first question asked by these young people, who I 
doubt will be impacted on by the local government amalgamation process, was what was my view on 
Peppermint Grove being exempted from the process. I can understand where they were coming from. As young 
people, they are a little idealistic; they think that they are growing up in Australia, where people do not get to 
choose whether to participate in a process that is imposed on everybody else just because they are wealthy. 

As I understand from some of our country members, there is significant unrest and concern in certain parts of the 
regions. The member for North West, who is Acting Speaker at the moment, has reported to me the significant 
turnout of people to his mobile office as a result of the minister’s statements and the media reports about his and 
the Premier’s behaviour subsequent to the minister’s statement on 5 February. I am sure that he will speak to the 
motion later to give his personal account of the concerns of a large number of people. It is still an issue. It will 
not go away just because the minister has said that it did not happen or because he has refused to say the words 
“forced amalgamations”. No matter how many times he says “voluntary amalgamations”, it will not erase his 
actions on 5 February. The minister needs to retract his statement and say to the people who will be directly 
affected and who are spending tens of thousands of dollars and time and effort on proposals that the minister has 
demanded, “This process will proceed in a more cooperative and collaborative fashion and when you have 
completed the sustainability checklist and have determined that your council is sustainable, and you have 
confirmed, in accordance with the guidelines, that there are no benefits to be had for your ratepayers from 
amalgamation, that will be okay.” 

I concede that some actions will still need to be taken to achieve reform. I have suggested some actions and the 
minister has ridiculed some of those suggestions. I have suggested things that the minister could do right now. 
Because he has the benefit of a $400 million country local government fund and a significant amount of money 
to entice activity, I have suggested that he could take up the recommendations of the 2006 report of the Public 
Accounts Committee’s inquiry into local government accountability, chaired by the member for Mindarie. It was 
an excellent report. A key recommendation of that report was that the Auditor General be brought into play in 
the local government sector in a more significant manner, and that he be tasked with auditing and assessing 
sustainability efficiency and those sorts of practices, and benchmarking the results against all other local 
governments to a percentage of about 18 per cent, with the remainder to be outsourced to the industry. This will 
also allowing transparency to be achieved whereby local governments across the state can be compared with 
each other to identify whether they are performing at best practice. That could be achieved without going 
through any of the process that we have engaged in to this point. The minister could encourage that activity just 
by funding the Auditor General to undertake that function and by outsourcing the remainder. The minister has 
the money to do that. Strangely enough, in a budget process in which all departments and organisations are 
searching for a three per cent efficiency dividend, the minister has the ability with his $100 million to elicit in the 
next three months positive outcomes for the local government sector. That is one thing the minister could have 
done. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli: Are you saying that I should use that as a carrot or a bribe? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: No; I am saying that the minister could pay for the Auditor General to benchmark all local 
governments. That is one point. 

I refer now to enticing activity. I ask the Minister for Local Government to tell me why it was a better outcome 
for him to threaten that he would force amalgamations if local governments did not come up with amalgamation 
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proposals, rather than proffer some of the money that is being given to the 110 local governments in the regions. 
I commend royalties for regions. It is a great idea, but it should be done in an appropriately financially 
responsible manner. That is what I said in the debate on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill. The same 
thing is true in this instance, because the minister has responsibility for $100 million. He could utilise that money 
as an incentive for amalgamation, if that is what he wants to achieve. I actually think that sustainability should be 
the outcome.  

I question why the minister chose to turn the debate to amalgamations instead of sustainability. By doing what he 
did on 5 February, he abandoned the government’s pre-election promise and all outcomes of the systemic 
sustainability study. Instead, he chose to turn the debate from sustainability to amalgamation. I wonder why he 
did that. I suspect the minister may have a lingering desire to achieve amalgamation of a greater Bunbury 
council. That may or may not be the case. It is interesting to note that the number of ratepayers in the councils 
around Bunbury far exceed 2 000. They are not captured by the number the minister referred to in his statement 
on 5 February.  

After yesterday when the minister chose to put up the brick wall and refused to respond to the opportunity to 
retract his threat to enforce amalgamations, I came into this place today with the desire to give him another 
opportunity. He should not continue to parrot the old lines that this is a voluntary process. If it is a voluntary 
process, that is fine and the minister can retract his threat to enforce amalgamations. The minister could make a 
one-line public statement to the effect that, “If councils follow the sustainability checklist and identify that they 
are sustainable and there are no benefits to be had from amalgamation then I, Minister John Castrilli, will not 
force them to amalgamate.” If the minister says that, I am with him because he would have then reverted to a 
collaborative cooperative approach, which was the Liberal Party’s pre-election policy and is still the Labor 
Party’s policy.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli: It still is.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: The minister says that now. If that is the case, he should get up and say what I asked him to 
say. I am giving the minister another chance to have the opportunity to say, “I got it wrong. I should not have 
said what I did on 5 February. If you go through the sustainability checklist and you are sustainable and there 
would be no benefits to your council from amalgamation, then your council can stay as it is. You will still have 
to participate in reform within the local government sector, but I will not force you to amalgamate.” If the 
minister says that, he would retract his statement and begin to undo the damage that he has done today.  

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Pilbara) [6.33 pm]: What a fine speech to follow. The member for Warnbro has put to 
the house in a extraordinarily clear way a case against the Minister for Local Government. It is a humbling 
experience to come after such a fine presentation by the shadow Minister for Local Government. The Minister 
for Local Government must wake up every day and wonder why he has to have such a skilled and talented 
opponent. No doubt at times he would prefer to keep his head under the covers and not get up. He is up against a 
formidable shadow minister. The Minister for Local Government is his own worst enemy.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: But not while the member for Warnbro is alive.  

I reiterate to the Minister for Local Government that the process of reform in local government requires hard 
work and not glib lines. The hard work requires tackling the issues that stand in the way of the reform process. I 
ask the Minister for Local Government to tell the house what work he has done to sort out the formulas 
associated with the Western Australian Local Government Grants Commission that basically reward 
inefficiencies. Rather than talk about enforced amalgamations, he should tell the house about the quality hard 
work that he is doing. The Minister for Local Government should then ignore his arbitrary formulas about 
population numbers as though they will somehow or other determine what councils should appropriately be 
amalgamated with other councils. He should look to places like, for instance, the little township of Cue, which 
deserves the respect and support that local government delivers it, even though it does not have the vast numbers 
to justify the apparatus of local government. If it were stripped of that apparatus, enormous damage would be 
done.  

Another reform process that could be supported is the collaboration and cooperation across the Murchison 
councils that should be rewarded by the formulas of the Local Government Grants Commission to support 
various structures within the communities. The township of Cue could survive as a vibrant part of the fabric of 
Western Australia rather than be destroyed through an amalgamation process that would injure it.  

I note that the preservation clause seems to be in the government’s policy for the Monaco of the western suburbs; 
that is, Peppermint Grove. I inform the good burghers of Peppermint Grove that an alternative formula could be 
put in place by a sensible Minister for Local Government. There is a good case for amalgamating Peppermint 
Grove with places like Halls Creek or Wiluna. They should be joining them together. Instead of Peppermint 
Grove having a valet rubbish service, such a service could be balanced out. The people throughout the Shires of 
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Wiluna and Halls Creek would probably have a rubbish service. It would not necessarily be with gloves on, but 
at least there would be a service. Communities all over regional Western Australia would get some sort of fiscal 
equalisation if they amalgamated with Pilbara shires. If the minister brought in that proposal, I would seriously 
consider it. I might be able to persuade a few of my colleagues why we might be able to deliver a forced 
amalgamation to the people of Peppermint Grove rather than it retain the Monaco status it has under the 
preservation clause that has been delivered for them alone by the Premier of Western Australia.  

The western suburbs beg for a structural reform process. However, this government botched it previously when 
it was in government. Under Minister for Local Government Paul Omodei it divided Perth councils into a 
multiplicity of councils. It then left behind assets that should not have been distributed in the way they were in 
places such as Ocean Gardens. The Labor government was left to sort out the mess that was caused by the then 
Liberal government in its tampering of local government boundaries for its political purposes. This minister 
should not get up to those tricks again. He should introduce a much more profound and respectful process to 
encourage local governments to cooperate.  

The minister should not come up with unnecessarily restrictive formula. He should come to the table promoting 
a genuine partnership with local government. He should get rid of those words from the lexicon that see local 
government as though it were another tier of government. It is a sphere of government. Three spheres of 
government operate around this country. Local government is a sphere that operates in a different space to the 
space in which this sphere of government operates. The local government sphere, the state government sphere 
and the federal government sphere should be respectful towards each other and should not be waging war on 
each other, which is what this Minister for Local Government did in his speech in Exmouth.  

The opportunity is available to put incentives on the table for collaborative asset management opportunities and 
for local governments to pick up the term contracts for road maintenance if they collaborate in regions like the 
Pilbara and Kimberley. They must ensure that they have the opportunity to bolster recycling across a region. For 
example, the Pilbara has an enormous opportunity to respond to the challenges of environmental health by 
providing a response to recycling.  

The council of the Town of Port Hedland has just commenced an enormously exciting process associated with 
paying a rebate for the return of bottles and cans. Overnight, the town has been transformed by that one process. 
Collaboration across the region could really bolster that. However, the local governments need on the table the 
carrots and the incentives to encourage them to make that happen. They need shared senior planning officers and 
building inspectors. They need help with the asset register management process. That does require 
encouragement. If this government could just manage to get some collaboration between the Liberal Party 
Minister for Local Government and the National Party Minister for Regional Development, it could deliver for 
local government funds that would secure greater reform in the local government area than has ever previously 
been on offer. The minister had a good opportunity. However, the minister has virtually blown it now. I repeat 
what the member for Warnbro—the esteemed shadow minister, whom I am fiercely proud of, and whom I am 
proud to stand behind and support — 

Mr P. Abetz interjected. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: I will happily take the halo from my head, if that is what the member is talking about, 
and put it onto the head of the member for Warnbro. 

The member for Warnbro has given the Minister for Local Government a good opportunity. The minister should 
apologise to the state of Western Australia, apologise to local government and apologise to the house. The 
minister should just admit that he got it wrong. The minister should be a bit like velcro in his approach to his 
mistakes. He should not try to be like teflon and be smart and say that his mistakes do not belong to him. The 
minister should own his mistakes. He should wear his mistakes. He should shine the lantern on his mistakes and 
let people know that he knows what everyone else knows: he made a mistake; he got it wrong. If the minister 
does not do that, he will be feeding the fear in local government that he is committed to a forced amalgamation 
strategy. The minister appears to be playing out the fantasies that come from being “Lord of Bunbury”. He 
appears to be some sort of latter-day John Forrest from Bunbury way who is determined to roll out the sphere of 
local government from Bunbury and take over all the local government councils in his area.  

I want to give my good colleague the member for North West the opportunity to say a few words, so I will 
conclude my remarks. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West) [6.41 pm]: From the way the member for Pilbara has been talking about my 
electorate, I am worried that there may be some amalgamations down the track and that the member for Pilbara 
will be moving south a bit!  

I support what the member for Warnbro and the member for Pilbara have said about forced amalgamations. 
Recently, I set up my mobile office, as the member for Warnbro has said, in Shark Bay. I was also present at the 
Shire of Shark Bay council meeting. Although that is an interesting council at the moment, I believe it is the 
Peppermint Grove of the north west.  
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Mr T.G. Stephens: All those Liberals who love one another! 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: That is right! Shark Bay is a wonderful place. It is the jewel in the crown of my electorate. 
When I set up my mobile office in Shark Bay, I was inundated with constituents who wanted to see me. That was 
not only at the council meeting, which went for several hours in fact, but throughout the day. I ended up seeing 
56 constituents. Shark Bay does not have as many people as Peppermint Grove, but, nonetheless, a very high 
number of people in the community came to see me because of their concern about forced amalgamations. The 
people of Shark Bay are concerned about the comments that were made by the Minister for Local Government in 
Exmouth on 5 February. They are even more concerned about the comments that were made by the Premier 
about how it is okay if his Liberal mates in Peppermint Grove do not want to go through the amalgamation 
process. I said to the people at the council of the Shire of Shark Bay exactly what the Premier has said to the 
people of Peppermint Grove. I said, “You are the Peppermint Grove of the north west, and you do not need to fill 
out this questionnaire. You do not need to justify your existence. You are a shire that should stand alone, because 
you are doing a good job.” They took my advice, and they are now going to have discussions with the other 
Gascoyne shire councils. The ratepayers who were present at that meeting had some concerns about the moneys 
they would have to expend on the amalgamation proposal, which were not in the budget that had been planned 
for this year. They have estimated a cost for the three shires in the Gascoyne that are participating in this 
exercise. I say “exercise”, because I do not think anything will come out of it in those three shires. They are 
anticipating a huge cost, because all of the 139 councils in this state have been told to fill out this questionnaire 
and employ a consultant, when there may be only five local government consultants in Western Australia, so 
obviously the cost will go up. The Gascoyne shire councils are now looking at a cost of $80 000 or $90 000 to 
fill out this questionnaire, because of the fear that they will be forced to amalgamate. They want to make sure 
that they go through the hoops that the minister is making them go through so that they will keep their status in 
their community. The Gascoyne residents know the importance of having these shires from Exmouth down to 
Shark Bay. They do not want forced amalgamations.  

I actually would like the minister and the Premier to keep on speaking and making these comments, because it is 
making it easier for me to be re-elected as the member for North West. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am even safer! I am hoping I will be able to increase the Labor vote, as I did at the last 
election, even more because of what the minister and the Premier are now doing. They are ostracising even their 
own voters. The people in the Peppermint Grove of the north west will not vote for this government. They are 
very upset that this government wants to take away their identity. Therefore, I would like the minister and the 
Premier to keep making these comments, because it is making my job a lot easier, and it is making our job in 
opposition a lot easier. I think this will be a one-term government. That is what I think. The people in the 
community are also saying that.  

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.  

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Did someone hear a member of the National Party speak? Has any member of the 
National Party spoken on any subject so far—other than a couple of questions here and there? I have not heard 
any National Party member speak on this issue. I would welcome their contribution to this debate, so that they 
can say to their coalition colleagues that they do not want any forced amalgamations. I want them to say that in 
this place, because they owe it to people in the community. This is about jobs and security. This proposal for 
forced amalgamations is causing unnecessary unease for families who live in places like Cue, Mt Magnet, 
Meekatharra, Yalgoo and Murchison settlement. They are worried that these forced amalgamations will affect 
their livelihoods and their towns, because it is the Gascoyne shires that keep these towns going. Sure, these 
shires fall under the minister’s criterion of having fewer than 2 000 ratepayers. However, we need to bear in 
mind the distances between these towns. The member for Pilbara touched on Cue. Cue is one of the most 
fantastic places in this state. It is a very well run shire, and it is a very financial shire. This attack on Cue will 
have a dramatic effect not only on the livelihoods of the people in that town, but also on the fortunes of the 
minister and the Premier at election time.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [6.49 pm]: Mr Deputy Speaker — 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Are you a one-man show, Mr Premier?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We are saving the Minister for Local Government. We are holding him back and feeding 
him red meat, and next week we will let him loose. 

Mr M. McGowan: As soon as Parliament is over. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. It is the opposition’s call, of course, and I hope that it does bring it on next week 
because a number of members have a lot of experience in local government and would like to speak on this bill. I 
do not come from a local government background, but I do want to say a few words. Local governments precede 
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state governments in a sense as sovereign government. Perth City Council was established in the 1830s or the 
1840s, was it? 

Mr M. McGowan: The member for Mount Lawley was only deputy mayor. How would he know? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am sure he will know by next week! The Minister for Local Government has placed on 
the table the issue of the number and structure of local government authorities in Western Australia. Why should 
he not? He is a new local government minister with a long and outstanding career in local government. He was 
probably the most popular mayor of Bunbury ever. Look at his share of the vote at the last election. On average 
on this side of the house we settled for a modest 4.3 per cent swing. In Bunbury we had a 12.63 per cent swing. 
What a ringing endorsement. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr V.A. Catania): Order, member for Willagee! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think the member for Willagee has been eating too much red meat! 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Perth City Council was established in 1858. I have just googled it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I thank the member very much.  

Mr P. Papalia: Will you take an interjection? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I have not got to two minutes of my speech. The member for Willagee has interjected 
for one and a half minutes so far.  

I start with this simple proposition: Western Australia has a little over two million people. The state has 139 
local authorities. They grew out of the old roads boards. We all broadly know the history of local government. I 
have asked this question in forum after forum in recent weeks, including at the Western Australian Farmers 
Federation conference last week where many people were very passionate about their local authorities and their 
local towns, and good on them. The Minister for Agriculture and Food is not here now but was there then. I 
asked if anybody in that room could seriously suggest that in 2009 some 139 local authorities were the best 
structure for local government for the twenty-first century. Do members know the response I got? It was silence, 
because everyone knew that 139 local authorities in 2009 were not logical. After my brief address a number of 
local government councillors came up to me and thanked me for saying the obvious; that is, what everyone 
knows and needs to be said. We have here a Minister for Local Government who has said the obvious; 
something that everyone in this chamber knows and that everyone in Western Australia knows. He has had the 
courage to propose that we do something about it. What is wrong with that? What is wrong with some leadership 
from the great mayor of Bunbury? 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Warnbro! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have a plant in a pot in my front courtyard and I call it the Papalia plant because when I 
went out doorknocking in his electorate, where he had a good win in the election, I asked myself what I should 
say. I saw a very unusual plant. I do not think the people there were Liberal voters. I said that it was a very 
unusual plant. The man was very pleased to see me, asked me to hang on, whipped out the back, got his cutters 
and potted the plant for me. It is growing. I named it after the member. It is a very healthy plant, although it is a 
very ugly little plant. 

Mr P. Papalia: Premier, I am hurt! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I like the member! Western Australia has 139 local authorities. Queensland has twice the 
population and is relevant because, like Western Australia, it is a very large geographic area. Queensland has 
73 local authorities compared with Western Australia’s 139. Queensland has a population of four million people. 
South Australia has 68 local authorities for a population of 1.5 million people. Victoria has 78 local authorities 
for a population of five million people. New South Wales has 152 local authorities, which is more than Western 
Australia has, but it has 6.5 million people, over three times our state’s population, and so it goes on. In the past 
100 years the number of local government authorities across the country has reduced by 55 per cent. Reform has 
taken place around Australia except for here.  

Let us have a little think, if we can. What is the role of local government? Why is this an issue? We could do as I 
have done and simply say that there are too many local authorities relative to the population, but it goes a bit 
beyond that, does it not? Western Australian Local Government Association members conducted their own 
investigation and produced a report. I think they took four years to do so. They came back with the alarming 
conclusion that a large number of local governments are not sustainable, which is the buzz word today. They ran 
campaigns during the last election telling people to support a candidate who supports sustainable local 
government. I can remember saying to my wife Lyn when the advertisement came on, “What the hell do you 
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think that is about?” I did not understand what they were on about. One part of me was asking what they were 
doing spending ratepayers’ money running expensive television campaigns during a state election to tell us to 
support a candidate who supports sustainable local government. I did not understand it. Maybe I am a bit thick 
but I did not know where they were coming from and I am still not sure what they were trying to get over. That 
suggests to me that they are a bit lost in the cyberspace of the twenty-first century. They do not quite know 
where they fit.  

There maybe a school of thought that says that local authorities should go back to roads and rubbish. I do not 
think that anyone seriously believes that that should be the case. Equally, local authorities are branching into all 
sorts of areas. I am sure that many people in all of our electorates are saying that they do not really know that 
they want their rates spent on that or surveys in the suburbs or whatever else, because they do not see that as the 
local authorities’ role. My view is that local government is there to manage the local community—the parks, 
roads, gardens, local services, community events—and its worth considering whether they should do more. For 
example, the state government owns hundreds of heritage properties. Why not think about vesting those 
properties in local government, which can then run and manage them as local community facilities? Why should 
the state take the view that those are the state’s and those are theirs? Why not regard it all as public ownership 
and look laterally in a twenty-first century sense about what is the role of local government? The minister has 
brought this issue on.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I heard the member’s speech. The minister wrote to all local government authorities in 
Western Australia. I want to draw the attention of the house to the date of the letter, which was 5 February and 
quite some time ago. It was not just when this issue appeared in the media. He wrote to the local government 
authorities. 

Mr P. Papalia: What did he say? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will tell the member what he said. I want to read from the third paragraph of the letter.  

Mr P. Papalia: That is not the issue. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is the issue right now. The member has made his speech and I have only 10 minutes left, 
and very little time tonight. The minister wrote to all 139 local authorities — 

I formally invite each of the 139 councils within Western Australia to embrace this opportunity to 
voluntarily amalgamate and to voluntarily reduce the total number of elected members for each council. 

That is pretty clear. He wrote to every council, including the Shire of Peppermint Grove, and Peppermint Grove 
will respond. For the first time in years we have got a local government minister who is actually willing to take 
on the issue that local government put into the arena. They said they were not sustainable and now we have got a 
minister saying that they are probably not. Having 139 local authorities does not work in the twenty-first century, 
so he has had the courage to put the issue out there in the public arena. What do we get from the opposition? 
Nothing. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES, GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — ASSAULT REPORTS 

591. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 

For each Government Department or Agency under the Minister’s control, including the Ministerial Office, I 
ask: 

(a) how many incidents of assault have been reported by staff: 

(i) in 2008–2009; and 

(ii) July 2008 to date; 

(b) please list relevant department/agency, date of assault, male/female victim, male/female 
perpetrator; 

(c) how many incidents of assault were reported to Western Australia Police; and 

(d) how many convictions resulted from reported assaults? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

MINISTER'S OFFICE, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, METROPOLITAN CEMETERIES BOARD, HERITAGE 
COUNCIL OF WA, NATIONAL TRUST OF AUSTRALIA (WA), OFFICE OF MULTICULTURAL 
INTERESTS 

(a) (i)-(ii) Nil. 

(b)-(d) Not Applicable. 

MINISTERIAL OFFICES, GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES —  
MEDIA MONITORING SERVICES 

608. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 

For each Government Department or Agency under the Minister’s control, including the Ministerial Office, I 
ask: 

(1) Are media monitoring services provided, and if yes: 

(a) which firm or firms currently provide a media monitoring service; 

(b) what is the cost of the contract/s; 

(c) since 23 September 2008 how much has been paid for media monitoring services;   

(d) what is the duration of the contract/s; and  

(e) when did the contract/s commence? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI replied: 

MINISTERIAL OFFICE, METROPOLITAN CEMETERIES BOARD and OFFICE OF MULTICULTURAL 
INTERESTS 

(1) No 

(a)-(e) Not applicable 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

(1) Yes 

(a) Media Monitors 

(b) $421.30 (including GST) per month plus the cost of relevant clips 

(c) $5865.59 (including GST) 

(d) 12 months 

(e) 1 February 2009 

HERITAGE COUNCIL OF WA 

(1) Yes 

(a) Media Monitors 
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(b) Base contract for monitoring service and web hosting is $832.85 per month with additional 
costs per press clipping ($2.50), briefing extract ($1.77), and NewsAlerts (Metro $2.81, 
Regional $3.54 and Internet $3.54). 

(c) $12, 575.41 

(d) On-going 

(e) 1/11/06 

NATIONAL TRUST OF AUSTRALIA (WA) 

(1) (a)-(e) A team of National Trust volunteers scan state and local media for relevant stories/issues to 
add to the archive of data and information on places of heritage interest. This service has been 
an ongoing freewill gift of members since formation of the National Trust of Australia (WA) 
in 1959. 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION APPLICATIONS 

618. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Fisheries; Electoral 
Affairs 

Will the Minister advise of the following for all departments and agencies under the control of the Minister, 
including the Ministerial office, I ask: 

(a) how many Freedom of Information applications have been received since 23 September 2008; 

(b) how many Freedom of Information applications have been answered since 23 September 2008; 

(c) how many requests for internal reviews have been received since 23 September 2008; and 

(d) on how many occasions have additional charges been levied to complete Freedom of 
Information applications since 23 September 2008? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

MINISTERIAL OFFICE 

(a) 18 
(b) 13 
(c) Ministerial Offices are only subject to an external review.  One request for an internal review 

was received and the applicant was redirected to the FOI Commissioner. 
(d) Nil 

DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND PETROLEUM 

(a) 88 
(b) 67 
(c) 3 
(d) 4 

Please note that these figures are for Freedom of Information applications dealt with by the Department of 
Industry and Resources from 23 September 2008 to 31 December 2008 and by the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum from 1 January 2009 to date. 

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES 

(a) 9 
(b) 8  
(c) 1  
(d) Nil 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN ELECTORAL COMMISSION 

(a) 1 
(b) 1 
(c)-d)  Nil 

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESEARCH INSTITUTE OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

(a)-(d) Nil 

CHEMISTRY CENTRE OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

(a)-(d) Nil 

__________ 

 


