
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Wednesday, 18 August 2010 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 12.00 noon, and read prayers. 

LIVE ANIMAL TRADE 

Petition 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [12.01 pm]: I present a petition with 770 signatures. It has been certified as 
complying with the standing orders. The petition reads — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned residents of Western Australia, together with members of the People Against 
Cruelty in Animal Transport, request the Legislative Assembly investigate the live animal trade for the 
following reasons: 

• Annually more than three million animals exported from Fremantle and other WA ports die or 
suffer traumatically during transport to the Middle East and other destinations. 

• Regulations covering road transportation and loading are not being adequately policed. 

• The live animal trade is undermining the local processed meat trade, which creates jobs and is 
more lucrative. 

We thus ask that the Legislative Assembly instigate an investigation into the live animal trade with a 
view to recommending a time frame for it to be permanently replaced with the export of chilled or 
frozen carcasses.  

[See petition 312.] 

PLASTIC SHOPPING BAGS 

Petition 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [12.04 pm]: I present a petition with 13 signatures. The petition conforms 
to the standing orders, and it reads —  

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 

We, the undersigned, say  

that plastic shopping bags are highly damaging and destructive to the environment—injuring and killing 
precious wildlife, littering our oceans, waterways and public open spaces, taking 1000 years to break 
down and clogging up landfill. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly  

to follow the leadership demonstrated by the South Australian and Victorian Governments and ban the 
use of plastic shopping bags in the State of Western Australia by supporting the Private Members Bill, 
to be introduced by the State Opposition, which legislates for the ban of plastic shopping bags (but not 
plastic bags without handles which are used for the hygienic storage of food). 

[See petition 313.] 

PAPERS TABLED 

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

TOODYAY BUSHFIRES —  
REFERRAL TO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND JUSTICE STANDING COMMITTEE 

Notice of Motion 

Mr E.S. Ripper (Leader of the Opposition) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move —  

(1) That the house refers the issue of the 29 December 2009 Toodyay bushfires, which destroyed 
significant homes and property, to the Community Development and Justice Standing 
Committee for investigation. 
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(2) That the committee specifically investigate — 

 (a) compensation for affected landowners who have lost property; 

(b) liability in relation to the damage caused; and 

(c) the actions of Western Power prior to and after the fire. 

A DAY IN POMPEII — WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MUSEUM 

Statement by Minister for Culture and the Arts 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Culture and the Arts) [12.05 pm]: I am very pleased today to 
provide an update on the success of the A Day in Pompeii exhibition at the Western Australian Museum in the 
Perth Cultural Centre. This morning marked a significant milestone, with confirmation that more than 80 000 
people have visited the Museum to view this amazing exhibition. Advanced bookings for the remainder of the 
exhibition are very positive, and, based on the current trend, we can expect in excess of 90 000 visitors in total. 
In response to this overwhelming demand, I am happy to announce that A Day in Pompeii will stay open for an 
additional week and will now close on Sunday, 12 September. The Western Australian Museum has also 
responded to people’s interest in this exhibition by extending its opening hours. To coincide with the city’s 
Friday late-night trading hours, A Day in Pompeii is now open until 9.00 pm on Friday evenings. This has been 
made possible by generous sponsorship from Eventscorp and promotional support from the East Perth 
Redevelopment Authority. The partnership between the Department of Culture and the Arts, the Western 
Australian Museum and Eventscorp has made this exhibition possible. I am pleased that the success of this 
exhibition has ensured that the $1 million support from Eventscorp has already been recouped. I see this 
partnership with Eventscorp as a strong example of how we can work together in the future, and I look forward 
to the continued success of this and other future partnerships, such as the Peggy Guggenheim: A Collection in 
Venice exhibition that will be held at the Art Gallery of Western Australia later this year.  

Another pleasing element of the Pompeii exhibition has been the incredible support of volunteers. Over 160 
people have provided invaluable assistance to staff at the Western Australian Museum for this exhibition. Many 
of these volunteers have now expressed interest in assisting the Art Gallery of Western Australia when the 
Guggenheim exhibition opens in Perth on 9 October. In addition to strong attendance figures, Pompeii has also 
returned the highest grossing shop sales of any exhibition in the history of the Western Australian Museum, with 
more than $192 000 in sales since the exhibition opened in May.  

On behalf of myself as Minister for Culture and the Arts, and the Minister for Tourism, we were very pleased to 
be able to extend an invitation to all of our parliamentary colleagues to attend the Pompeii exhibition. Several 
members have written to me indicating that they have enjoyed the opportunity to visit the Western Australian 
Museum and see this exhibition. I am aware that some members have donated their tickets to needy members of 
the community in some cases. I encourage members to make use of these tickets, particularly if they have not 
already been used, to not only visit the Pompeii exhibition but to also walk through the Perth Cultural Centre to 
see the transformation of this important community space.  

To celebrate Western Australia hosting two exhibitions of international significance in Pompeii and 
Guggenheim, a joint ticket promotion has been announced. This special offer will give the Western Australian 
community the opportunity to see both these exhibitions for a discounted price of $30, a saving of $10. This 
promotion is on now until 29 August. The state government’s support of these two unique exhibitions, hosted at 
Perth’s two flagship cultural institutions, is an indication of this government’s commitment to offering world-
class events in Western Australia.  

HERITAGE BUILDING UTILISATION — ADAPTIVE RE-USE BREAKFAST SEMINAR 

Statement by Minister for Heritage 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury — Minister for Heritage) [12.08 pm]: It gives me great pleasure to advise 
members of this house of the outcomes of the breakfast seminar, “Adaptive re-use: A new future for our past”, 
held on 3 August. This event was organised by the Heritage Council of Western Australia, as one of my 
initiatives, to raise the positive aspects of conservation through use of heritage places. There is a large inventory 
of underutilised state-registered and other heritage buildings in prime locations that provide unique and exciting 
opportunities for development. Members need only cast their eyes down the hill to see how heritage buildings 
are being adapted. They are a key component in a series of multimillion-dollar developments that are revitalising 
the Perth central business district. These developments, and those in Midland, Maylands and Fremantle, and 
even the former grain silos in my electorate of Bunbury, demonstrate how environmental, social and financial 
benefits can be captured by innovative, adaptive re-use projects. However, finding a new use for heritage places 
is not always easy. Many are left to decline and become a problem rather than be considered an opportunity. The 
adaptive re-use breakfast seminar provided an opportunity for owners, developers, planners, state and local 
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government agencies and conservation professionals to start a conversation about the potential of adaptive re-
use. About 100 people attended the seminar held at the Midland railway workshops, which itself is an example 
of adaptive re-use, and the feedback has been excellent. 

Keynote speakers Peter Lovell, director of Melbourne-based Lovell Chen Architects and Heritage Consultants, 
and Dominic Snellgrove, director of Cameron Chisholm and Nicol, provided an overview of adaptive re-use and 
the commercial benefits it holds. This is the start of a series of seminars that the Heritage Council hopes to 
conduct. I firmly believe that with a collaborative approach and in partnership with all levels of the community, 
the government and the private sector, we can work towards revitalising and rejuvenating our heritage places 
with projects that we can be proud of now and in the future. 

INFILL SEWERAGE PROGRAM — DAWSEVILLE – PORT HEDLAND – PEEL 

Statement by Minister for Water 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Water) [12.11 pm]: Yesterday I had the pleasure of heading down 
the freeway to announce that as part of the Liberal–National government’s $100 million infill sewerage program, 
work would commence shortly in Dawesville. It is expected that tenders will be called for the estimated 
$2 million project within three months, with work expected to start in January 2011 and to be completed by 
Christmas. The project will involve about 80 services bounded by Luill Crescent in the north, Dawesville Road 
in the east, Durham Crescent in the south and Chapman Road to the west.  

I was also pleased to announce a $7.5 million allocation to complete infill sewerage in Port Hedland under the 
same program. I announced that two adjoining areas involving more than 250 residential blocks would be 
provided with a sewerage service, funded from the government’s $100 million infill sewerage program. It is 
expected that tenders will be called for the project within three months, with work expected to start next March 
and be completed in the spring of 2012. The areas involved are bounded by Anderson, Sutherland, Morgan and 
McGregor Streets. Much of this area has been rezoned as part of the “Port Hedland Land Use Master Plan”. I 
have also announced an allocation of $2.1 million to allow the Water Corporation to undertake investigation and 
design work in other infill project areas to get them shovel-ready. In the Peel region, projects in Falcon and 
Murray have been earmarked as part of this allocation. I am examining further priority areas. The release of this 
money will also provide a head start on projects in other areas. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND JUSTICE STANDING COMMITTEE 

Membership Change — Motion 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [12.13 pm]: I move — 

That the member for Girrawheen be appointed to the Community Development and Justice Standing 
Committee to fill the vacancy caused by the resignation of the member for Armadale. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [12.13 pm]: The opposition is in agreement with the motion moved by the 
Leader of the House. We are pleased to support what the government is attempting to do, which is to put a well-
qualified opposition member onto this committee. I am pleased that the arrangement between the government 
and the opposition that was agreed to two years ago will continue into the future whereby the opposition at any 
point in time will have a majority on two parliamentary committees. Of course, the retirement of the former 
member for Armadale has put that arrangement to the test sooner than we would have expected. We are pleased 
that the government has agreed to continue with that arrangement. I wish the member for Girrawheen all the best 
on that committee. On behalf of members on this side of the house, and I am sure members on the other side of 
the house, we wish the former member for Armadale all the best on Saturday. 

Question put and passed. 

LIQUOR CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr T.K. Waldron (Minister for Racing and Gaming), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Racing and Gaming) [12.15 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

One of the key amendments of the Liquor Control Amendment Bill 2010 is the establishment of a new licensing 
regime for approved managers. The new system will provide far greater flexibility and will allow approved 
managers to move freely between licensed premises without seeking approval from the licensing authority. Two 
approval-of-manager licence categories will be available. The first is an unrestricted category for commercial 
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licence types such as hotels, taverns, nightclubs and restaurants, and the second is a restricted category for club 
and club-restricted licences. Applicants will still be required to meet existing probity requirements and undertake 
the level of training appropriate to the desired category of licence. 

The bill also contains a number of law and order amendments that are aimed at minimising the incidences of 
antisocial behaviour in and around licensed premises. The Commissioner of Police will be provided with the 
power to issue barring notices to patrons of licensed premises who engage in antisocial behaviour. Licensees will 
be encouraged to request the Commissioner of Police to issue barring notices to patrons engaging in antisocial 
behaviour on their premises. A person may be prohibited from entering licensed premises for a maximum period 
of 12 months. A person who has been barred for more than three months will be able to apply for a review of the 
decision by the Liquor Commission. It will be an offence for a barred person to enter licensed premises, and for 
licensees or employees to permit persons subject to a barring notice or a prohibition order to enter their licensed 
premises if they know that the person is a barred or prohibited person. The details of individuals barred by the 
Commissioner of Police or the Director of Liquor Licensing will be published and include, where possible, a 
photograph of that person. 

To address problems that licensees have in managing individuals bringing their own liquor into sporting arenas, 
the bill establishes an offence if a person brings liquor into any prescribed licensed area. The penalty for bringing 
liquor into such an arena will be a fine of $2 000 and the police will be authorised to seize and dispose of that 
liquor. The bill also enables the police to seize and dispose of unopened liquor when a person is consuming 
liquor without permission in a public place, such as a park or reserve, and if the police believe that the person has 
caused, or is likely to cause, undue offence, annoyance, disturbance or inconvenience to other persons. 

The bill implements a major initiative of the government to assist owners or occupiers of private premises to 
prohibit the possession and consumption of liquor on those premises. Owners or occupiers will be able to apply 
to the Director of Liquor Licensing for their premises to be declared restricted premises so that it will be an 
offence for a person to bring into, consume or possess liquor on those premises. 

Unfortunately, there are people in our community who choose to profit from the unlawful sale and supply of 
liquor—a practice commonly known as “sly grogging”. They will face tough new penalties. The existing penalty 
of $20 000 will be expanded to include a term of imprisonment for two years. The same penalty will also apply 
to a licensee or employee who sells liquor from licensed premises when they suspect, or should reasonably 
suspect, that the customer is intending to illegally re-sell the liquor. 

The government also considers it appropriate to wind back the trading hours for nightclubs by one hour on 
Saturday and Sunday mornings. This means that on Friday and Saturday nights, nightclubs must close no later 
than 5.00 am on the following morning. 

The final part of the bill addresses a number of operational and technical amendments, including providing the 
licensing authority with the discretion to rely on national police clearance certificates when determining whether 
a person is fit and proper, rather than burdening the police with the task of providing a probity report for every 
application. It would allow juveniles aged 16 or 17 years who have the approval of the Director of Liquor 
Licensing and have graduated from a prescribed training course to serve liquor ancillary to a meal on licensed 
premises. It also provides regulations to allow BYO alcohol to be consumed in certain small charter vehicles, 
and, it also updates penalties. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr M. McGowan. 

MINISTER FOR WATER —  
MANAGEMENT OF DIRECTOR GENERAL OF DEPARTMENT OF WATER POSITION 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [12.20 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith, and that the debate be conducted according to the rules for a matter of public 
interest — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Water for his mismanagement of issues relating to 
the position of Director General of the Department of Water, specifically — 

(a) misleading the house when claiming to have reprimanded Mr Taylor on numerous 
occasions prior to him being removed from that position; and 

(b) not complying with appropriate public sector standards in relation to the appointment 
of the acting director general of this department. 

If the government will agree to that, I will sit down. 
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MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [12.20 pm]: The government will agree to the 
suspension of standing orders and will listen very carefully to the motion that is put by the member for 
Cockburn. We are prepared to have the motion debated, as the member said, along the lines of a matter of public 
interest, which of course has 30 minutes for the opposition side, 30 minutes for the government, and five minutes 
should an Independent member seek the call. 

The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need an absolute 
majority to succeed. I have counted the house and there is an absolute majority. If I hear a dissentient voice, I 
will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [12.22 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Water for his mismanagement of issues relating to 
the position of Director General of the Department of Water, specifically — 

(a) misleading the house when claiming to have reprimanded Mr Taylor on numerous 
occasions prior to him being removed from that position; and 

(b) not complying with appropriate public sector standards in relation to the appointment 
of the acting director general of this department. 

It is convention in the house that a minister who misleads the house must correct the record as soon as possible, 
or resign. The Minister for Water has misled this house on numerous occasions and, I believe, has knowingly 
misled this house. The minister has not come into the house to correct the record, so I have moved that he be 
condemned for not doing that. 

This is a serious matter, involving the termination of one of the state’s most respected and competent public 
servants, Mr Kim Taylor. The house heard extensive debate about the termination of Mr Kim Taylor’s 
employment at the point of his termination as the Director General of the Department of Water. I now raise the 
issue of the role of the minister, and also the possible role of the minister’s chief of staff, in that termination. I 
will talk about what the minister told the house on 19 May and compare that with documents that I received 
through freedom of information applications that I made to both the minister’s own ministerial office and that of 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, particularly the public sector manager’s office. 

The documents I have show that on at least five occasions the minister misled the house about the way Mr 
Taylor’s employment was terminated. The documents and Hansard show that the minister also misled the house 
about who was involved in the whole termination process. In response to a motion on 19 May 2010 the minister 
said — 

I had discussed the overall performance of the Department of Water with Mr Taylor as part of general 
performance discussions many months ago. This did not happen overnight … 

When further questioned about his involvement and the disciplinary process of Mr Taylor, the minister said — 

This explanation was made many, many months ago. 

The minister went on to say at a later point in the debate — 

I also believe that I was man enough to actually talk to the DG person to person about these issues over 
the last few months. 

In a document that I received from my freedom of information applications, Mr Taylor wrote to Mr Dan Volaric, 
the deputy public sector commissioner. The document stated — 

Hi Dan, I noticed in the Hansard for last Wednesday regarding my situation (see attached) that Minister 
Jacobs indicated that he had met with you on 27 April. This was news to me as it had not been 
mentioned in any other discussions I had had. Not that it alters anything but can you confirm whether 
these discussions took place … I notice also he said that I was aware of his views. Minister Jacobs had 
spoken to me on the22 April but had not advised me of concerns regarding my performance previously. 

That is what the man that the minister sacked had said to the deputy public sector commissioner. He has made 
the complaint to the deputy public sector commissioner that the minister had spoken to him once about his 
performance, and that was on 22 April, yet the minister came into this house on 19 May and stated—on 
numerous occasions throughout Hansard, including in his response to a question without notice on the same 
day—that he had spoken to Mr Taylor on numerous occasions about his performance. When it comes to 
believing people and what they say, I, and I know many members in this house, would rather believe Mr Kim 
Taylor about what happened because of his background, his performance, the fact that he is so well respected 
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and the very fact that he has complained to the deputy public sector commissioner about what the minister said 
to this house. I would rather believe Mr Taylor’s view of what occurred than the minister’s view of what 
occurred and, in fact, rather than the minister’s view of what he told this house occurred because I do not believe 
it is true. I do not believe what the minister told this house was true; the minister misled this house. Mr Taylor 
knows that the minister misled this house and he has made a complaint, albeit unofficial, about what the minister 
told this house. 

The minister also told the house on 19 May that numerous people were aware of what was going on. The 
minister indicated that the Premier and the Public Sector Commissioner were aware of what was going on. In 
fact, again in the debate on the motion, the minister said — 

I did not sneak up on this process; I involved everybody in this process—Mr Taylor, Mal Wauchope 
and the Premier. Mr Taylor and everybody else have been aware for many months about my concerns. 

I have just addressed that point and indicated from Mr Taylor’s own complaint to the deputy public sector 
commissioner that that is not true. In the Hansard of that very same day, the Premier said — 

The issue, once the relationship between a minister and a CEO breaks down and they have no practical working 
relationship, becomes one for the Public Sector Commissioner, Malcolm Wauchope. He has spoken with Mr 
Taylor. I have not spoken with Mr Taylor and I do not intend to do so. That was at one point. Later in the same 
debate the Premier stated — 

I have not met him, to my knowledge. I certainly have not discussed it with him. 

Yet later in the same debate, the minister claimed on the record that everybody had been involved in the process. 
He claimed that the Premier had been involved in the process; that Mal Wauchope had been involved in the 
process; and that he, as minister, had been involved in the process. The minister claimed on the record that he 
had been fair and reasonable with Mr Taylor. Yet on the very same day the Premier denied what his minister had 
said by clearly stating that he was not involved and that he had not spoken to the minister about the matter; the 
minister claimed that both the Premier and Mr Wauchope had spoken to him and were involved in the process. 

According to the same FOI application, on 21 May Imogene Blair, the assistant principal policy officer in the 
office of the Public Sector Commissioner, sent an email to Dan Volaric, a deputy to the Public Sector 
Commissioner, in which she wrote — 

Hi Dan 

In a chat with Mal he requested a briefing note be developed on Kim Taylor, specifically any meetings 
or arrangements with PSC and how it was progressed. Can I leave this with you to progress and provide 
to me tomorrow lunchtime? 

The email was sent on 21 May after the debate in this house. It seems very clear to me, that the Public Sector 
Commissioner, in trying to clear up what the minister told the house, is asking his deputy for a record of what 
happened in the termination of Mr Taylor. Clearly, the commissioner did not meet with Mr Taylor, yet the 
minister came into this house three days earlier and told the house that the commissioner had met with Mr Taylor 
and was completely involved in the termination process. But that is not true. It is no more true than the minister’s 
claim to this house that the Premier was involved, because the Premier was not involved and he told the house 
that. Unfortunately for the minister, in this case I am inclined to believe the Premier rather than the minister.  

We have a situation in which the minister on five separate occasions told the house that he had disciplined Mr 
Taylor over his performance on numerous occasions over many, many months—the minister’s exact words were 
“over many, many months”—and that that was the justification for his termination. We accept that there had 
been a breakdown in relations; the Premier said that there had been. But the minister went further and told the 
house that the matter was about Mr Taylor’s performance and his capacity to deliver as a director general. The 
minister effectively claimed to have disciplined Mr Taylor or to have spoken to Mr Taylor on numerous 
occasions prior to the final act of termination. Clearly, the documents that we have show that it was the minister 
who made the decision to terminate Mr Taylor’s employment. His chief of staff’s documents make it very, very 
clear that the minister alone made the decision that Mr Taylor should go. Now that decision is openly contested 
by the man the minister terminated. This goes to the very heart of the termination process and the fairness of that 
process. Of course, by his explanation to this house and the very way it was made, the minister was covering his 
tracks in this very dirty and grubby exercise to get rid of a person that neither he nor his chief of staff wanted. 

Later on, when Mr Taylor had gone, the minister knifed him. He told the house — 

Mr J.H.D. Day: What? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The minister did this. Documents from the minister’s office and his chief of staff indicate 
that the minister alone made the decision to terminate Mr Taylor—not Mal Wauchope; not the Premier. The 
minister made the decision. When I say the minister knifed Mr Taylor, I mean the minister knifed Mr Taylor. 
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We have moved well beyond the process of the minister terminating Mr Taylor and coming into this house to try 
to finger everybody else and their supposed involvement in the process. The minister said the Premier was 
involved when he was not involved. The minister said the Public Sector Commissioner was involved when he 
was not. The Public Sector Commissioner’s office might have been involved, but the Public Sector 
Commissioner was not involved, yet the minister said that he was.  

At the time, the minister was trying to paint the picture as though Mr Taylor had been treated fairly and that it 
was the minister’s decision alone to axe Mr Taylor; that this had been going on for a period of time and that Mr 
Taylor had been warned; that due process was followed; and that everybody was involved, when Mr Taylor 
went. And none of that was true. None of it! 

The minister made the decision to terminate Mr Taylor and then tried to finger others as being involved in the 
process in order to try to invent a process of fairness and due care. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Protocol. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes—protocol. 

Beyond that is the process to replace Mr Taylor, which brings me to this government’s process for appointing 
directors general. The Premier has been on his feet on many occasions talking about the standards his 
government has in the process of appointing people and how he is proud of those standards. In terms of these 
FOI documents, I would question that claim and I would question the role of the minister and his chief of staff in 
that process. I know all opposition members find it very unusual for a minister’s chief of staff to effectively play 
a role in vetting who will become a director general.  

I have an email document from Mr Dan Volaric to Mr Darren Brown saying — 

Hi Darren 

As discussed, please find attached copies of the email applications received for the expressions of 
interest for the DG, Water role. 

Clearly, all the expressions of interest were attached to this email. 

I understood that when a director general is appointed—even in an acting role—the minister is consulted by the 
Public Sector Commissioner, but that the process of appointment is at arm’s length to the minister. I have never 
heard of a situation in which a minister’s chief of staff—in this case a Mr Darren Brown, notoriously known in 
“Inside Cover” as “Mr Clone-a-Willy” because of his involvement with sex toys and sex aids in a previous life—
is emailed the applications for the appointment of a most senior position in government prior to the selection 
process taking place. What sort of standard is that? Here we have “Mr Clone-a-Willy” vetting who will become 
the next Acting Director General of the Department of Water. It is incredible. I have never heard of it before. If 
that is a standard that the Premier thinks acceptable, he should stand and say so in a response to the information I 
have placed before the house. It appears that that standard was endorsed by Mr Mal Wauchope, because he sent 
an email to Dan Volaric asking him to get a copy of the applications to Darren Brown in the morning, which he 
obviously did.  

The hands of both the Minister for Water and his chief of staff are covered in Mr Taylor’s blood, because they 
got rid of him. For one reason or another, they did not like Mr Taylor. They saw him as an impediment so they 
got rid of him in a brutal and calculating fashion. The minister then came into this house and misled Parliament 
about the process of his termination.  

Maree De Lacey, who was chief executive officer of the Peel Development Commission, which had a staff of 13, 
was appointed to head up the large department that is the Department of Water. She came from nowhere and was 
appointed the head of that complex department that has a staff of hundreds. I am not criticising Maree De 
Lacey’s capacity to hold that position, because she may well have that capacity. But having seen the email that 
reveals that the minister’s chief of staff had an opportunity to go through all the applications prior to the process 
that involves the Public Sector Commissioner recommending an appointment, one has to question what has gone 
on. Have we gone back to the days of Joh Bjelke-Petersen’s Queensland when people were plucked out of 
obscurity to head up departments because they were considered the right person for the job? I am not saying that 
that has happened. As I said in May, there is something very fishy about what went on in the termination of Mr 
Taylor. There is something fishy and smelly in not only the termination process, but also the appointment of the 
new director general, and that smell emanates from the Minister for Water’s office.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [12.44 pm]: How difficult it must be for the 
Premier when a senior and respected public servant contradicts a story told to this house by a weak and 
struggling minister. How difficult it must be for the Premier when his government’s hypocrisy on the 
independence of the public sector is exposed. How difficult it must be for the Premier when his government’s 
reputation on issues of confidence is compromised by the weak performance of so many of his team, particularly 
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the weak performance of the Minister for Water. This whole debate has to be set against the Premier’s claims 
that under his control the public sector is independent, that there is new dispensation for the public service and 
that there is an independent Public Sector Commissioner. Let us look at what happened in this case.  

Clearly the chief executive officer of the Department of Water was dismissed by the minister. That is what 
happened in substance. Formally, such action had to be taken by the Public Sector Commissioner. What choice 
did he have? The minister clearly told the Public Sector Commissioner, “I can’t work with this bloke; I don’t 
want him.” The Public Sector Commissioner took the only action that was available to him. Does that not expose 
the hollowness of the Premier’s claims about the way in which the public service functions under his control? 
The situation has been exposed by the documents that have been reported to the house by my colleague the 
shadow Minister for Water. The government’s embarrassment is compounded because the Minister for Water 
has misled the house. That is the only conclusion that can be drawn from the emails that have been discovered by 
the opposition under freedom of information legislation. The Minister for Water has compounded his offences of 
incompetence, hypocrisy and embarrassment to his colleagues by coming into this place and misleading 
Parliament about what occurred. There has been a further compounding of his offence because when a member 
knows that he has misled the house, it is his responsibility under parliamentary convention to come into 
Parliament at the earliest possible moment and correct the record. The Minister for Water must have known 
about the freedom of information documents that were going to be given to the opposition. It is inconceivable 
that the government would hand over freedom of information documents without first communicating that 
information to the minister and his staff. If he knew what was in the FOI documents, he was obliged to come into 
this house and give a ministerial statement either correcting the record or disputing the accuracy of the 
documents that he knew were going to be released in the public arena. I would be astonished to learn that the 
government is so politically incompetent as well as administratively incompetent that it would not have had 
discussions about what was in the FOI documents and the exposure that the minister then had having misled 
Parliament. Clearly the minister must be on his last legs. I expect that there will be a cabinet reshuffle before 
Christmas. The minister had better enjoy his last few months in cabinet, because he is set for political execution 
when the Premier carries out his Christmas reshuffle.  

Let us look at this issue. Who was the incompetent person? Whose performance needs urgent review? Who 
should leave his position? Not senior respected public servant Mr Kim Taylor, but the weak, incompetent and 
embarrassing Minister for Water; that is what should happen as a result of what the member for Cockburn has 
revealed in Parliament today.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Water) [12.47 pm]: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for the opportunity to 
provide an explanation to the house and to address the accusation that I have misled Parliament. People who 
know me understand that I do not mislead anybody. I am not about to start misleading Parliament. I never misled 
Mr Taylor. I will go through some of the issues that relate to the subject of this motion.  

In the 18 months or so leading up to his moving on, I made it clear to the Director General of the Department of 
Water that the department needed to step up, if members will excuse the expression. The Department of Water 
has 600 full-time equivalents. Its brief, its reason for being, is the regulation, control and strategic policy setting 
of water in the water space. I believed that the Department of Water could perform better in that space. I had 
many discussions, member for Cockburn, with the former director general about my view that the Department of 
Water needed to step up into the space of controller, regulator and strategic policy setter of water. I have nothing 
against the Water Corporation, but, in short, the Department of Water and the Water Corporation should step up 
into that space.  

The Water Corporation and all the people who work there do a very good job, particularly in and around 
infrastructure and the delivery of infrastructure to supply water in Western Australia, but it is essentially a utility 
that is the infrastructure-based part of the water equation. The Department of Water is the other part, and the 
controller, regulator and strategic policy setter in water. It is all about the framework in water, the consumptive 
pools, the allocation plans and planning for the future in water. I had many discussions with the director general 
about stepping up into that space. 

The allegation is that somehow I snuck up on this gentleman. Not only that, but when I snuck up on him and 
axed him, as it were, I then tried to finger other people and blame other people. I have never done that in my life, 
and I am not about to start. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Let me address the issue of sneaking up on Mr Taylor, that he did not know or that it was a 
complete surprise. I have had many discussions, but central to them is that towards the end of last year, under the 
performance agreement, essentially I made a performance assessment. That is what ministers do with their chief 
executive officers, as the member for Cockburn would know. As Mr Mal Wauchope was aware, and Mr Taylor 
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was aware because he got a copy, the report referred to some of the issues in and around his performance in the 
leadership area, as it were, and in that man-management area, to lead the Department of Water into the space that 
I wanted it led to as that controller, regulator and strategic policy setter in water. In other words, the people in the 
Water Corporation understand what they do, because they are very good people and well led, but water in 
Western Australia is more than the Water Corporation. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You just made the matter worse. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have not made it worse. 

Mr F.M. Logan: That is different from what you told the house on the nineteenth. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What I was saying — 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, minister. I do not know who has a mobile phone. Thank you, member for 
Mindarie. You know the circumstances. Member for Cockburn, I would say to you that you should give the 
respect to the minister that he gave to you. You had 20 minutes on your feet. I did not hear the minister say one 
word. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I thank you for that support. 

In the process of submitting the performance report, as I have said, that report was shared with Mr Taylor. It was 
a written report for the minister on the director general or the chief executive officer, which is part of the 
process, which I am sure we all involve ourselves in as ministers. The other component about sneaking up on 
people and the allegation that no-one knew is that I had various discussions with the Public Sector 
Commissioner. As I have said, they referred to some of those performance issues of the director general. There 
was not one discussion or two discussions but probably three discussions in and around the report and, as it were, 
my concerns or my misgivings. The member for Cockburn is making these accusations that somehow the 
process was not adhered to; that I snuck up on the director general; that he was not aware; and that, in fact, I had 
not shared that with him. That report would have been viewed by the director general and I was in discussions 
with the Public Sector Commissioner about that report. 

The allegation is that I would want to hide behind somebody else, such as the Public Sector Commissioner or the 
Premier, or that it was not me. I have a responsibility as minister to make sure that the agency is performing 
optimally in leading the state in a water space, including water reform. Yes, they are my decisions, but in the end 
someone has to make a decision. I believe there was enough evidence to show the house that this was not a knee-
jerk reaction or that I just did not like Mr Taylor; that was not the case. It was about looking at the situation, 
having many discussions about the role of the Department of Water and a performance report that was quite 
clear, and was in no way about sneaking up on Mr Taylor. I do believe that I was fair. The Premier and those on 
this side of the house are quite aware of the fact that we do not want to sneak up on anybody. It does not matter 
whether it is someone who works for us, someone on the other side of the house or any of our constituents or the 
voting public. It is about being fair and open. I believe I was fair and open with Mr Taylor. 

The member for Cockburn raised the issue of how people were involved in this process. Essentially, these people 
were aware, and I made them aware, of where I was going. Again, I was not sneaking up on anybody but making 
people aware. Mr Wauchope was aware and the Premier was aware. The member for Cockburn wants to debate 
the issue about whether they were involved in the process. I believe that the process was a public sector process. 
My submission of a report and my discussions with Mr Wauchope were part of that process. To make an 
allegation that somehow I am trying to hide a process, that I had set against Mr Taylor and that basically I did 
not like the guy and that he turned up one day and I said that he had to leave — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Can I help you to try to focus on the issues. Did you mislead this house? If you say you did 
not, how do you explain what is in the emails? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The process that I have shared with the house is, honestly, the process that shows the house 
that I had discussions and that I have a performance report on the director general. I have told the member for 
Cockburn that the discussions I had with Mr Taylor were about the Department of Water and how he led the 
agency into what we needed to do in Western Australia. It was about how the Department of Water could be a 
controller, a regulator and a strategic policy setter, and lead water reform in Western Australia. It was about the 
ability to do that. There were many discussions, member for Cockburn, about that very issue. 

The argument that the member puts forward is that Mr Taylor had been a public servant for many, many years. 
As I have said in the house previously, it is about the best performance and whether that is the person to lead the 
reform about which I am talking so that the agency can step up into the space to do those things that I have 
described. It is not about having a set against anyone; it is not about a chief of staff. I must say that my chief of 
staff is a very good chief of staff. The member for Cockburn might talk about the past history, but I value people 
on their performance and the job that they can do. That is central to this issue. It is the same for Mr Taylor and it 
is the same for my chief of staff. It is not about any preconceived idea about how someone can do the job 
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because of his or her past history. Basically, the issue is: can the job be done? Does the person have the skills set 
to do the job and lead the Department of Water, in Mr Taylor’s case, into the space that we need to be in, 
particularly in water reform? Members know how important water is in Western Australia. 

On the issue of the replacement, if one likes, that the member discussed, for some reason the member suggested 
that the chief of staff selected this person or that he was intimately involved in this process. I say to the member 
that it was a public sector process brought to me by Mal Wauchope in his presenting possible candidates in that 
due public sector process. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Not to you, to the chief of staff. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Those people were presented to me, and their files were presented to me for my assessment, 
in consultation with the Public Sector Commissioner. It was suggested that somehow the chief of staff selected 
this person and that because this person basically came from a lower level in the public sector and went from the 
relatively small agency that she administered into a larger agency, she could not do the job. Again, that goes 
against what I have said previously. It is about showing the ability and having the credentials to do the job. I 
have to tell members that that job is being done very well. 

Mr F.M. Logan: She showed that at estimates. She couldn’t answer one question. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Hang on. To be fair — 

Mr F.M. Logan: No, it’s about having the skills and the ability to do the job. That’s what you just said. She 
didn’t answer one question. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: To be fair, she had been in the job about a day. I have to tell members that there was an 
opportunity for that person to be involved in the budget estimates process and to learn. 

Mr F.M. Logan: To learn? You don’t learn as a DG. You’re supposed to actually know what you’re doing and 
you’re supposed to do it. That’s why you get appointed. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: A person does not have to be a water hydrologist or a scientific water buff to lead the 
Department of Water into those areas that I have described—that is, leading the department in controlling, 
regulating and strategic policy setting. All those things make up a skills set, and it does not necessarily mean that 
a person has to know everything about the technical aspects or the hydrogeology of water. A person does not 
have to be a water buff necessarily to lead the Department of Water. It is about the skills set and the management 
skills to lead that process and lead the Department of Water. 

This is basically a couple of emails, and the opposition is suggesting that it indicates some hidden agenda; it 
suggests that somehow I snuck up on the DG, that I was unfair, that I had not discussed this with him and that I 
had not made other people aware of the process. I have clearly shown that I had made people aware of the 
process and, yes, the decision was mine. The Premier was aware and Mr Wauchope was aware. The public 
sector process was there. There was the fulfilling of the performance agreement and the submission of the report. 
Naturally, that report was shown to the DG. The DG had the right to see that, and Mr Taylor would have been 
very aware of that report. 

People who know me know that this is basically something to try on. The opposition says that there has not been 
due process. People who know me know that what people see is what they get. Basically, there is no hidden 
agenda here. I am open with people. I was open with Mr Taylor. The Public Sector Commissioner was involved 
in this process and the Premier was aware of it. The role of the chief of staff is truly an advisory role. This person 
standing here is eventually the person who has to make the decision. It is my role as minister to make a decision. 
I wish Mr Taylor all the best. He has another role in the public sector, and I wish him all the best in that role. The 
new role of the acting DG is all about taking the Department of Water into, as I said, that controlling and 
regulating water reform space. As the minister, I look forward to that reform in the process of supplying a very 
important, sustainable, yet finite, resource in Western Australia. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [1.07 pm]: I think it is appropriate that the opposition raise this 
issue. There has been significant debate about it. The minister has outlined the events that took place that led to 
Mr Taylor leaving the Department of Water. I will react first to one point made by members opposite. First, Mr 
Taylor was not terminated. He continues to be a senior public servant, and, indeed, he is about to take up another 
senior position in the public service. What we heard, as outlined by the minister, was the minister’s view that Mr 
Taylor was not providing the leadership that the Department of Water needed, and that was obviously discussed 
between the minister and Mr Taylor. 

I became aware of that issue at about the time it became public. I was concerned because it seemed to be an 
unusual set of circumstances and, if one likes, somewhat awkward in the way in which the situation occurred. 
However, as I said previously, if there is a breakdown between a minister and a chief executive officer, and the 
minister has concerns about the CEO’s capacity to do a particular job, there are the processes of reviewing 
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performance and the like. When the issue became public and the minister told me about what had happened, I 
spoke to the Public Sector Commissioner, as I should as minister with that responsibility, and asked him what he 
thought about the process and what had happened. He was able to reassure me that what had happened was 
proper; that there had been discussions, that the Public Sector Commission had been aware of the issue and 
that—I do not want to put words into his mouth—basically, if the situation had got to a point at which the 
relationship was no longer working well, it was probably better that Mr Taylor move on. My understanding is 
that Mr Taylor may also have reached the view that it was probably better for him to move on to some other 
position in the public service. I would concede, with due respect to the minister, that perhaps the whole exercise 
was a little clumsy, but there was nothing improper about the way in which Mr Taylor left the Department of 
Water. There was nothing at all wrong in the way in which the replacement was — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. Members opposite cast some doubt about the appointment of Ms De Lacey as the 
replacement. That appointment was conducted entirely according to the proper processes of the Public Sector 
Commission and under the Public Sector Management Act. There are no concerns at all about that appointment. 
I think any suggestion that the minister or his staff played a role in that is wrong. As members opposite who have 
been ministers would know, when a position comes up, the minister may well be informed of the candidates and 
usually a recommendation will be made ranking the candidates in some way. There may be a preferred choice, or 
the minister may get advice that two candidates seem to be roughly equal and there might be a third or fourth 
candidate. 

Mr F.M. Logan: But usually it’s just the minister who gets that. It’s unusual for the chief of staff to ask for 
those candidates and get given them. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, I know what the member is saying. My observation is that usually ministers are 
aware of the applicants in the selection process. The selection process was conducted quite properly by the 
Public Sector Commission, and I have no concerns about that. 

Perhaps it was an unfortunate issue in the sense that it became so public. No doubt it caused significant stress to 
Mr Kim Taylor, and I apologise to him for that. When changes occur within the public service, one would hope 
that they happen smoothly, and perhaps this one did not. However, the minister should not be condemned for his 
handling of this matter. It could have been smoother, it could have been less awkward, and it could have been 
less public. I think we would always like that. Sometimes appointments and transfers of chief executive officers 
can become a little messy and they become public occurrences. That happens to governments. But, at the end of 
the day, I would like to stress that Mr Taylor was not terminated; he continues as a public servant. He is a good 
public servant. I am not sure whether his new position has been announced yet, but he is about to take on a new 
and senior position within the public service—one that he is well qualified for and well suited to. 

I do not agree with the motion moved by members opposite. It could have been handled better—I will concede 
that, and I think the minister would concede that—but there is nothing improper in what happened. 

Mr R.H. Cook: He didn’t concede anything. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In the way in which it was handled, there were discussions. The Public Sector 
Commission was aware of that. The Public Sector Commission had an involvement in that. At the end of the 
day, Mr Taylor left that position. It was advertised and a new person has come in. Mr Taylor has now taken on 
an equally senior position within the public service, and one that he is well suited to. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [1.12 pm]: This is a motion to condemn the Minister for Water. I will tell 
members what has condemned the minister today—the subdued way in which the Premier has defended him. 
Not a single person on the government back bench or a single other minister has spoken a single syllable in 
defence of the minister, and I will tell members why. Members opposite were all hoping, with good cause I 
think, that by the end of the year there would be a position available for one of them. That is what is going 
through their minds. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Members! The member has been on his feet barely a minute 
and already there is a wall of noise coming from my right-hand side. All other speakers have been heard in 
silence, and I ask that we hear this member in silence as well. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Members opposite condemned the Minister for Water by their silence. That was a very sad 
thing for the Minister for Water to have sat through. 

This issue is not about a clumsy process, as the Premier pointed out. It is not about the fact that perhaps it could 
have been handled better. This issue is all about the fact that this minister misled Parliament, an issue that the 
Premier avoided in his very subdued defence of the minister. The reason we have moved this motion, as the 
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member for Cockburn said, is that misleading Parliament is a very serious issue. The facts speak for themselves. 
The former Director General of the Department of Water, Mr Taylor, a very fine public servant, sent an email, 
which we got via the freedom of information process, in which he disputed the words used by the minister in this 
house. That is what came to public attention. That is what we learnt about. There are two different versions of 
what went on. So far, we have not had answers to any of the questions asked in this house. What the minister has 
tried to do in the previous debate and in this debate is give the impression that over a long period Mr Taylor was 
counselled about his performance and, therefore, at the point that he was removed, it was the culmination of a set 
of events, a lot of counselling and a lot of talk between the two of them and other people within government. 
That is blatantly untrue, and that is the issue we have raised in this place—the fact that the minister has told an 
untruth to this house about the circumstances of the dismissal of a very fine public servant. All the questions we 
have asked have not been addressed. I will pose a question to the Premier. On 19 May the minister said — 

I involved everybody in this process—Mr Taylor, Mal Wauchope and the Premier. Mr Taylor and 
everybody else have been aware for many months about my concerns. 

The Premier just said that he found out on the day. The minister said something completely different on 19 May. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I said that it was about that time, not on the day. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Minister for Water said “for many months”. On 19 May, he said that the Premier, Mr 
Wauchope and Mr Taylor had been aware for many months, yet the Premier has just said that he became aware 
of it on the day or at the time. There is a direct contradiction between what the minister has said and what the 
Premier has said. Would the Premier admit that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not say “on the day”.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Was it many months? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; no. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No; I see. Let us go to the minister. He said in his earlier statements that everyone was 
aware of the circumstances surrounding Mr Taylor. Who are those people? Who is “everyone” who was aware? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: As I have said in my remarks, Mr Taylor was aware, Mal Wauchope was aware and the 
Premier was aware. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: For many months? We have the exact contradiction borne out once again by the minister’s 
own mouth. The minister also said things such as Mr Taylor was not moving into the space and that he spoke to 
him on many occasions. Can the minister tell us on what dates he spoke to Mr Taylor? Mr Taylor’s email, which 
is the crucial point avoided by members opposite, states —  

Minister Jacobs had spoken to me on the 22 April but had not advised me of concerns regarding my 
performance previously. 

There is a direct contradiction between the Minister for Water and Mr Taylor. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: What about the performance report? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is the first time the minister has mentioned that report. Perhaps he would like to table 
the performance report so that we can look at it and find out the truth of this matter. 

There also is no evidence that, as the minister has said, everyone else had been aware for many months. All we 
are saying to the Parliament is that there is a direct contradiction between what the minister has said and what the 
Premier has said, and that has not been explained in this place. Maybe this matter needs further examination by 
another body. Maybe a parliamentary committee needs to look into who said what and when, and whether Mr 
Taylor was advised about his performance. The minister might think it is an insignificant matter, but the 100 000 
public servants who know that Kim Taylor is a good public servant and a person of quality want to know 
whether they will be treated in such an arbitrary and shocking manner as this government has treated Mr Taylor. 

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [1.18 pm]: I have listened to the debate today and I have decided to abstain 
from this vote when the division is called. I would just like to place on the record my reasons for this decision. 
This is a very serious motion to condemn a minister. Before I would condemn anyone in this place, whether that 
person be from the opposition side or from the government side, I would need to have the evidence before me. I 
have not seen the freedom of information documents that the opposition has referred to today. I have heard the 
snippets that the member for Cockburn has read out. I have never spoken to Mr Taylor or had any form of 
communication from him. I know only what I have read in the media and have heard during the debates in 
Parliament. It is important to remember that if Mr Taylor feels that he has been wrongfully terminated or badly 
or wrongfully treated by the minister, he has legal rights that he can pursue. 

Having said this, I am very concerned by what I have heard today and my decision to abstain indicates that I am 
not supporting the conduct of the minister. In fact, I would go so far as to say that I have concerns about the 
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minister and the handling of the water portfolio. However, it does seem from what we have heard today that the 
Public Sector Commissioner was involved in this difficult process, which is contrary to what the member for 
Cockburn has said. It feels a little like a kangaroo court is going on in this place today. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I do not have enough information to condemn the minister. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [1.20 pm] — in reply: Mr Acting Speaker, just on a right of reply — 

Dr E. Constable: You don’t have a right of reply. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am allowed to use one minute in terms of a right of reply. 

Can the Minister for Water tell this house truthfully on which other occasion, other than 22 April, as is claimed 
by Mr Taylor, he spoke to Mr Taylor about his performance—not about the direction of the Department of 
Water, but about his performance? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: I have had discussions with Mr Taylor. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Minister for Water has misled this house. He should resign. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (22) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (28) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr I.M. Britza 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mr A.P. Jacob 
 Mr B.S. Wyatt Mr A.J. Simpson 

Question thus negatived. 

PROHIBITED BEHAVIOUR ORDERS BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 August. 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [1.24 pm]: The Barnett government has sent a very clear message to the people 
of Western Australia over the past couple of weeks; that is, the Barnett government does not care about the 
people of Western Australia. We already know that it does not care about people who are the victims of child 
abuse; we already know that it does not care whether people die as paupers and they or their family cannot afford 
a funeral; and we certainly know that the Premier and the his government do not care about pensioners or people 
doing it tough under the massive increase to household costs they have imposed on them. We therefore know all 
of that. But this legislation tells us a little more about just how much the Barnett government does not care about 
people; the Barnett government is reinforcing the message. This message is particularly directed, firstly, at 
young Western Australians. I am glad that this afternoon in the public gallery there is a group of fine young 
Western Australians from the electorate of the member for Rockingham and from my electorate to witness this 
debate, because one of the key messages of this legislation is that the Barnett government will only ever talk 
about a young person in negative terms. The only time that those people in that gallery and other young Western 
Australians around this state will ever hear the Barnett government talk about them is how bad they are, how 
much of a threat they are and how the Barnett government has to impose legislation like stop-and-search — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is the house rules that any member on his or her feet giving a speech directs his or her 
comments to the Chair and not to the public gallery. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): I thank the Leader of the House. I ask the member for 
Warnbro to direct his comments to the Chair. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Through you, Mr Acting Speaker, to the entire Western Australian community, I point out 
that the only time young people will ever hear this government—the Barnett government; the uncaring, mean 
and nasty Barnett government—talk about young people is in derogatory, negative terms. It suggests that an 
elderly person should be afraid of a young person. That is the message that the Barnett government has conveyed 
by this legislation. This legislation has nothing to contribute to the wellbeing of Western Australia. The only 
thing that this legislation contributes to is the ability to name and shame children who are 16 years of age or 
older. That is all that it is designed to do. That is the only change that this legislation will bring about to the 
capacity of the Western Australian judiciary to respond to an offence that is committed right now. Sadly, the 
other message that the Barnett government is conveying is that it does not care about elderly Western 
Australians. We already know that the Barnett government does not care about pensioners doing it tough under 
the massive impost of huge increases in household costs; we know that. The Premier has derided people’s 
concerns. The Premier has made fun of pensioners’ concerns in the public domain. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: The pensioners of Western Australia are getting another message. The only thing that this 
legislation says to pensioners of Western Australia—the elderly people of Western Australia—is that they should 
be very, very afraid. The Barnett government does not want elderly people and pensioners in Western Australia 
to feel safe; it wants them to be afraid. It illustrates exactly what the recently retired former Chief Judge of the 
District Court, Antoinette Kennedy, said. This illustrates exactly the reason she criticised the government’s law 
and order agenda. It tells older people in Western Australia: be afraid of younger people. It does not tell them 
that the Barnett government is going to do something about it. It says that we want them to be afraid. Older 
people should be afraid because that is what the Barnett government wants them to feel. The Barnett government 
does not want them to think about what is best in the field of law and order. It does not want people to think 
about whether the current legislation works. All it wants elderly people to do is be afraid of young people. That 
is the message that the government is conveying, and that is the purpose of this legislation. This legislation 
brings to the people of Western Australia the message that we should be afraid of young people and children; the 
Barnett government says that young people are dangerous and have nothing to offer other than a fear factor that 
the government can use on the elderly. The Barnett government wants to turn Western Australians against each 
other and that is what this legislation is designed to do. 

The Barnett government did not invent this idea; it is an ageless idea to create fear and anxiety and get people to 
sacrifice their freedoms as a result. Governments can get away with pretending to be doing things by making 
people so afraid that they place all their trust in the government to solve the “problem”. That is what the Barnett 
government is doing; it is trying to stop people from thinking. 

Let us reassess what the Attorney General has introduced into this place—shamefully, in my opinion. He has 
introduced a law that was an abject failure in the United Kingdom where it was introduced by the Blair 
government in 1999. We know that it did not stop antisocial behaviour; we also know that it became a badge of 
honour for many of the sorts of individuals that the Attorney General is trying to target. It actually encouraged 
their poor behaviour. We also know that it diverted scarce police resources from serious, high-priority crime to 
small incidents that did not constitute real antisocial behaviour. It ended up being a diversion from priority police 
activity. We know this not only from media reports and official reports and analysis by the Home Office in the 
United Kingdom; even the incoming Conservative government is going to dump this legislation because it does 
not work.  

This state has the highest percentage of migrants from the United Kingdom of all the Australian states. We know 
that the legislation did not work in the United Kingdom, because the moment it was mentioned or discussed in 
the public domain and on talkback radio, scores of Western Australians of British background called in to say, 
“This is a joke. It was a joke for a decade under the Blair government, and I can’t believe they’re introducing it 
here”. Our own Western Australian citizens, who have lived through the application of this failed legislation that 
the Barnett government is trying to introduce here, have openly criticised it. They have said that it did not work, 
that it was a joke and that it did not create any benefit for the people. 

Mr J.M. Francis interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I have a few British migrants in my electorate, member, and all the ones with whom I have 
discussed this legislation have laughed at it. They know that anti-social behaviour orders were a joke. Prohibited 
behaviour orders in Western Australia will be the next joke. We will call them “PBOs”, and they will be a joke! 
They will be the punchline; the Minister for Police is the current punchline. The bumbling Minister for Police, 
the “Invisible Man”, who is not allowed to come anywhere near any election campaign, let alone the current 



 [ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 18 August 2010] 5727 

 

federal election campaign, has been the butt of everyone’s jokes until now; but this legislation will become the 
butt of jokes from here on in. 

I want to refer to an excellent article written by Hylton Quail, president of the Law Society of WA, that appeared 
this morning on the Wangle website; members will no doubt be aware of it. He reiterated all the arguments that 
my esteemed colleague the shadow Attorney General advanced yesterday. All the arguments proffered in this 
place by the shadow Attorney General were endorsed by the president of the Law Society. The Law Society 
condemns — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Members, there is only one member in this place who is 
supposed to be speaking, and that is the member on his feet. It is not appropriate for there to be conversations 
going across the back of chamber, so I ask members to desist and allow the member on his feet to get through his 
speech. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: The Law Society condemns this legislation, and I recommend Hylton Quail’s article on the 
Wangle website to all members of the house and anyone else who might care to have a look at it. 

There has also been commentary by other people in the community. The Aboriginal Legal Service has 
distributed a very fine paper, an analysis of the legislation, to all members, and no doubt most members have 
read it. Once again, I felt that the arguments it put against this legislation reflected those of Hylton Quail and the 
shadow Attorney General, and they cut to the chase. The arguments advanced by the ALS identified all the flaws 
in the Attorney General’s reasoning behind the introduction of this legislation. It has become irrefutable. Apart 
from the fact that the legislation has failed in the UK—there is no reason to suspect that the Attorney General 
has applied any great insight into coming up with a way in which to make it work in Western Australia—these 
authorities and the shadow Attorney General have identified the fact that there are already avenues and powers in 
place, available to the courts, to enable almost all of what will be introduced by this legislation, with the 
exception of attacking the young people of Western Australia. Beyond that, everything else the Attorney General 
is trying to introduce is already available. Misconduct restraining orders have been identified by the ALS, as they 
were by the shadow Attorney General and the Law Society. Courts are empowered to impose MROs. 

Mr A.P. Jacob interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Is the member going to get the call later on, or is he going to just interject from the back 
bench like a fool? He has indicated that he is too cowardly to stand in this place and put his opinions on the 
record. Instead, he would rather try to interject and take the soft option. I actually hold the member for Ocean 
Reef in higher esteem than I do the member for Wanneroo; that is the sort of behaviour I expect of the member 
for Wanneroo. I expect more from the member for Ocean Reef; he is a deeper thinker, he has seen our jails and 
he understands what is going on in this state. I would have thought that he might have restrained himself just a 
little during this debate, or else get the call, stand and defend these laws. 

We know that misconduct restraining orders are available to the courts already; that component of the legislation 
is therefore not necessary. We also know that there are existing criminal offences available to the courts, which 
were referred to extensively by the shadow Attorney General yesterday. He referred to section 557G of the 
Criminal Code, under which a person can be charged for possessing a thing with the intention of using it to cause 
damage consisting of graffiti and be liable to a fine of $6 000, or for selling a graffiti implement to a child for 
which there is a maximum fine of $12 000 for a second or subsequent offence. We know that those laws are 
available; those offences already exist, so this legislation is not necessary, despite the false and inaccurate claims 
made by the Attorney General in an interview with Geoff Hutchison on 720 ABC. We know that he was 
misleading the public of Western Australia at that time. 

I am referring to the document prepared by the ALS, because I think it is valuable. When a court is determining 
an appropriate sentence, the court may consider — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Riverton and Attorney General, I am going to call you both to order. I 
have asked that we hear the speaker on his feet in silence, and you have both ignored that. Member for Riverton 
and Attorney General, you are both called for the first time.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: The document reads — 

When a court is determining an appropriate sentence, the court may consider factors such as the 
seriousness and circumstances of the offence. Additionally, the court will consider aggravating factors 
and have regard to the offender’s criminal record or any previous sentence that the offender has 
received which has not achieved the purpose for which it was imposed. Therefore, it is already open to 
the court to sentence an offender more gravely for subsequent offences despite the nature of the offence 
being relatively minor. 
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That is a good analysis and it completely reflects the shadow Attorney General’s contribution yesterday. That 
analysis comes from the Aboriginal Legal Service, and I think that document by that organisation is an 
incredibly valuable and worthwhile contribution to the debate. Why would the Aboriginal Legal Service bother 
to contribute? Why would it go out of its way to put together such a comprehensive document? We all know, and 
it has been referred to by a number of people in this place on our side of the house, that Aboriginal people are a 
section of the population that is disproportionately impacted upon by our justice system. There is no doubt—the 
Aboriginal Legal Service fears it and has stated it very clearly—that Aboriginal people, if this law is accepted, 
will end up suffering more disproportionately as a result of this legislation. That is not necessarily because 
people will be doing anything more wrong. This legislation is acknowledged by a number of different 
authorities, and by people in the United Kingdom who witnessed it firsthand, as taking an otherwise lawful 
action and making it unlawful. It takes people who might otherwise not encounter the police or come to the 
attention of the police in a negative fashion and throws those people in the face of the police and encourages 
them to accumulate offences as a natural consequence of the legislation’s very existence. That will happen. If the 
legislation targets young people, and if it targets people who have already come to the attention of the police 
once in the last three years—not 50 times as the Attorney General will have members believe, but once within 
the previous three years — 

Mr A. Krsticevic: A second conviction. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: A second conviction is what we are effectively talking about; it is not 50 convictions, as the 
Attorney General went out of his way to suggest was the case, as did the Premier.  

Mr C.C. Porter: Read the legislation.  

Mr P. PAPALIA: Two; it was two times in three years. If that is not the case, the Attorney General should 
increase the number. He should change the legislation to reflect what he is claiming.  

In a moment, I will sit and enable other people from my side of the house to make a contribution. Before doing 
so, I point out another contradiction in relation to this legislation. The people of Western Australia, particularly 
young people and the elderly, will be impacted upon by this legislation. All of us will be impacted upon, but 
those two groups, as I have illustrated, will be especially impacted upon because they are getting a message; 
namely, that the Barnett government does not care about young people—the government fears them and it wants 
everyone else to fear them. Another message from the Barnett government is that it wants elderly people to be 
afraid, because that serves the government’s purposes. To illustrate how contradictory the Attorney General is 
becoming, let us throw our minds back one week. One week ago the Attorney General was trumpeting his 
success in reducing crime in this state by 12.7 per cent. One week ago the Attorney General and the Premier of 
this state were telling us all that we were 12.7 per cent safer than we were last year. Of course, there is no 
mention of that this week. All we hear this week is how bad things are, how dangerous young people are and 
how afraid old people should be. Why is that? There were some horrible, violent and offensive occurrences in 
Northbridge on the weekend, and people were hurt and maimed. As a result, the argument that we were 12.7 per 
cent safer thanks to the Barnett government did not really hold much water. It did not hold much water with any 
of us and it did not hold much water with any of the public because everyone was saying, “Don’t give us 
statistics, Attorney General, that tell us how much safer we are now that you’re the Attorney General. Don’t 
throw statistics at us, Attorney General, because on the weekend we witnessed how you’ve failed.” The Attorney 
General then flipped back into attacking young people and scaring old people. That is the heart of this matter. 
That illustrates the shallowness of this legislation, and the fact that this legislation has only one objective and 
will have only one outcome beyond those relating to all the laws and powers currently provided to the courts; 
that is, the ability to name and shame and photograph and print on the web forever the identities of children 
between the ages of 16 and 18 years. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P. PAPALIA: That is the only difference between current legislation and what the Attorney General hopes 
to introduce with this measure.  

But there is another outcome. The one real outcome of such legislation was identified by the Home Office in the 
United Kingdom. Apart from the fact that everyone laughed at the ASBO system there and it provided a lot of 
punchlines in comedy shows on television, and helped T-shirt sales as everyone got their “I’ve got an ASBO” T-
shirt, the UK legislation served to show that the UK government was trying to do something about crime; it was 
not that the government did anything about crime or achieved a safer society, or that the government told elderly 
people that they could be safe, or that the government tried to direct young people towards positive and 
beneficial outcomes for society—none of that. The only outcome that the Attorney General wants to achieve, 
and the only outcome that he is guaranteed to achieve if he passes this legislation, is that he will be seen to be 
trying to do something about crime. That will be the case unless members on this side oppose him vehemently, 
along with other people in society who are thinking about this legislation, and the bill does not become law. The 
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Attorney General is all about talk and no action. This government does not like the people of Western Australia. 
It has indicated that it does not like young people, and this government is scornful of the hardships faced by 
elderly people and wants them to be afraid. The Attorney General is just a very, very shallow politician. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough) [1.47 pm]: I support this legislation. In my electorate of Scarborough, I 
have Scarborough Beach, Trigg Beach, Stirling train station and the Glendalough train station. I also have the 
busiest public transport route in the metropolitan area, aside from the circle route in the City of Perth. The bus 
service running down Scarborough Beach Road is so popular because young people frequent that service. Young 
people also use the train stations because Scarborough Beach is a huge attractor of young people. The vast 
majority of people who frequent the beach are wonderful, law-abiding, decent young people who want to go 
about their business, to enjoy the beach and to enjoy the company of each other without being put upon by other 
people who engage in antisocial behaviour. Every summer at Scarborough Beach, we usually get a new group of 
kids who come down and taunt other children, and they deliberately and publicly deface private and public 
property. They cause a continuous problem throughout the whole summer to other young people who are trying 
to use the beach, enjoy themselves and enjoy the company of their friends. These prohibited behaviour orders 
will be a very useful tool in helping to eradicate that kind of activity from the beach and to allow other young 
people and other users of the beach to go about their peaceable enjoyment.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: Why not prosecute them all—is it because the police cannot catch them? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The member has had his turn.  

Business owners in Luna Shopping Centre in my electorate are also very much looking forward to these 
prohibited behaviour orders. We have had problems with adult vagrants, people exhibiting antisocial behaviour, 
urinating in public and behaving in a drunk and disorderly fashion in Luna Shopping Centre. The shopping 
centre management went down the path of getting a misconduct restraining order against some of the 
perpetrators. It is a lengthy, time-consuming process that involves considerable costs by way of time and 
preparation by the owners of the shopping centre and by business owners. One of the problems is that these 
orders need to expire before they can be put back in place. The police are saying that they look forward to these 
prohibited behaviour orders coming into play, because they will then be able to use them for some of these 
repeat offenders—people who routinely break into cars, people who engage in petty theft, and people who 
intimidate shoppers and other users of the shopping centre, including the young people who go there in summer. 
The police are saying that this will be a very good tool, because it will enable these people to be banned from the 
shopping centre and from the Scarborough foreshore area — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: So you have spoken to the police about this? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Yes, I have. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Which police? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I am not going to name them in this place. I am not like the member for Mindarie. I 
respect the privacy of the police. 

The local business owners and other people in my electorate, particularly elderly people, who feel intimidated 
when they walk into the shopping centre to do their shopping and are confronted by these people, welcome this 
legislation. They welcome it because it will mean that these repeat offenders may be subjected to a prohibited 
behaviour order, and that will make my electorate a safer and more pleasant place in which to live.  

I repeat that young people have the right to go to train stations and to use public transport. They should not have 
to feel intimidated by people who are already known to the police and are repeat offenders, and who give those 
young people who are decent, law-abiding citizens a bad name. I welcome this legislation, because it is part of a 
suite of new legislative measures that this government is bringing in to make people in our community feel safer. 
The reason people will feel safer is that these measures will make our communities safer.  

I commend the Attorney General for bringing this legislation to the house. I look forward to seeing reduced 
costs, and perhaps a reduced presence of security guards and transit guards, and perhaps even a reduced presence 
of policing in some of these areas if we can get rid of the problem elements in our community and use these 
prohibited behaviour orders as a useful tool. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [1.51 pm]: I begin my comments on the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill 
2010 by acknowledging the young people from Rockingham, Safety Bay and Comet Bay senior high schools, 
and their teachers, who are in the gallery today to witness Parliament in session.  

It has been very interesting to hear the logic that has been used in this debate. We have just heard from the first 
government speaker on this legislation, the member for Scarborough. The logic that was used by the member for 
Scarborough was that if these prohibited behaviour orders are put in place, we will need fewer security guards, 
fewer transit guards and fewer police officers out there in the broader community. So, okay. We have a group of 
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people in the community who have had a prohibited behaviour order made against them, and, because of that, we 
will need fewer police officers to enforce that law. The logic of that is somewhat confusing. According to 
statements by the government, the people against whom a prohibited behaviour order may be made—these 
repeat offenders—are people who need constant supervision. These are people who need to be corralled and 
managed. However, according to the member for Scarborough, this legislation will mean that we will need fewer 
people to manage these repeat offenders. That goes to the exact point that we have been making in this debate. 
The government is coming out with a statement that sounds good. But it is not putting in place the resources that 
will be required to enforce what it is seeking to put in place. I watched the look on the Attorney General’s face 
when the member for Scarborough made that comment. He is normally impassive. But I saw his eyes squint a bit 
and his eyebrows lift as he tried to follow the logic of what the member had said. I look forward to the Attorney 
General following up on that when he speaks later today on this legislation. 

The true reason behind this legislation is that it is part of an ongoing campaign by this government, using this 
Parliament and using the resources of government, to try to tar the opposition—the Labor Party—as being soft 
on crime. That is what this debate is about. Just so that the people in the gallery will know, this is politics 101. It 
is about making the opposition look as though it is soft on crime. Never mind the fact that on our side of the 
house we have two members who served in wars on behalf of our country. We have a member who served in the 
defence forces. That is me. We have a reserve Army officer, the member for Victoria Park. We have a former 
life member of the police union, the member for Mindarie. We never know! He might become a life member of 
the police union again. It would defy logic that someone could be a life member and then not be a life member, 
but he might become a life member again. Sure, he got an innocent man out of serving life in jail, and people 
took offence at that. But, seriously, if we ever want to judge the heroism of people, there is a lot of heroism in 
the member for Mindarie. On our side of the house, those are the sorts of members we have. In the Parliament 
overall, we have good people. On the other side of the house, sure, there is no-one in those categories, apart from 
the member for Jandakot — 

Mr I.C. Blayney: I was a reservist.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Okay. So we have a reservist in the member for Geraldton. On all sides of this house, we 
have good people. But to try to paint members on our side of the house as being soft on crime, when we have 
people who have undertaken that sort of service on behalf of this country, is nothing short of pathetic. That is the 
case particularly when we look at our record in government. We introduced DNA laws. We introduced hoon 
laws. We introduced serious sex offender laws to keep in prison people who have a propensity to commit a sex 
offence again upon their release. We introduced those laws. Those laws are now the law of our state. We 
introduced the toughening of the Evidence Act. We introduced the law that is knows as Jess’s law, to crack down 
on drink drivers who kill people. Those are good laws. 

I want to quote a member who was in this place a moment ago, the Minister for Planning and member for 
Kalamunda. Not many people will recall this, but at one time the member for Kalamunda was the police minister 
in Western Australia. He was not the most dynamic police minister we have ever seen, but he was a cut above 
the current occupant of that position. I recall that the member for Kalamunda and then police minister said in a 
speech that I attended that the key to dealing with crime is to make sure that people are caught. Of course that 
can happen only when we have a sufficient number of police officers. There is a lot more to it, too, such as 
having a society in which people feel valued and all the rest of it. But I recall the member for Kalamunda saying 
that it is not about toughening the law; it is about the fear of getting caught. The member for Kalamunda is 
nodding. He said it. I heard him say it. He is a sensible man. He is a fine human being. He took a reasonable and 
rational approach to these issues. That is the way we should deal with the problem of antisocial behaviour. 

In the gallery today we have students who are in year 11. They are 15 or 16 years of age. Under these laws, just 
so that they know, they may, upon having committed two minor offences — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Not true. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Okay! I admit it is not 15-year-olds. But it is 16-year-olds. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Still not true. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I look forward to the Attorney General’s explanation. I am sure it will be a twisting and 
turning explanation to try to get around this one.  

These young people can, upon having committed two minor what are deemed antisocial offences, have their 
picture put on the internet, with a description of them, and the suburb in which they live, and they can then have 
a prohibited behaviour order attached to that. No matter how good they may behave for the rest of their life, and 
no matter when that order may be withdrawn, it will stay with them forever, because once it is on the internet, it 
is there for good. Not only that, but it may be taken from that site and put onto another site. It may be, as we all 
know with cyberspace and young people, dramatically and awfully misused. The young people in the gallery 
from Safety Bay, Rockingham and Comet Bay senior high schools need to know that for minor transgressions 
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that they committed when they were young and impressionable, they can have their details published on the 
internet — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Let the record show that members of the government think this is a joke. They think it is 
funny that these young people, 16 and 17-year-olds, can have that record for the rest of their lives. We all know 
that children—that is what they are—do things that an adult would not do. They do not have the balance of 
adulthood or the wisdom that experience brings. They might not have the guidance of two parents who sit down 
with them every evening and read the encyclopedia, watch television and help them do their homework, as some 
families do. Perhaps they do not have those experiences and they go a bit wayward. If that is the case, there is a 
presumption that a magistrate will place the child’s name, face and suburb on this website, which will then be 
made publicly available. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 5742.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

SENIORS — COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES 

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

I note that there are seniors in the public gallery today, and I thank them for their attendance. I also note the 
outrageous fact that their cost of living has increased by nearly $700 during the two years of this Liberal–
National government. In their presence, I ask — 

(1) Will the Premier now apologise for his dismissive comments about being able to survive on a pension? 

(2) Will the Premier now commit to these people that he will not increase water and electricity tariffs in 
coming years? 

(3) Does the Premier honestly consider that the delayed cost-of-living rebate—which is $140.80 for a 
single Seniors Card holder, $157.22 for a couple with Seniors Cards, or a measly $78.61 if only one 
member of the couple is a Seniors Card holder—adequately assists seniors, given the Premier’s savage 
increases to their household bills? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(3) I also welcome the group of seniors to the Parliament. As I have said publicly, I very much regret the 
fact that the state government has increased electricity prices very substantially over two successive 
years and that we had an effective 12 per cent increase in overall water charges this year. I recognise 
that that adds to the cost-of-living pressures on seniors and, indeed, on other members of our 
community. What the Leader of the Opposition neglected to say was that when the Liberal–National 
government came to power, it inherited Verve Energy facing $1 billion in losses, which the Labor Party 
tried to conceal by the so-called glide path. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That was a crash path to cover up the Leader of the Opposition’s personal incompetency 
when he brought in a series of measures that he publicly stated would lower the price of electricity. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The report from the Western Australian Office of Energy when the Leader of the 
Opposition was the responsible minister called for a 57 per cent increase and he tried to conceal it from the 
public. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition cannot — 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, Premier. Leader of the Opposition, you have asked a question and you are getting 
an answer. It might not be the answer that you want to hear, but your persistent interjecting is not helping in this 
process. Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition has found a sympathetic ear among seniors and others who 
are finding it tough — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Likewise, the member for Midland might interpret the comments that I made to the Leader of 
the Opposition to apply to her. I formally call the member for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As I was saying, the Leader of the Opposition has found a sympathetic ear with people 
who are struggling to make ends meet. I understand that. However, the Leader of the Opposition does not gain 
any credibility by trying to rewrite history and absolve himself and the Labor government of their responsibility 
for the $1 billion debt. In his time as Minister for Energy, the now Leader of the Opposition took a profitable, 
well-functioning utility, with services of around $250 million a year, and turned it into a $1 billion loss. The 
result—and I apologise for it—is very large increases in electricity prices. I have given assurances publicly since 
the time of the budget that, while the community has taken the pain of the significant increase—the government 
made that decision—there will not be increases anywhere near that scale in subsequent years. We have been 
honest. It might make us unpopular, but this side of politics is honest. We did not try to conceal the reality from 
the public of Western Australia. Members opposite can carry on, but there is no substitute for telling the people 
the truth. We told them the truth and they understand it. Of course it hurts and they find it difficult to make ends 
meet. This government has tried to help. We introduced a cost-of-living rebate for seniors. The opposition mocks 
it and makes fun of it. The seniors whom I have talked to appreciate the fact that they can get at least $100 or 
$150. Opposition members make fun of it. They should talk to some seniors. That actually does make a 
difference. It makes a difference when seniors in country areas have a $500 fuel card and it also makes a 
difference when seniors in the metropolitan area have free public transport seven days a week, which is worth 
from anywhere between $300 and $600 a week. It does not cover everything—I am not suggesting that—but we 
are providing significant benefits to seniors. It is a pity that the Labor Party did not manage better when it was in 
government because its mismanagement has left us with the problem. We were honest with the public. We made 
a difficult and unpopular decision—it is unpopular—but the vast majority of Western Australians understand 
that. They are not happy about it, but they understand it. 

SENIORS — COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES 

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

What did the Premier do with the $780 million that he found in Labor’s financial plan, which was already in the 
forward estimates, to protect Western Australian families? What did the government spend that money on and 
why did it not look after seniors? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

Labor’s forward estimates; what an absolute disgrace they were. The former Labor government could not pay the 
$1 billion and so it put numbers in the forward estimates and said that it was funded. It was not funded. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was paid for by debt and it was money down the drain. The member for Cannington 
laughs. He is the most disgraceful member of this chamber. He has no moral standing and he lacks honesty. I 
talk to a lot of seniors. I talked to a group of seniors close to the member for Midland’s electorate and they said 
that a number of seniors and retired people are concerned about how big their electricity bill will be. There will 
be an increase and they are concerned about that. What we have done, by taking the pain, is stabilise the energy 
utilities and the water utility. We will be able to give certainty in the future. There is nothing worse than 
someone who denies the truth. 

ASYLUM SEEKERS — ARRIVALS BY BOAT 

419. Mr J.M. FRANCIS to the Premier: 

Like many Western Australians, I am very concerned by the fact that there has been, and continues to be, a flood 
of illegal boats coming into this country — 

Mr A.J. Waddell: Have you even met one? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I have met more than you, and I have been at sea doing it. 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, member for Jandakot. Only one member has asked the question, member for 
Forrestfield, and I will give you an opportunity any time. I formally call you for the first time. Member for 
Jandakot. 

Opposition members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the members for Joondalup and Albany. If members want question time to go 
ahead, they might deceased with the banter. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Desist. 
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The SPEAKER: “Desist”. I thank you, member for Perth. I do not need your assistance. If members want 
question time to go ahead, they might show some respect to the member asking the question, even though they 
do not like the question being asked. Member for Jandakot. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Bassendean for the first time. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Just last night another boat arrived with 50 illegal immigrants. What assurance has the 
Western Australian government been given by the current federal government that it will stop the boats? 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, if you ask a question in this place I expect that you want it to be treated 
with some respect; no matter what the question might be, you want an answer to it. I formally call you for the 
first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

I thank the member for Jandakot for the question. As members would be aware, he has firsthand knowledge as a 
naval officer in dealing with the situation of illegal entry. He would know more about the situation than almost 
anyone in this chamber. 

Mr P. Papalia: He’s never been in command of anything bigger than his cabin! 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Warnbro, I appreciate that you might have some insight into this and I do 
not have a dispute about that but this is not the time or the place for it. I formally call you for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In terms of asylum seekers arriving by boat, Western Australia is the front line. It is of 
great concern to the people of this state and I am surprised that members opposite just laugh about the issue. To 
me, that reflects a state of denial by the Labor Party both in Western Australia and Australia generally. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, I repeat what I said the other day in this place: many of you want more questions 
asked. Many of you want more questions asked, but many of you continue to demonstrate an inability to listen to 
answers or to enable people to ask questions, so more questions do not get asked. Member for Mindarie, I 
formally call you for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite and members of the Labor government in Canberra are in a state of 
denial and I will give the house the figures to remind everyone. Since the Labor Party came to power in 
Canberra, more than 7 000 people have arrived in Australia illegally by boat—153 boats. Since 1 January this 
year—that is, January 2010—more than 80 boats have arrived carrying more than 4 000 people. Since the 
election was called, six boats have arrived carrying 305 people. Members opposite continue to be in a state of 
denial. An average of three boats a week is arriving; it is almost like a ferry service that is taking place off our 
north west coast! That is the reality. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is outrageous! Members opposite are in denial. They are absolutely in denial about a 
serious issue—the security of our borders and the integrity of our immigration program. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Twelve minutes, two questions and the second question not yet answered. Member for 
Perth, I formally call you for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Labor Party’s state of denial came home to me very clearly in early 2009 when there 
was a tragedy at Ashmore Reef; an asylum boat blew up and I think four people lost their lives. At the time I 
made the comment to the media and the public that people on the boat had deliberately spread petrol around the 
boat. I was castigated and ridiculed by members opposite and also by Senator Chris Evans, the Minister for 
Immigration and Citizenship. We now know from the inquiry held in Darwin that not only was fuel spread, it 
was deliberately lit.  

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The question was about communication between the state and the commonwealth. The 
Premier has now spent four or five minutes trudging through his version of the history of events over the past 
few years — 

The SPEAKER: What is your point of order, member for Rockingham? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My point of order is about standing order 78—an answer must be relevant to the question. 
The Premier has not even touched on it. 
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The SPEAKER: I imagine that the Premier will touch on it. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: One of the severely injured asylum seekers at Ashmore Reef was heard to remark as he 
went into surgery that there must be an easier way to get to Australia. That may represent desperation but it is the 
reality.  

Communications between the commonwealth and the state have been lacking. This state has been cooperative in 
dealing with this issue. However, we now have such a brazen situation that people are not even trying, to my 
knowledge, to get to the Australian mainland. I will read out a couple of short excerpts from the media over 
recent times because the Labor Party needs to get out of its state of denial. An item in the Herald Sun on 2 April 
2010 stated — 

Here’s the facts, as reported by the West Australian: “A boatload of asylum seekers claiming to be near 
Christmas Island has made contact with Australian authorities after making a triple zero emergency call. 

“Police said the call was received in Perth just before 5pm Wednesday asking for help and stating the 
vessel was close to Christmas Island.” 

I have another example, a different boat, in an article from The Australian, which stated — 

The Australian has been told authorities became aware of the vessel only after Australian Federal Police 
duty officers on the island received two phone calls from a heavily accented person, apparently an 
asylum-seeker using a mobile phone. 

The Australian has been told that, in one of the calls, a male caller told the officer: “You need to come, 
you need to come.” 

When asked where the caller was, the voice replied: “At Christmas Island. We arrived today.” 

Another example of the brazen attitude that is going on was in an article in The West Australian on 9 April, 
which stated — 

An Indonesian boat carrying 45 asylum seekers has sneaked through Australia’s multi-billion-dollar 
border protection “ring of steel”, casually docking at Christmas Island’s jetty early yesterday morning. 

If they miss Christmas Island they call on mobile phones and say, “Come and pick us up and guide us into 
Christmas Island” or they come straight to Christmas Island and dock. This situation is totally out of control!  

To get back to the actual point of the question — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes; because members opposite are in denial and they continue to laugh and snigger!  

Senator Chris Evans assured me when the Leonora facility was opened that there would be 70 families with 
young children and maybe another 30 people. At this point there are 170 people, including about 60 or 
70 children, at Leonora. Reports from townspeople to the government indicate plans for 400 people at Leonora. 
At Curtin Air Base there are currently 552 people and expansion plans for 900. Christmas Island is overflowing. 
The point is that this situation is clearly out of control. Members opposite with their sniggering and humour, just 
like their colleagues in Canberra, are in denial. They are absolutely in denial! That is why Western Australian 
voters who may have voted Labor will not do so this time because the Labor Party has failed to acknowledge the 
problem. If members opposite cannot acknowledge the problem, they have no hope of dealing with it. That is a 
sharp point of difference between the Liberal Party and the Labor Party. 

GAS PRICE INCREASES 

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

I must say that even my grey old dog in Rivervale would have heard that whistle! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: At least he might have done something! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Premier, let us return to state politics and what the government is doing to WA families! 

I refer to the fact that many households across Western Australia have recently received their electricity, water, 
gas and local government rates bills and I note that the now Premier was the minister who privatised Alinta and 
the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline. 

(1) Why has the government used its power under the regulations to allow gas price increases of 31.6 per 
cent, or $115.30, over two years? 

(2) Why does the government not use its power to cap prices to protect Western Australian seniors and 
Western Australian families generally? 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(2) The implication of that is the Labor Party would intervene on the gas market, is that right? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You have power. You actually used your power and you approved these price increases so you 
have to take responsibility. We would protect WA families! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The price of gas has risen substantially. There is a cushioning effect because most of the 
existing contracts are in the range of around $2.50 a gigajoule but new gas contracts, and they are coming up for 
renewal, typically are hitting the range of $6 to $10—that is the problem. That is the problem with the market of 
gas. Whether it is government-owned or privately-owned will make no difference if the market price is going up. 
The solution in the medium to longer term is to bring more gas into the domestic market. That is the only 
solution. We cannot artificially limit a market. It simply does not work. It is like a big lump of jelly; if we 
squeeze it at one end, it pops out the other. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: But you have approved the increases. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is true. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You have approved these increases—your minister has. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Had they not been approved, what would the scenario have been? It would have been a 
lack of supply of gas into the future. 

It is easy to wave a wand and to pretend to be able to solve these problems. In both the tone and content of his 
questions, the Leader of the Opposition is misleading the good seniors upstairs in the public gallery. He is 
misleading them because he is trying to create the impression that a government can arbitrarily solve real 
economic crises, like a shortage of water or the rising cost of water supply and rising gas prices—that the 
government can artificially change them. It cannot and the Leader of the Opposition knows that.  

The Leader of the Opposition has criticised me for raising the issue of asylum seekers. Why not raise it? It 
affects every Western Australian and there is concern. Yet the Leader of the Opposition raises issues for which 
he bears a large part of the responsibility and tries to mislead people that those issues can be solved at the stroke 
of a pen. They cannot, and the Leader of the Opposition knows that. 

GAS PRICE INCREASES 

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

I ask a supplementary question. As the Premier’s government gave approval for the 31.6 per cent increase in the 
price of gas, what advice did his government get about the future price increases that will be imposed next year 
and the year after? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

The contract price of gas is only one part of the price of delivered gas to the consumer. I want to make clear the 
difference between the contract price of gas and the price of gas when it arrives into the household, because that 
price includes transport costs and all the other charges. I would hope that people do not assume from that that gas 
prices to the consumer have gone up 31 per cent—because it is nothing like that; it is in the order of 15 per cent, 
which is significant. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That is what has happened to retail tariffs. That is what people are paying. You don’t even 
know that! 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I cannot solve a rising price of gas, short of increasing gas supply, and that is what this 
government is dedicated to doing. 

INDIGENOUS MENTAL HEALTH 

422. Ms A.R. MITCHELL to the Minister for Mental Health: 

This government continues to break new ground in delivering better service in mental health. Will the minister 
please inform the house how the Liberal–National government is delivering for Indigenous mental health and 
what commitments we can expect from the federal government? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS replied: 

I thank the member for Kingsley for the question.  

Indeed, Mr Speaker, this government is committed to better mental health and in fact helping people deal with 
mental illness, including assisting Indigenous mental health services. The government has created the first 
Mental Health Commission and Mr Eddie Bartnik, the new commissioner, commenced work on Monday.  
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For the first time, we have ring-fenced the budget. In fact, when I came to the portfolio I asked a very simple 
question about how much money we spend on mental health in Western Australia, which is a very important 
question. In doing good work, the acting commissioner, Mr Neil Guard, advised me we spend over 
$506 million—half a billion dollars—on mental health.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The state government has allocated $128.7 million over the next three years to reform the 
program to improve Indigenous mental health. Of that, $22 million is part of closing the gap for Indigenous 
mental health and will be used to train Aboriginal health workers to work with those people in the Indigenous 
community with a mental illness. That program will in fact train the people on the ground—those in the 
community who have the heart to be certified to provide counselling services to people—rather than train people 
in the metropolitan area to be sent to Halls Creek or Fitzroy Crossing, because we have significant issues with 
not only attracting, but also retaining people in those areas. It is a very practical way of doing it. In fact, Charles 
Sturt University could provide a course for Aboriginal people that will enable them to provide this service in 
their communities.  

Recently, I was privileged to start the work on the Broome acute psychiatric unit—a 14-bed unit. Indigenous 
people from many areas need and will use that facility, obviating the need to transport an acutely ill person on a 
Royal Flying Doctor Service plane all the way to Perth.  

Our half-a-billion-dollar investment over one year overshadows the federal Labor Party’s paltry $250 million 
commitment across all of Australia. I attended the health and hospital reform roadshow conducted by Nicola 
Roxon and the previous Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd. During that roadshow, Mr Rudd displayed a pie chart 
showing a 33 per cent met need; the rest was unmet. Mr Rudd said that this was the tsunami in health that was 
coming. I have to say to members, if that is the tsunami in health that is coming, I am surprised that the federal 
government has not invested more than $250 million across Australia to overcome this issue or to deal with it. 

I will quote from today’s press a letter to the editor written by Mr Keith Wilson. He said — 

No one wanting to promote Federal Labor’s health credentials would want to refer to mental health. Its 
three-year legacy on mental health is lamentable and it comes to this election with few specific 
commitments.  

They are the words of a former Labor health minister of Western Australia. 

In contrast, we have Tony Abbott’s commitment to health: a $1.5 billion commitment, with a particular focus on 
youth mental health—those aged 12 to 24. Of that money, $440 million will provide 20 early psychosis 
intervention centres—EPI centres. On a normal break-up proportion, that gives Western Australia two of those 
centres. Of that money, $832 million is for 800 beds for acute and subacute care. By the normal division, that 
would bring about 80 beds to Western Australia. A further $225 million is for an additional 60 head-space sites, 
which provide a door for young people seeking help with their mental illness. None of that is dependent on any 
signing of an agreement by this state government.  

There is a clear choice in the election. Obviously, the federal coalition will deliver the much-needed boost for 
this country, and Tony Abbott will deliver it.  

EMERGENCY SERVICES LEVY — RESOURCES 

423. Ms M.M. QUIRK to the Minister for Emergency Services: 

The minister has justified the 30 per cent increase in the emergency services levy over the past two years by 
contending that it is critically important to properly fund and resource our emergency services.  

(1) How can the minister explain that fewer shifts are being manned at fire stations, meaning that vital 
emergency equipment and appliances are offline for significant periods? 

(2) Does the minister consider it satisfactory that, despite netting an additional $38 million from the ESL, 
critical infrastructure such as the Fremantle port has been left exposed for periods or industrial areas 
like Osborne Park are left vulnerable because equipment is not online? 

(3) Does the minister consider it satisfactory that career firefighters are staying back to staff these 
appliances despite not being paid? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

(1)–(3) I thank the member for the question. I have been waiting for this sort of question from the member for 
Girrawheen for the past week or so because it is quite apparent to me that the member has become a 
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very compliant mouthpiece for the fire union and this question has almost certainly come from that 
union. 

Recently, we have seen — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Are you denying that appliances have been taken offline? 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Albany! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Nobody cares more than I do about fire officers and the way they do their job, the 
protection of the community and the valuable work they do.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: You clearly aren’t listening to them, because that’s what they are telling me. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If the member wants an answer to the question, I suggest she sits quietly and I will give 
her the answer. 

Occasionally, appliances have to be decommissioned. That does not mean that they are taken out of the system 
completely; it means that they are decommissioned for perhaps 24 hours.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: They are not available for shifts. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is normally because there are not enough fresh firefighters able to take on that shift. 
Some firefighters have been doing not only one, but two and in some cases three shifts. They are long shifts. 
Quite frankly, that is not a good operational tool to have within the Fire and Emergency Services Authority 
because of concerns about fatigue. The union wants to ensure that its members get as much overtime as possible.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: They are concerned about the safety of Western Australians.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have no concerns about their safety. The scaremongering that has been going on by the 
union and the compliant mouthpiece that it now has in the member for Girrawheen —  

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I refer to standing order 92, which states that imputations of improper motive are 
disorderly other than by substantive motion. I ask that the minister withdraw what he said on two occasions and 
answer the question in a straightforward and simple manner.  

The SPEAKER: I direct the Minister for Emergency Services to answer the question.  

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: When appliances are decommissioned—the member for Girrawheen knows this; if she 
does not, she should know—other fire appliances within that station are ready to respond. The Fire and 
Emergency Services Authority executive does a risk assessment, and neighbouring fire stations —  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You don’t know what you’re talking about; you’re an embarrassment. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Midland! We do not need to hear you interject every time a minister 
answers a question. I formally call you to order for the second time.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: As I was saying, FESA’s executive looks at the situation and does a risk assessment. It 
tries to ensure that its firefighters do not suffer from fatigue, which is why it orders some fire officers to leave 
the fire station. The union has told those fire officers to stay even though they have completed their shifts.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Because it’s concerned about public safety.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I assure the member that public safety is of paramount importance to me. I am convinced 
that FESA —  

Ms M.M. Quirk: That’s why you take specialised equipment offline. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Specialised equipment is always available to be used. People can be called on 
immediately if need be. Neighbouring fire stations will administer any assistance that is needed. There have been 
no incidents during the past few weeks when appliances have been decommissioned. If a fire station has three 
fire appliances, it might decommission one because it does not have enough fire officers to fully complement 
that appliance. Other stations assume responsibility if needed and can send fire officers very quickly. This 
government has spent more money on appliances, fire equipment, fire stations and personnel with the extra 102 
extra firefighters that FESA will be employing —  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: That comes from the ESL.  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Some of it does, but a lot of money has come out of consolidated revenue. This 
government is committed to ensure that we have not only more firefighters but also strategic operation centres in 
the areas in which they are needed, which is why we are opening a new one in the south west, as the member 
would be aware. Both the government and FESA have nothing to be ashamed of. Given the enormous problems I 
have had with the secretary of the Western Australian branch of the United Firefighters Union of Australia—he 
has not been truthful—I refuse to have any further meetings with him.  

EMERGENCY SERVICES LEVY — RESOURCES 

424. Ms M.M. QUIRK to the Minister for Emergency Services:  

I ask a supplementary question. How can the minister justify Western Australians receiving a diminished 
emergency services capability whilst being slugged more money?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied:  

That question is an absolute nonsense. We are putting on an extra 102 firefighters and we are providing 
equipment that was badly needed when the member’s party was in government. We know what sort of minister 
the member for Girrawheen was. When other Labor members were the responsible minister, they did not spend 
the money that was needed in that important area. They denied the funding that was needed in emergency 
services to ensure public safety. We are doing what we are doing in police, in emergency services and in road 
safety.  

ANTISOCIAL AND CRIMINAL BEHAVIOUR — GOVERNMENT AGENDA 

425. Mr M.W. SUTHERLAND to the Minister for Police:  

Yesterday the minister advised the house about several important initiatives that the government has introduced 
to tackle crime and antisocial behaviour on our streets—initiatives that the opposition has not supported. Will the 
minister please provide the house with the details of the government’s law and order agenda? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

I would be delighted to! I thank the member for his question. I am aware of his tremendous commitment in the 
area of law and order.  

Before question time, the opposition was banging on about its lack of support for the government’s law and 
order agenda, which includes its initiative to be tough on crime. The Labor Party is well known for its soft-on-
crime approach; I know that and the public know that. The Premier used an apt term earlier when he said that the 
Labor Party is in denial. One member of the community who is calling for some action is Mr Rodney Cox, the 
father of the 23-year-old man who was allegedly stabbed to death in Northbridge over the weekend. He came 
forward to speak about the heartache of losing his son. He has the government’s sympathy. Mr Cox knows only 
too well the dangers of people carrying knives and other weapons in entertainment precincts. Just three years 
ago, another of his sons lost sight in one eye when he was stabbed in Northbridge. Mr Cox has said that enough 
is enough. He wants the Labor Party and the Greens (WA) to get behind the government’s law and order 
legislation.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! Order, member for Mindarie. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, the member for Mindarie just called me dishonest. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: No, he didn’t.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: He said “my dishonesty”. I ask that he withdraw that comment.  

The SPEAKER: I will make the decisions in this place. I give the call to the Minister for Police.  

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: He got away with that one.  

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The minister is referring to a case in which a citizen has been charged with murder. He is 
referring directly to the facts surrounding that case, which involve elements of some violence. I refer to standing 
order 91, which relates to the sub judice convention. It states that members must be very careful about what they 
say so that they do not prejudice a trial. In making a political point and in attempting to accuse the opposition of 
somehow having blood on its hands, the minister is straying dangerously close to breaching that standing order.  
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The SPEAKER: Standing order 91 is a useful standing order and one of which all members should be aware. I 
thank you, member for Rockingham. I am sure that the minister is clearly aware of the sub judice rule, as we all 
should be. I am sure the minister’s remarks will be contained in an appropriate manner.  

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am probably more aware of the sub judice rule than is the member for Rockingham. I 
have been a member of Parliament for a lot longer than the member for Rockingham. Yesterday I mentioned that 
my comments would not breach the sub judice rule. I did not breach it yesterday and I will not do so today.  

I sympathise with Mr Cox because of the tragedy his family has experienced. Mr Cox has asked to meet with 
me. I have agreed to meet with him tomorrow and I will offer any assistance as Minister for Police. I will suggest 
that he talk to the member for Girrawheen. The member for Girrawheen introduced her own legislation, which 
was tougher —  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Which you said was too weak. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I did not. I said it was tougher and not as balanced as our legislation. The member for 
Girrawheen has done a backflip. She supported her own tough —  

Ms M.M. Quirk: That’s physically impossible, mate! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am sure it is, especially given the outfit that she has on!  

The member for Girrawheen has done a backflip on stop-and-search laws. We have seen the legislation that she 
introduced; however, she has now been rolled by the new supremo of law and order, the member for Mindarie, 
who will battle against the member for Rockingham for the leadership of the Labor Party after the federal 
election. At enormous battle will be going on in the Labor Party in the next couple of weeks after the federal 
election. I will certainly urge Mr Cox to talk to the member for Girrawheen. I will ask Mr Cox to ask the 
member for Girrawheen to justify how she can backflip so much on such an extremely important issue. Not only 
Mr Cox but also the vast majority of people in Western Australia want the stop-and-search legislation that is 
presently before the upper house. We are determined to give it to them, because it will give the community some 
area of protection. Although in the past year or so we have seen a decrease in the number of assaults in the 
Northbridge entertainment area, there were still 500 assaults in the last year—that is 500 too many. We will be 
dealing with that. We know that the opposition has not got the fortitude to do that and that it would not support 
any action against those people who carry weapons in those areas. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATES — INCREASES 

426. Mr P. PAPALIA to the Premier: 

I refer to the Premier’s answer in this house last week when questioned about increases in council rates, in which 
he said — 

… some rate increases are extraordinarily high. Although an increase in the price of electricity and in 
landfill levies are factors, in no way do they account for the increase in some council rates. 

(1) What does the Premier say in response to the Mayor of Joondalup, Troy Pickard, who said that raising 
rates to 7.9 per cent was not done lightly but that there was pressure from the government rises in the 
utilities? 

(2) Is the Mayor of Stirling, David Boothman, misinformed when he states that at a 6.6 per cent rise in rates 
flowed from the increased costs of fuel, energy, building materials, contract labour, inflation and 
government fees? 

(3) Is the Mayor of Cockburn, Logan Howlett, incorrect when he states that there was no doubt government 
cost increases added a significant burden? 

(4) Are these council mayors misleading the public or is the Premier? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(4) I am aware that the City of Stirling at least sent out a notice with its rate accounts, basically 
attributing—I will take the member’s figure—a 6.6 per cent increase to electricity prices and the levy. I 
do not know the exact figure. Maybe if the member had asked the question of the Minister for Local 
Government, he might have been able to provide some detail. Had the member himself done some 
research, he might have been able to determine — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You do not know and you blame him for not doing research. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I did not ask the question. If the member believes that a rate increase of 6.6 per cent in 
Stirling or 7.9 per cent in Joondalup is solely attributable to a rise in electricity rates — 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: We quote the mayors. What are you saying? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have not seen their notices. I am sure that someone will give me one to look at soon. If 
the mayors of those councils are trying to defend their rate increase, which is over twice the rate of inflation, on 
the basis of a rise in electricity prices, they are misleading their ratepayers. There is no doubt about it; they are 
misleading their ratepayers. I would be interested in, and maybe the Minister for Local Government or his 
agency might be able to provide us with some breakdown of, what proportion of that rate increase can be 
accounted for by a rise in electricity prices. But it will be a small proportion. For them to send out a notice like 
that is, frankly, misleading. I am not very impressed with councils that do that. If they wanted to draw attention 
to the increase in electricity prices, which is a cost factor, they should have given a breakdown of the 
composition of their rate increases and told the ratepayers, for example, in the case of Joondalup, how the 7.9 per 
cent increase is accounted for. That would have been honest, but they did not do that. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, I did, by the $1 billion loss that the Labor government left us. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATES — INCREASES 

427. Mr P. PAPALIA to the Premier: 

As a supplementary question, with all the pain that the Premier is inflicting on households in Western Australia, 
why has he not shown enough interest to find out how much of these rate rises is being caused by his 
government? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

Has the member any idea? 

Mr P. Papalia: I am asking you. You are the Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: He does not have a clue. One would think that if he were the shadow spokesperson asking 
questions on electricity prices, he would have actually done a bit of work. I will tell the member what I will do 
for him; I can do no more. I will inquire of the department, and indeed I will then inquire of the councils to give 
the member a breakdown tomorrow—if they respond—of what percentage of those rate increases is accounted 
for by increases in state government charges. Indeed, we might ask them to attribute the rate increase to other 
expenses that the councils might be incurring, and one of those might be related to their staff numbers. 

LIQUOR BANS — KIMBERLEY COMMUNITIES 

428. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 

Could the minister please advise the house of the most recent alcohol restrictions placed on communities in the 
Kimberley? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 

I thank the member for North West for the question. I have no doubt that he cares very much about alcohol-
related issues in his region, because I have seen it firsthand. On 21 April of this year I informed the house that I 
had agreed to alcohol bans in the Fitzroy Valley communities of Yakanarra and Bayulu. That decision was taken 
under section 175 of the Liquor Control Act and followed a request by the leadership of those communities. The 
necessary regulations have since been passed and the bans are now in place. I want to inform the house and 
report that on Friday, 30 July I visited three more communities in response to their requests for voluntary alcohol 
bans. This time it was in the Halls Creek area. The communities are the Kundat Djaru, also know as Ringer 
Soak, which is situated 172 kilometres south east; Koongie Park, which is 20 kilometres south west of Halls 
Creek; and Nicholson Block, which is three kilometres from Halls Creek, just on the edge of the main town. 
These requests also relate to section 175 of the Liquor Control Act, which provides for a regulation to declare an 
area restricted and, therefore, banning the bringing in, possession and consumption of alcohol in those 
communities. Just to remind members, the police are then able to enforce the ban and there are strong offence 
and seizure powers to deal with any instances of noncompliance once those communities are declared. 

The proposed bans for these three communities have the support of the police, the local shires, the Department of 
Indigenous Affairs and the Drug and Alcohol Office. I want to again stress that these can be effective only when 
there is support by the vast majority of the community. On my visits I saw that these three communities in 
particular were very strong in their support and in their leadership, which was very pleasing to see. That is why I 
always think it is important that I visit and see for myself. 

Mr P.B. Watson: Minister, will you provide support services for them? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I will come to that. On my visits I was accompanied by Acting Superintendent Jim Cave 
of the Kimberley police district and Senior Sergeant Jason Van Der Ende, the officer in charge at Halls Creek. I 
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just want to thank them and acknowledge their support. It is really important that if we are to have these bans 
and they are to work. The police  support the communities. Generally, that has been really good. When we do 
not think it is happening, we certainly follow up on that through the police themselves. It has generally been 
outstanding, so I wanted to congratulate them on that. 

On this basis I have agreed to proceed to implement alcohol bans in Kundat Djaru, Nicholson Block and 
Koongie Park communities for an initial period of three years, which the communities have asked for and which 
I particularly consulted them about. I have instructed the necessary regulations to be prepared. Once these go 
through, it will bring to 10 the number of remote communities that now have the section 175 bans. The system is 
working well. It gains momentum when people see the benefit of it. There are further applications for 
consideration.  

The follow-up, which the member for Kimberley has raised with me on occasions, and I thank her for that, and 
the support services et cetera are very important. Across government we are certainly working to make sure that 
those support services are there. In some cases it is hard to have everything that we want there all the time, but 
we are certainly working with our best endeavours to make sure that we are doing it a lot better. That is why the 
Drug and Alcohol Office, health, police and all are involved. These bans usually result from a voluntary request. 
I also want to stress again that we do not implement them automatically. If communities apply and we do not 
think that the communities are in a position to do it because it is not in their best interests and we feel that the 
ban will not work because it has not got community support, we will continue to work with those communities 
and look at other measures. Then maybe a time will come when we can implement them in those communities. I 
congratulate the people of those three communities for their strength and leadership not only in requesting these 
bans, but also in ensuring that they happen. 

KALAMUNDA HOSPITAL — MATERNITY SERVICE 

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

I refer to the Liberal Party’s election commitment to deliver a full maternity service to the people of Kalamunda. 
The Liberal Party has been in government now for nearly two years. 

(1) Can the minister confirm that Kalamunda Hospital will receive a full complement of maternity and 
obstetric services? 

(2) Can he confirm that tenders have gone out for a company to develop a full complement of maternity 
and obstetric services? 

(3) Can he assure the people of Kalamunda that he has not scrimped on his commitment and will now 
deliver only a basic community midwifery program? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(3) The return of obstetric services to Kalamunda hospital was the commitment given by this government. 
We have done a lot of community consultation about how and in what form that should occur. It is true 
that we have decided, following that consultation, that the best model is a community maternity service 
that allows midwives, who were not otherwise able to practise independently, and general practitioners, 
who for many years had been able to undertake obstetric services at that hospital but who were stopped 
from doing so by the former Labor government, to use the services of that hospital. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: When the member was a minister, who stopped obstetric services in Kalamunda? It was her 
government and her health minister. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: He cancelled obstetric services for everybody in Kalamunda. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, you have not asked the question. I note that the opposition spokesperson 
for health is listening to the answer being given. I am formally going to call you for the third time, member for 
Midland. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is probably a shock for the member to find out that it was her minister who closed the 
service in the first place. Did we hear her going off like a banshee in Parliament when her minister closed 
obstetric services? We heard not a word—not a whisper. When I sat in that seat opposite, did I hear the member 
when she was a minister sitting on this side of the chamber ask, “Minister for Health, what are you doing closing 
the obstetric services in Kalamunda”? No; I heard not a word—not a whisper. We are bringing back an obstetric 
service to Kalamunda, as we said we would. 
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KALAMUNDA HOSPITAL — MATERNITY SERVICE 

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

I have a supplementary question. Given that this is a broken promise, has the minister misled the member for 
Kalamunda, or is it the Liberal Party and the member for Kalamunda who have misled the people of 
Kalamunda? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

The member for Kalamunda has not misled the people. He is very much aware of what is going back into that 
area. It has strong community support and it is in line with the commitment to return obstetric services. I have 
returned obstetric services exactly as per the commitment that we gave in opposition. 

PROHIBITED BEHAVIOUR ORDERS BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [2.53 pm]: Before question time, I was making the point to some young 
people from my constituency in the public gallery — 

The SPEAKER: Members, we have started debate on orders of the day. The member for Rockingham has the 
call. Nobody else has the call. If you have conversations, please take them outside the chamber. I would like to 
hear the member for Rockingham. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

Before question time, I was making the point to the 16 and 17-year-olds in the public gallery from schools in my 
electorate that, under these laws, if they commit two minor offences within a three-year period, their photograph 
could be placed on a government website with the tag “prohibited behaviour offender”. That stain would remain 
against their name for the rest of their life. I fundamentally object to that. I am not afraid to say it. We have had a 
long tradition in this country when young people are convicted of offences, of keeping secret their identities—
their photos and their names and addresses—and we do that for good reason. We do that because we know, 
through our own experiences of growing up as children, that a young person who has that tag against his name 
will be damaged for the rest of his life and his prospects of rehabilitation and not committing another offence 
will be reduced because he has been tarred and named and shamed in that manner. As a civilised country, one of 
the wealthiest places in the world and a place that values children, surely we can maintain the standard that we 
have established in this country over such a long period. This is the sort of thing that I am unfamiliar with 
happening anywhere in the world. But if it does happen, it would happen only in the most rapacious and severe 
societies that treat young people in that manner. 

The Attorney General has said that that is not true and that it will not happen. I heard him say that earlier. I have 
looked at the legislation, and I suppose he is basing his commentary on the fact that, under clause 34(5), the 
court must have regard to the wellbeing of the youth. Okay; the judge or magistrate would have to have regard to 
the wellbeing of the young person. I suppose the Attorney General’s assumption is that if the judge or the 
magistrate has regard to the wellbeing of the young person, it will not impact on that young person if the judge 
or magistrate decides that it will not impact on the wellbeing of that young person. Although I have great faith in 
the judiciary, I do not have great faith that it will never happen and that it will not damage the wellbeing of a 
young person. Can anyone in this chamber say that we should put a photo of a 16-year-old’s face on the internet, 
which will have an impact on that young person’s life, just because that young person committed two offences of 
a relatively minor nature? Can anyone say that they support that? I know that in the blogo-sphere this legislation 
will be supported. I know that some people who write letters to the editor will support this legislation. I know 
that some people in the broader community will support this legislation. When I look at the Liberal Party back 
bench, I see Christians, right-wing economic zealots, young and naive but relatively nice gym goers, a lovely 
lady with a propensity for tennis, and relatively old fathers who will have children who reach this age — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Member, you also see tea set collectors. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am trying to be serious, but, yes, I get that one. 

I see people with all sorts of backgrounds and with all sorts of beliefs. However, I say to them that agreeing to 
placing photos of 16-year-olds on the internet for the rest of their lives because of two minor offences should be 
beyond their moral code. 

Mr C.C. Porter: That’s not what the bill says. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what the bill says. The Attorney General can explain himself. In any event, it is 16 
and 17-year-olds, but the Attorney General argues that it is not, because they have to commit two offences over a 
three-year period or because the court must have regard to their wellbeing. Perhaps his argument is that, for 
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some other reason that I cannot fathom, it will apply only to people aged 18 years and over. My son is seven 
years old. The member for Kalgoorlie has children in their early 20s or perhaps late teens. The member for Swan 
Hills has children roughly the same age as mine. I say to those members that even when their children reach the 
age of 18, it would be fundamentally wrong to tar them in that manner for the rest of their lives. All members 
opposite should go to their party rooms and say, “This is something we do not agree with; this is something that 
is against our moral code; this is something that is against what we believe as Australians.” The children of 
members opposite could be in this position, unlikely as that may seem. We are all predominately middle-class 
people who have had good, often privileged, upbringings and it is unlikely that our children will be in this 
position, but they could be, and it could easily be the children of some of the people that I represent in my 
constituency. What makes the legislation even more offensive is that there are already means of dealing with 
these people when they commit these offences. There are already mechanisms that can be put in place to deal 
with these people. The member for Mindarie went through them: intensive supervision orders, conditional 
release orders and community service orders. There are also other mechanisms that a magistrate or judge can 
apply to a person after one offence, not two. If they breach such orders, they will then be guilty of another 
offence. What the government is doing—as governments do in their hunt for additional publicity to paint their 
opponents as being soft on crime—is adding another layer of bureaucracy over the top of what is already there. 
The only significant outcome of this will be that young people just like our children will have their identities 
made public for the rest of their lives. Even when they are 80 years old, that mark will be against their name on 
the internet. It will be there when they are 25 years old and have completed an engineering degree; it will be 
there when they have completed a trade apprenticeship and are seeking a job with Woodside; and it will be there 
when they go to London, hunting a bar job. When they do any of the things that young people do, they will be 
googled and that stain against their name, for what may have been a very minor and relative offence, will be 
right there for their future employers to see. When they go to join the defence forces, it will be right there for 
their future employer to see. 

All I am saying to members opposite is that there are some fundamental flaws in this legislation, and it will hurt 
people who do not deserve to be hurt—people from underprivileged backgrounds. It will potentially hurt a son, 
daughter, niece or nephew and damage their prospects for the rest of their lives for what could have been dealt 
with by orders that are already available, or could have been dealt with by the courts in any other way. The most 
amazing thing is that a range of serious offences are not even caught by this legislation; it will only catch those at 
the minor end. 

If those members who profess to be Christians and to have a Christian moral code wish to do this, they can go 
ahead and do it, because they will have the numbers in this house. But they should think about someone from 
their family or their circle of friends being caught by this legislation, and the consequences of that being against 
their name for the rest of their lives.  

MR M.W. SUTHERLAND (Mount Lawley — Deputy Speaker) [3.03 pm]: I rise to support the Prohibited 
Behaviour Orders Bill 2010. We have heard from the Attorney General that this bill is designed to restrict those 
who have a history of low-level antisocial activities. The greatest problem facing our constituents on both sides 
of the house is the high volume of low-level antisocial behaviour. This affects our constituents very directly—
hooning in parks, graffiti, vandalism, damage to property and other low-level offences. It is all very well to say 
that we should home in on more serious crime. I listened to the member for Balcatta yesterday when he spoke 
about the child who took a shotgun to school and the knife that was taken to school. Those crimes will have to be 
dealt with on a more serious level, but how do we home in on every single antisocial activity on that level? 
Should we have security guards and airport screening devices at every school? What we can do is trial this 
legislation to alleviate the high volume of low-level antisocial activity. 

The Attorney General pointed out that in 2009 there were 43 500 property damage cases, 72 252 theft cases and 
5 635 cases of threatening behaviour. There is a revolving door syndrome, and the lower courts are being 
overwhelmed by minor offences. In fact, of approximately 98 000 people who have been sentenced by lower 
courts, only three per cent received an immediate term of imprisonment. The government is attempting to curtail 
this behaviour. The average man in the street considers these activities to be intolerable. When I drive home 
down Alexander Drive and I see bus stops smashed, covered with graffiti or otherwise having sustained pointless 
damage, I think we have to do something to try to alleviate this. 

Mr P. Papalia: Are those things against the law now? 

Mr M.W. SUTHERLAND: I am not taking any interjections from the member for Warnbro; he is very 
sensitive! He should stop interjecting; he did not want anyone interjecting when he spoke. He is a serial 
interjector. 

The Attorney General pointed out that five per cent of juvenile offenders had had 12 or more contacts with the 
juvenile justice system. I have consulted the WA Police Union on the matter of juvenile cautions. I wrote to the 
Minister for Police on 25 May, asking for data relating to juvenile cautions. 
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Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr M.W. SUTHERLAND: Has the member finished? 

On 6 July, I received the minister’s response, and I must say that I found it very disturbing, not only because of 
the volume of offences but also because of the types of offences for which cautions were given, and the number 
of repeat offenders. I will table the document that I received from the Minister for Police. 

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.] 

Mr M.W. SUTHERLAND: We have heard from members opposite about how we will target people who have 
committed only one or perhaps two offences. Members will notice that the legislation states that the person who 
will be subject to these orders must have committed a previous offence within three years prior to the current 
conviction. The court must be satisfied that the person is likely to commit another relevant offence. The third 
factor, which nobody has mentioned, is that the making of the order must be appropriate in all circumstances. 
These are practical methods of trying to prevent reoffending. 

I spoke about the revolving door of reoffending. In 2005, there were 8 442 juvenile cautions; in 2006, 8 110; in 
2007, 8 976; in 2008, 9 775; in 2009, 10 037; and in 2010 to date, 4 088. The statistics for the types of offences 
for which juvenile cautions are given are shocking: burglary, 227; theft, 1 067; assault, 366; threatening 
behaviour, 113; and fraud, 26. I am just looking for motor vehicle theft. 

Mr P. Papalia: There is a 10-year-old in my electorate who — 

Mr M.W. SUTHERLAND: I am not interested in anything else in the member’s electorate; he has had his turn. 

There are also statistics for juvenile caution repeat offenders. In 2010, there were 85 repeat offenders for assault; 
94 for burglary. 

Mr P. Papalia: No food in the fridge! 

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Member for Warnbro, I call you for the second time. 

Mr M.W. SUTHERLAND: There were also 193 theft offences, seven traffic offences and six weapons 
offences. Members opposite are telling us that we are targeting people who have committed only one or two 
offences, but the horrible reality is that, irrespective of whether the Labor Party or the Liberal Party has been in 
power for the past 15 or 20 years, the rate of low-level antisocial behaviour offences has increased dramatically. 
It is those offences we are trying to deal with. The Police Union has stated that it wants to get rid of juvenile 
cautions other than for the most minor matters, because it is a revolving door. A lot of juveniles know that they 
can be simply cautioned if they commit certain offences. When the member for Balcatta was Minister for Police, 
he was head of the graffiti section. Was he Minister for Police at the time? We brought everyone in to a meeting 
at the minister’s office, and we tried to work out a strategy to deal with this problem. Unfortunately, since we 
have come into government, the amount of graffiti has gone through the roof. Graffiti and window scoring are 
offences that never seem to stop. Recently, a real estate agent in North Perth had all its windows wrecked from 
window scoring.  

We need to bring in this legislation to deal with the low-level of antisocial behaviour that is occurring, and of 
course to try to dissuade people from carrying on with the damage and antisocial behaviour that is so deleterious 
to our society. 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [3.10 pm]: I throw my support behind the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill 
2010, and I commend the Attorney General for bringing this legislation into the house.  

I start by saying that I am disappointed that every time we bring a law and order bill into this house, members of 
the opposition speak against it. However, they do not always have the conviction to follow though on their words 
and vote against every single law and order bill that we bring in. That is because they understand that the people 
of Western Australia are sick and tired of the amount of crime that is taking place in this state, albeit that it is on 
the decline. The reason it is on the decline is because of the policies of the Liberal–National government—the 
policies that we have introduced, and the policies that we will bring into this house in the future. As I have said, 
it is disappointing that the opposition continues to not support this government’s legislative agenda. 

Western Australia is not the United Kingdom. We are Australians and Western Australians. We have a different 
mentality. We have a different mindset. I think it is commendable that the Attorney General and other ministers 
are looking around the world for good legislation that they can adapt to our circumstances. They are saying, 
“The situation in Western Australia is not too bad, but there are some things that can be improved, so we are 
looking for good things in other legislation around the world that we can adapt and introduce into Western 
Australia”. This is such legislation.  

In this debate, people have been talking about juveniles. The people we are talking about are not juveniles. We 
are talking about people over the age of 16. In today’s world, people over the age of 16 are quite mature.  
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Ms J.M. Freeman: If they are so mature, why are they not given the vote? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Nollamara!  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: People can get a licence and drive a car at the age of 17. There are a lot of privileges that 
people are given at the age of 17, not to mention all the things impacting on morals that people are allowed to do 
from the age of 16. I think that people of that age are quite mature.  

We are talking in this debate about people who have been convicted by a court of law of having committed a 
crime—not once, but twice. After a person has been convicted for a second time, the court will need to be 
convinced that the person has lost control and will continue to hoon, to damage property, to commit graffiti or to 
threaten violence against the community. That is a pretty tall order. For people under the age of 17, even greater 
restrictions will be imposed when the court looks at the situation and makes an assessment. It is a pretty high 
standard. The prosecutor will need to say to the judge, “This person will offend again. There are no other options 
for us. Obviously we are not going to throw the person in jail, but we need other measures.” The judge will then 
need to look at whether it will cause hardship for the individual if the person’s photo is placed on the web and 
whether that will affect the person’s life in the future.  

If a person commits an offence and three years later commits a second offence, I am sure the judge will look at 
that and say, “Okay. This has occurred over a three-year period. Let us look at the factors that occurred the first 
time, and the factors that occurred the second time, and see on balance whether in this case a PBO would be 
appropriate.” But if a person has committed a second offence two weeks after the first offence, or has committed 
multiple offences but has not necessarily been charged, I have no doubt that a PBO will be made.  

Sometimes parents say to us, “My son is a really good person, but he is mixing with the wrong crowd and is 
going to the wrong places.” I am sure that a lot of parents, if their children have gone to court and have been 
convicted a second time, and they have lost control of their child, would be saying, “Please issue a PBO to my 
son so that he cannot hang around with all these people who are influencing him.”  

Ms J.M. Freeman: How do you know that? 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It happens every day. I hear the stories all the time. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Name the people who have said that to you! Tell me who they are! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: There are situations in which that will work. It is not as though thousands of young 
people will be issued with a PBO. If we look through this bill carefully, the benchmark is quite high. It is not as 
though people will be given PBOs willy–nilly. But the police need to be given more tools. They need to be given 
more choices. They need to be given the power to make decisions so that society can be protected—and, not only 
that, so that the individuals who are committing these crimes can be protected, sometimes from themselves. That 
is very important. 

It is important that the Liberal–National government continue to implement legislation that will give the police 
options that they can work with. Society is crying out for this legislation. How many times do members hear in 
their electorate offices about the problem of hooning or the problem of graffiti? People are throwing up their 
hands and saying that they do not know what to do. The police cannot be everywhere. But if a PBO has been 
made against a person, and if people in the street see that person doing things that he should not be doing, they 
can phone the police and something can be done.  

In conclusion, there are a lot of good points in this legislation, and there is lot more that I would like to say about 
it. I commend this legislation to the house. Hopefully, all members will support it. 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo) [3.16 pm]: I am very glad to have the opportunity to speak on the Prohibited 
Behaviour Orders Bill 2010. The majority of the people in my community are sick to death of the antisocial 
behaviour that is occurring in our society. Where does antisocial behaviour begin? I believe antisocial behaviour 
begins at home. Traditionally, discipline for each and every individual starts in the home. Grooming our children 
to become responsible and productive members of our society begins in the home. Discipline is one of the most 
important elements of successful parenting. Through proper discipline, children learn how to function in a family 
and a society that is full of boundaries, rules and laws with which we all must abide. Without proper discipline, 
children are at high risk of developing a variety of behavioural and emotional problems. Fortunately, the 
majority of parents do teach their children proper discipline. However, some young parents today feel the need to 
try to be better parents and to move, understandingly, away from the way they were raised by their parents. In 
other cases, traditional values and discipline are deemed by the younger generation as old fashioned and 
obsolete. Sometimes parents interpret their children’s indiscretions as their children finding themselves or 
looking for their identity. However, left unchecked, small indiscretions can become full-blown attacks in the 
form of antisocial behaviour.  

In some cases, discipline is no longer taught in the home. When does antisocial behaviour begin? Antisocial 
behaviour can begin in children as young as three and four years of age. It can take the form of actions against 
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siblings, peers, parents, teachers and others. These actions may include verbal abuse, bullying, hitting, theft and 
vandalism. Antisocial behaviour can also occur as a result of drug or alcohol abuse, or peer pressure. Who is at 
high risk of developing antisocial behaviour? Some family environments create a high risk of antisocial 
behaviour. Those high-risk environments may be caused by a parental history of antisocial behaviour, parental 
alcohol or drug abuse, understandably a chaotic home life, absence of discipline in the home, a change in living 
arrangements due to divorce, death or separation, psychiatric disorders in parents, and economic distress due to 
poverty and unemployment. In extreme cases, people watch television and movies that depict heavy exposure to 
violence, and that may contribute to antisocial behaviour due to the fact that the viewer has become desensitised 
to violence.  

I am a true believer in the proverb that prevention is better than cure. If that proverb is applied to this legislation, 
it means that it is better for us to keep a bad thing from happening than to try to fix a bad thing once it has 
happened. The fact is that we cannot prevent antisocial behaviour from occurring; therefore, we need to find a 
cure to protect our community. That cure is the introduction of prohibited behaviour orders. People in our 
community have become frustrated about antisocial behaviour, such as alcohol-fuelled violence, graffiti, 
inappropriate behaviour on our public transport, rock attacks, hoon behaviour and arson, just to name a few. 
Antisocial offenders need to learn that they are responsible for their own behaviour and that their actions have 
repercussions for the community in general. This bill primarily aims to protect the community from antisocial 
behaviour and also deter serious and repeat antisocial offenders by removing some of the freedoms that they 
have enjoyed in the community. The freedoms being removed from antisocial offenders include not being able to 
spend time with particular people and avoiding particular places. These freedoms are minimal compared with 
some of the freedoms that have been removed from their victims. 

I am confident that many of the community’s worst criminals show clear signs of antisocial behaviour as 
children or adolescents. If we can prevent people from becoming serious and repeat offenders before they 
become hardened criminals through the introduction of the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill 2010, it will have 
far-reaching positive effects in the community. Imagine living in a community with less crime on our streets, 
fewer people in the court system and fewer prisoners in our jails, and in which the police are able to fight more 
serious crimes. I believe there are sufficient safeguards in the bill to prevent its wrongful use by the police and 
others. This bill is about keeping our streets clear of louts by keeping them off the streets. Wherever I go in my 
electorate, I hear about constituents who have experienced antisocial behaviour and I am convinced that this bill 
will make them feel safer and more secure in their own community. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [3.21 pm] — in reply: I thank almost all members for 
their contributions to the debate. The debate got somewhat personal and, at times, a tad passionate. I will try to 
address a range of points which may be duplicated somewhat in the consideration in detail stage but which are 
salient points nevertheless. There has been a level of misrepresentation as to how the Prohibited Behaviour 
Orders Bill 2010 operates, what it seeks to achieve and what its key features are. 

The first point that I seek to address is what a person would actually have to do to be the subject of a prohibited 
behaviour order, or, restated, the type or category of offender that the government, through this legislation, is 
seeking to target. I will start by quoting from an article written by Hylton Quail, the president of the Law Society 
of Western Australia. I have had a chance to read the article, although admittedly it was at 6.00 am. He writes — 

What sort of nation are we when I can walk around with a texta in my pocket but a 16 year old 
Aboriginal boy of no fixed address, with a history of childhood abuse and drug addiction could face a 
prison sentence for exactly the same behaviour? 

That is squarely a criticism of this legislation, quite clearly. It is a criticism that this bill does something that the 
present law cannot do; that is, criminalise the mere conduct of carrying a graffiti implement. In one sense, that is 
correct but in another sense I take issue with Mr Quail’s statement. What Mr Quail, the president of the Law 
Society, maintains, as do I, is it is not the case at present that someone can conceivably face a jail term for 
carrying a graffiti implement without there being more to it. The member for Mindarie called me a liar — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: I did not. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member can read his speech. I listened not with huge enjoyment, but with relative 
silence, to the member for Mindarie as he slandered me and my reputation. I interjected once on the member one 
minute before he finished speaking, and I invite him to do the same. 

What was the point I made on the radio? The point was that if a police officer comes across a person in 
Northbridge who is carrying a graffiti implement, spray can or texta and the person is the subject of a PBO that 
says he cannot be in Northbridge or cannot carry such an implement, that behaviour becomes criminal without 
more because it is in breach of the order. What the member for Mindarie failed do until he was pressed by me in 
the final minute was read out section 557G of the Criminal Code, which states — 
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Possessing things for applying graffiti 

A person who is in possession of a thing with the intention of using it to cause damage 
consisting of graffiti is guilty of an offence and is liable to a fine of $6 000. 

In those circumstances the police would have to prove not only the possession of the graffiti implement, but also 
that there was an intention to use it. 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member will have to wait until the end, just as I did. 

Although that offence is not typically what is called a “full attempt”, it is nevertheless not criminalising the mere 
conduct of carrying a graffiti implement. I agree that Mr Quail is correct that this bill does something new; it 
would criminalise the mere carrying of the implement if the PBO that bans the carrying of the implement is 
enforced. However, I disagree with the idea that under this bill a person would go to jail if all the person had 
done was carry a pen. The inference of Mr Quail’s statement is that whereas he, you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr 
J.M. Francis), or I could carry around a spray can or large texta and not face a problem, the juvenile he has 
mentioned would. The implication is that the boy could be arrested without ever having done anything other than 
merely carrying around a pen. I take issue with Mr Quail if that is what was meant by his article. That is a 
statement of some sheer and utter ridiculousness, given what this bill seeks to achieve. 

I would like to give members a reality check at the beginning of this speech about what is going on out there in 
the realm of adult and juvenile justice. Much was made of what we hope to achieve. The opposition asked me to 
show them the data and the statistics. Over the past six months I have gained quite a bit of data and statistics that 
I knew was not there beforehand because the department did not have it. It took us six months to collate this 
data. The first thing I would say is that I do not think there is much disagreement that at the early stages of 
juvenile offending there is great merit in issuing cautions and referring juveniles to juvenile justice teams. I cited 
in the second reading speech a document called “Pathway Through Justice: A Statistical Analysis of Offender 
Contact With the WA Juvenile Justice System” from the Crime Research Centre of Western Australia. The 
report shows that approximately 75 per cent of young offenders had four or fewer subsequent contacts with the 
juvenile justice system but that about five per cent of the total cohort had about 12 or more subsequent contacts. 
Members will find that there is a very stubborn element of juvenile offending behaviour by people who return to 
the courts again and again after committing four or five offences. I am a strong advocate of all reasonable 
measures to issue cautions, to refer, to assist, and to rehabilitate at the early stages of juvenile offending. I think 
that many of us are. Some view it slightly more sceptically than I do. The opposition talks very largely about this 
idea. Under this government, in the Mid West, the preventive cases have increased from 60 to 88 in a year, 
which is more than a 1 000 per cent increase; juvenile justice referrals are up by 52 per cent; distinct remand 
admissions in that region are down by 27 per cent; in Kalgoorlie the preventive cases are up from 18 to 92, 
which is a 411 per cent increase; the increase in juvenile justice team referrals are up by eight per cent; and 
distinct remand admissions are down by 36 per cent. The government is having greater success through its better 
effort and administration of the system at referring juveniles away from the system than the previous 
government. The previous report of the Auditor General noted — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: They were both our programs. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: In fact, the juvenile justice programs and the juvenile justice teams were started by the 
Court government. During the term of the former Labor government, the Auditor General said that those 
programs were not working. He said that the referral rates had fallen, primarily because we were not hitting the 
benchmark target of meeting the juveniles within six weeks. The situation is improving. 

I will mention the other things that this government is doing about the long-term process of community building, 
which is what I think the member for Kwinana referred to when he talked about hitting the causes of crime. The 
government has allocated $49.7 million for improved access to community child health services; $13.9 million 
for English language tuition to children on temporary 457 visas; $43.5 million for support and protection 
services for children and young people and support for individuals at risk or in crisis—additional child protection 
staff increased funding for non-government services. The government has allocated $27.9 million for responsible 
parenting in regional areas; $6 million for the Foodbank project; $195 000 for the school breakfast program; 
$5 million for the expansion of the Clontarf Foundation; increased funding for short-stay accommodation for 
Indigenous people in Broome and Kalgoorlie by $13 million; and provided $15 million for Aboriginal housing in 
the Kimberley. The regional benefits for the Browse Basin LNG project are predicted to be about $110 million. 
The government has allocated $5 million for the Ngarluma Aboriginal sustainable housing project in Roebourne 
and $10 million to support not-for-profit organisations that make low-interest loans available to eligible 
community sector organisations to purchase property, vehicles and other equipment. Regional youth justice 
services, the same services that are having success in the Mid West and Kalgoorlie, will be expanded through the 
Pilbara and Kimberley for $43.9 million. We are responding to unmet training demand through the purchase of 
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an additional 7 600 training places in industry priority areas—$19 million. The government has allocated 
$3 million for bonus payments to employers who take on out-of-contract apprentices. All of these things are part 
of long-term community building, particularly in communities at risk.  

I heard the member for Kwinana say members should reject the Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill and reject this 
attempt to curb the clear problem of antisocial behaviour, yet he also suggests that we should hit out at the causes 
of crime. That statement’s fatuousness is beyond comprehension unless it is backed up with some specific 
programmatic detail as to what, in addition to the things I have mentioned, the opposition would do and where it 
would spend additional money, because all the money that I have just mentioned, which goes to addressing the 
causes of crime, is spent by this government in addition to what members opposite spent when they were in 
government, notwithstanding the motherhood retreat into statements such as “Let’s look at the causes of crime”. 
I recently sat through a conference about Indigenous justice that was organised by the federal government. I sat 
with a pen and wrote down all the motherhood statements that I heard—namely, we need a holistic approach; 
systemic change; innovative solutions; we need to look at what is working; we need to treat the causes of crime, 
not just the outcomes; we need to be preventative; community-based solutions; we need to effect rehabilitation; 
we need to assess root causes; responses need to be sustainable; and, there needs to be a bipartisan approach. 
They are all wonderful words but they are nonsensical without specific programs or specific expenditure. In fact, 
during that day-long conference the only presentation that encapsulated anything by way of a specific project 
was from a Western Australian civil servant talking about the Minister for Racing and Gaming’s bans on 
takeaway alcohol in certain remote communities, which is actually working in these areas. 

We are doing more in this space with referrals and diversion than the previous government ever did, 
notwithstanding its high-minded talk. However, let us be realistic; there is a hardcore group of offenders, both in 
juvenile and adult justice, who have an unbelievable, if not staggering, amount of contact with the criminal 
justice system. In fact, I think what the member for Mount Lawley sought to do by way of reading cautioning 
data—it is fair to say that the member for Mount Lawley takes a slightly more sceptical approach than I do to the 
merits of cautioning and juvenile justice teams, and we have had this discussion on a number of occasions—was 
to point out that before a juvenile even comes into contact with the system, we liberally, generously and 
appropriately apply cautions. To give members an example, I will read some statistics for caution type by 
juveniles. The number of cautions for assault under the previous government’s last full year in office—2007—
was 774; under our government in 2009 it was 828. For theft, it was 1 986 in 2007 and 2 727 under our 
government in 2009. We are actually cautioning and moving more juveniles away from the system than the 
previous government did—by quite a bit! The good citizens of Western Australia might be amazed to find out 
that even under this government the number of repeat-offender cautions has gone up. These are people who have 
been cautioned more than once, sometimes for quite serious offences. There were 229 cautions for assault in 
2007; in 2009 it was 239. For graffiti it was 156 in 2007; in 2009 it was 171. For theft it was 644 in 2007; in 
2009 it was 722. It is utter and palpable nonsense that what this bill is designed to do, or would do in effect, is to 
target people who have had a minor number of experiences in the criminal justice system. That is simply a 
nonsense and denies the reality that all our communities feel that there is a hardcore group of offenders.  

This brings me on to the second point, which is how would a prohibited behaviour order come into existence for 
any given individual? This matter was misrepresented with some liberality by the opposition. Before I speak to 
that, I will go through the data for the worst offenders. This is the data that no other government bothered to 
gather but which painstakingly—I congratulate my department for doing so—we have. We came up with 
two approaches to try to work out who the prolific offenders in this jurisdiction are. The first approach was to 
look at the greatest number of sentenced appearances and the second was to look at the greatest number of 
offences. The greatest number of offences might seem logical but the problem, particularly with adults, was that 
someone charged with fraud, particularly involving electronic transactions, might be sentenced for 1 000 fraud 
offences. Therefore, we determined that the best measure for adults was the greatest number of sentencing events 
or appearances. With juveniles, because they do not engage in credit card fraud as much and that was not a 
statistical problem, we looked at the number of offences. We found that between 2006 and 2009 there were 
20 adults who had been sentenced—that is not just for one offence but sentenced—on 20 separate occasions in 
our courts over that three-year period. There were 20 juveniles during the same three-year period who had each 
committed more than 50 offences. The question becomes—it surprises me that this debate becomes so 
personal—at what point do we say that we have done all that any government could reasonably be expected to 
do to caution, divert and rehabilitate and although we never give up on those options, we have surely reached a 
point with individual offenders where the danger to community safety and wellbeing that they pose is the first 
and foremost consideration; that community safety takes precedence over other considerations? This is just the 
Liberal–National government taking a different view about what to do with a target group of recidivist low-level 
repeat offenders who make the population’s life a misery. That is what it is. There is disagreement and I accept 
that. The opposition places different weightings and values on it. However, to somehow label this government as 
evil, hating young people or bringing a bill into Parliament for the sole purpose of scaring old people is simply 
ridiculous hyperbole, which — 
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Mr J.R. Quigley: Clause 34(8)—there’s no rationale except hate! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We will get to that.  

I do not understand why the debate descends to that level. I know that there is a bit of theatre in this place, but I 
cannot work out whether this is seriously saying that we brought a bill into Parliament because we hate children 
and want to scare people. Is that theatre? Is it a strategy? I am not sure. Surely, members opposite do not believe 
that. Surely, the opposition is not so intolerant of another group of politically minded people having a different 
view about how to attack a clear and present problem with a public policy solution that it cannot actually believe 
that we are genuinely motivated to do something to protect the community. I find the depths that the debate sank 
to staggering. When I first came to this place not more than two and half years ago, I made a promise to myself 
that I would resist at all costs being personal about the people I found myself opposing. I must say that I have not 
been perfect with respect to that on any measure and there have been a couple of things that I have lost a bit of 
sleep over, but what I heard during this debate was contemptuous. It was absolutely contemptuous. Not from 
everyone, but it was contemptuous from a few.  

We have this problem and if we accept that for both adults and juveniles we have done an enormous amount to 
try to help and to try to rehabilitate them but now another consideration comes into being, how is it that we seek 
to target these people? The member for Mindarie says that the bill is built on public lies and intellectual 
dishonesty. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Sure, there was a prima facie case in the example that you cited on radio and you would not 
even acknowledge it, not in this chamber. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Because there was nothing I said that was inaccurate, but in any event — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: There was! You said the police had no power when they had a strong prima facie case in the 
example that you cited—a strong prima facie case!  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The point I am seeking to make in this speech is that the member for Mindarie tried to 
make out, when he talked about public lies and intellectual dishonesty, that the fact that we are targeting a known 
group—a small group—of recidivist serial antisocial behaviour offenders is something new. I think he described 
it as a change in tack. That is ridiculous. That has always been the purpose of this bill.  

I draw members’ attention back to the second reading speech in which I made the point that — 

… the Sentencing Act 1995 constructs principles of sentencing will be such that over a two or three-
year period the most prolific offenders, in terms of their number of charges and convictions, will 
necessarily be those who do not commit grave offences which activate the last resort sentence of a jail 
term, but rather those who repetitiously commit offences … 

They are the people—they are not a limitless group, but they are an identifiable group—that we are seeking to 
affect.  

How does a PBO come into existence? I will turn directly to the legislation because in debates such as this we 
often get a great deal of faff without the legislation ever having been read. I understand that legislation can be 
dull to read at times, nevertheless — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: It is not legislation; nor is the stop-and-search legislation. It is a bill. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is a bill at this stage.  

How do prohibited behaviour orders come into being? First of all, there is a definition of “antisocial behaviour”. 
That definition says it is behaviour by a person that — 

... causes or is likely to cause — 

(a) harassment, alarm, distress, fear or intimidation to one or more persons; or 

(b) damage to property; … 

Whether an offence, be it hooning, graffiti or whatever it might be, fits that definition is a matter for the court to 
determine.  

How is it that someone could find himself the subject of a PBO? That person must have been committed and 
convicted of a relevant offence—that is, an antisocial behaviour offence—and in the three years after that 
conviction he must have again been convicted of another relevant offence—an antisocial behaviour offence. 
Those two offences within three years form the eligibility criteria, which, as any good economist would know, is 
a necessary but not sufficient condition. The opposition, particularly the member for Rockingham, seeks to 
characterise that as a sufficient rather than necessary condition. However, many things must happen after that. 
The court must undertake a prospective analysis and determine on the balance of probabilities that — 
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unless constrained from certain otherwise lawful activities and behaviour, the person is likely to commit 
another relevant offence … 

Then the court must also consider whether granting a PBO to impose the constraints is appropriate in all the 
circumstances. The court must also consider the desirability of protecting persons and property—that is a 
primary concern—and the degree of hardship caused to the person if a PBO is made. It is also the case that when 
considering whether to make a PBO, the court must consider a range of factors, including any other current legal 
proceedings, any criminal record of the person, any sentence to which the person is subject, any other orders to 
which the person is subject, any previous behaviour of the person similar to that being considered, the extent to 
which the person complied with any previous PBO, and any other matters the court considers relevant. 

After the eligibility criteria of two antisocial behaviour offences is met, the court has to go through a process 
and, as the member for Carine said, be convinced that the person is likely to offend again if restrained. That 
requires, as the legislation sets out, a consideration of that person’s record. It is that provision and the other 
provisions that follow that will ensure that the courts, conservative and sensible as they are, are targeting, at their 
discretion, the worst offenders.  

I might also add something that has not been raised once by any of the members opposite in 3.5 or four hours of 
debate; that is, another provision in the bill applies directly to juveniles. This provision requires specifically that 
if the second offence for which a young person is being sentenced is such that a court determines to give no 
punishment, it will not count as a strike. If the second offence is so minor that a court determines that it should 
enliven relevant provisions of the Young Offenders Act that say that it can give no punishment, that offence will 
not count as a strike. That is yet another level of safeguard for juveniles.  

It is sheer and utter nonsense for a member to come into this place to say that this will mean his cousin who has 
two minor infractions will be subject to a PBO.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: It depends on the discretion of the court, and you know it! We are talking about the law here. 
We are talking about the law that you are delivering. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order; thank you, members! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Given the high recidivist offenders—both adult and juvenile—that we have identified, my 
concern about this legislation is not that too many people will become the subject of a PBO, but that we will not 
reach deeply enough into that pool. I believe that the bill has been drafted conservatively and has left the court’s 
discretion on the application of the PBO and the publication so large that we will have a response targeted, 
through the sensible discretion of the court, at the worst of the worst. That is what the bill seeks to do. That is 
what I believe it will do. As I have said, I will be keeping it under close review because my concern is not that 
there will be too many PBOs; my concern is that there will be too few.  

Having dealt with how a PBO comes into existence and what standard must be reached in the court to achieve 
one, I would like to talk about a point raised at length by the member for Mindarie; namely, these orders are 
unnecessary because they do not in any serious way do things that the law as it presently stands does not already 
accommodate or provide for. The view of the opposition clearly is this: with respect to those high repeat 
offenders that we have identified, the present law is sufficient. I have news for the opposition. That is not the 
view of this government, and I do not believe it is the view of the wider community that suffers the repetitious 
results of that offending. The community does not believe that what exists at the moment is sufficient.  

The member for Mindarie made much of section 557G of the Criminal Code. He said that I had engaged in a 
public lie, a monstrous display of dishonesty, and that this was one of the lowest acts that the member for 
Mindarie had ever seen in public life—nothing like a bit of exaggeration there! He said that it would besmirch 
my reputation forever. 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr Acting Speaker, in the past couple of years, I have heard a couple of things from the 
member for Mindarie. I have been labelled as having on a number of occasions misled Parliament; none of 
which has ever been shown or proven because it did not happen. I have been called a closet fascist, which I 
thought was interesting.  

Mr M. McGowan: You are not in the closet! 

Mr J.R. Quigley: That was my error; that’s where I was wrong! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Quite funny. 
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I have been accused of having stolen blood money, which was another good one. Honestly, I think the most 
bizarre accusation was that Bill Hassell is my mentor. I reckon I have spoken 10 words to Bill Hassell in 
20 years. If that is mentoring, he is doing a terrible job—really, really ordinary. It is just so nonsensical as to 
barely warrant comment, but I could not help myself! 

Mr M. McGowan: What have you got against Bill Hassell? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Nothing; he seems like a pleasant guy, but I do not know him from a bar of soap, 
notwithstanding he is my mentor! “Wax on, wax off”—I am not even near the car! It is bizarre; it is dream-world 
stuff. 

However, section 557G of the Criminal Code is a good example, and is a decent law that Labor brought in. It 
says that if a person is caught with a graffiti implement and it can be proved beyond reasonable doubt in a court 
of law that the person had an intention to use it, he could be found guilty of an offence and fined, but not 
imprisoned. The Prohibited Behaviour Orders Bill 2010 means that when a person becomes the subject of a 
PBO, if that person does things that are otherwise lawful but are in breach of the PBO, they can be charged as a 
criminal offence, being the breach of the order. That will mean the police will no longer have to wait for the 
person to either make an attempt at the offence or to commit the offence. If a person is where he should not be or 
with a person he should not be with or is carrying an implement he should not carry, that will be sufficient for 
the charge. It is that fact and that tool that elevates the seriousness of the person’s preparatory behaviour. It is a 
very, very important tool.  

I would add that one of the other tools that went uncommented on for quite some time was that the Criminal 
Investigation Act will be amended and added to. Proposed section 69A will provide for searching people for 
things relevant to prohibited behaviour orders. The police will be able to do a basic search of a person if an 
officer reasonably suspects that a person in a public place is prohibited by a PBO made under the act from 
having something in his or her possession. If it is the case that a person has met the eligibility requirements and 
been determined at the discretion of the court to be likely to reoffend; and if it is the case that in the balance of 
good judgement in the exercise of the discretion it is determined to put a PBO on the person that says he cannot 
carry a screwdriver, because he has used them to break into houses, or a spray can, and the police using their 
tasking and data information system find the person or the person is dobbed-in by someone for being somewhere 
where he should not, he can be searched for those things. This is an extra provision based on reasonable 
suspicion. Under this bill, they must simply have a PBO on them. The fact that the police are able to identify that 
allows a search in those circumstances for the things that the person is prevented from carrying. This bill clearly 
gives the police additional powers, which is one of the reasons that the opposition disagrees with it. I understand 
that view. However, to disingenuously say that it provides nothing different from what the law provides at the 
moment is simply not the case. Under the law at the moment, it would be absolutely impossible to arrest 
someone and charge him for consorting with a person with whom he had previously offended. I make no 
apologies for the fact that is precisely what this bill seeks to do.  

We have reached the point at which members can see that this bill seeks to target certain people. We have gone 
through how it seeks to target them, the process by which a PBO is gained and the process by which a PBO must 
be given by the court. I will speak about the comment that was made ad infinitum that this scheme was tried and 
failed in the United Kingdom. The member for Mindarie, who is apparently an absolute stickler for perfectly 
correct statements, said in a press release on Wednesday, 11 August —  

The legislation was based on the British legislation introduced in 1999 and axed in July this year … 

I have a little quiz for members. Has the British legislation been axed? No, it has not. That statement is 
absolutely and utterly incorrect, but it was intended to plant a seed —  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I heard the member for Swan Hills describe the statement by the shadow Attorney General as 
a little lie. That is unparliamentary. I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, to ask him to withdraw.  

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Further to that point of order, I do not think the Attorney General mentioned who made 
the statement.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Take a seat, member for South Perth. I did not hear the member 
for Swan Hills say that what the Leader of the Opposition said he said; however, if he did say that, I ask him to 
withdraw. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Bassendean knows better than to refer to members of the house by 
anything other than his or her electorate.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: I do not want to make a fuss; therefore, I retract.  
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Debate Resumed 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Again, on 6PR, the member for Mindarie said that the UK axed the legislation following a 
review. That is wrong. There is a review on foot. Most certainly there has been some criticism of the anti-social 
behaviour order system or the ASBO system. What is interesting about what this government is proposing is that 
it is not the ASBO system. Some acronyms and summary words used in the United Kingdom are inelegant. It has 
an ASBO system and it has a CRASBO system, which are criminally-related anti-social behaviour orders. 
Interestingly, when we look at the variety of views about the efficacy of the British system, on balance there is a 
greater level of support for the system that is based on criminal convictions; that support occurs here. I asked the 
member for Fremantle whether she would be surprised if there was judicial support. I refer to a good article that 
was written by a retired District judge who sat in the Magistrates Court in Yorkshire. I am happy to table the 
article. It goes into some criticism of the ASBO system, much of it mirroring what we have heard from many 
speakers. Interestingly, though, it ends this way —  

The one truly positive addition to the sentencer’s armoury was an amendment which became known as 
a Crasbo. This was an Asbo made as part of the sentence for a crime. It was easier, quicker and cheaper 
to obtain, relying mainly on the present offence and previous convictions.  

It worked or failed to work in the same way as the civil Asbo, but seemed to carry almost the same 
weight as a suspended sentence might.  

But, just like a suspended sentence, it is a threat which the courts must be prepared to carry through. 
There has to be the will and the resources to enforce the order. Persistent offenders, who commit no 
major single offence, but who over a period imprison their neighbours in their own homes, have to have 
it spelled out that they risk a custodial sentence for the next offence, no matter how minor. 

That crisply summarises what it is that we have sought to do, who it is we are seeking to target and how it is 
different from what exists. It also reinforces that the ongoing statements made by the member for Mindarie about 
the UK legislation having been axed are wrong and that parts of that system are working well. When one looks at 
the speeches of the UK’s Home Secretary, it is difficult to determine what she will do. Certainly she has been 
critical of ASBOs. She talks about the need to move beyond them and replace them with something simpler or 
more direct. It may even be that that is something more punitive in certain circumstances than the system that 
exists at the moment. The member for Mindarie said  

83 percent of the population were in favour of it. Now only 32 percent of the population in the United 
Kingdom thought it was doing any good,  

Mr J.R. Quigley: Thirty-eight.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: This is a direct radio quote. Perhaps the member meant to say 38. It continues —  

and the overwhelming majority of the people in the United Kingdom thought the system had failed.  

I have searched long and hard to find the source of that statement. The closest I came to finding a source—I may 
stand corrected—is an Ipsos MORI poll that was conducted in 2005. It found that 82 per cent of people 
supported the ASBO system and that 39 per cent thought it was effective in preventing antisocial behaviour. 
Whether we say that only 39 per cent thought it was effective is, in any poll that asks whether or not a 
government policy is effective, is not a bad strike rate. Interestingly the 2005 Ipsos MORI poll noted that that 
result was similar to ratings given in previous surveys for courts and social services as well as prisons when 
people were asked whether it was effective. Certainly what we have done is cherry picked and adapted—more 
conservatively so that we are targeting a smaller group of people—precisely the thing in the United Kingdom 
that has proved to be of efficacy on an ongoing basis.  

The member for Mindarie put forward the notion that these laws are extreme and unparalleled. I think that is the 
wording he used. He described it as uncharted territory and said that not even Britain was prepared to run a 
government internet site. Again, that is just not true. The fact is that publication in the United Kingdom is 
broader based than it is here because of the fact that the limits were never specifically spelt out in the relevant 
legislation. A well-known case describes the basics of publication and when matters can and cannot be 
published. The fact is that unquestionably there are publications on websites in the United Kingdom.  

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: If the member for Rockingham wants to have a conversation with the Leader of the 
House, I ask him to take it outside the chamber.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member for Rockingham cannot seriously expect that I will not take fewer than 
45 minutes to respond when I have been personally slandered by the member for Mindarie for more than an 
hour.  
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Mr M. McGowan: You shouldn’t tell mistruths to me.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I have not spoken a breath to you about the substance or length of my speech.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: That is the level of honesty on their side of the house. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: In Stanley and Brent it was held that a proper function of the anti-social behaviour orders 
was that they be published, and that was essential. I am happy to table these. This system has been running in the 
United Kingdom for almost 10 years with extensive internet publication of adults and juveniles during the term 
of a prohibited behaviour order, as would be the case here. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Are you seeking to table those papers, Attorney General? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will table them when I return and finish. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

FAMILY HOUSEHOLD COST INCREASES 

Motion 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for its continued savage increases to family bills in 
Western Australia. 

I can understand that the government is becoming increasingly aggravated by the opposition’s continually 
raising the question of household bills, but there is a very good reason for our continually raising the question of 
household bills. That reason is that people outside this place in our community continually raise the issue with 
us. It is our job to come into this Parliament and to represent their needs and to represent their issues, so that 
decision makers have an understanding of the pain that they are inflicting. It is important that decision makers 
within government carefully consider financial and economic and managerial matters. These issues are 
significant for the long-term sustainability of services. But it is not good enough for someone to treat 
government as though that person were a managing director. It is not good enough for someone to treat 
government as though that person were in his previous role as an executive at Woodside and not the chief of 
staff of the Premier. It is not good enough for someone to treat government as though that person were an 
executive at Woodside and not in his role as an adviser to the Premier. It is not good enough for the Premier to 
act as though he were some sort of manager in the private sector when it comes to the question of household 
bills. Of course, we must use our mind when in government but it is also important to use our heart. It is also 
important to take account of what the experiences are for ordinary people in our community. 

Western Australians right across this state are saying to us that these increases in family bills proposed by this 
government are really hurting them. Frightened pensioners, in the middle of a cold snap, are not turning on their 
heaters because they are worried about the size of the electricity bill that will come. Pensioners are not using hot 
water in showers because they are worried about the size of the gas bill that they will experience. A lot of people 
will not be in that dire position, but even families with what are considered to be average or good incomes in our 
community are feeling the pinch of these savage increases in family bills. If members go to any community 
event in their electorate, such as I did to a football match between Belmont and Carlisle, they will meet people. I 
met a woman at that football match who complained to me about a $600 electricity bill. She asked, “What about 
these politicians getting paid for having a house in the country and a house in the city, while I have got a $600 
electricity bill?” That is what she said to me. I just recount to members exactly the nature of the conversation. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What did you say to her? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I said to her that the government should be protecting families from these massive bills. That 
is what I said to her. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What about the issue, though? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I certainly did not go into bat for you, my friend! I did go into bat for ordinary Western 
Australian families experiencing savage increases in their bills because the government does not have the heart 
to care about their circumstances, because the government does not put care of family living standards high 
enough up its list of priorities. It really comes down to a question of the emphasis that government gives to this 
issue. I have been the Treasurer in a Labor government, and I understand personally the necessity for strong 
economic and financial management. One of the constraints that Labor put on me as Treasurer was the constraint 
that I could not approve increases in the basket of household fees and charges beyond the inflation rate. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Which inflation rate? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The reference inflation rate. 
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Mr T.R. Buswell: You changed it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: This government does not care about which inflation rate. It breaks all inflation rates with its 
fees and charges, so the member should not talk to me about which inflation rate. The government does not care 
about any inflation rate when it comes to its decision making on this issue. One of the constraints that were put 
on me was that I could not as Treasurer approve an increase in the basket of household fees and charges beyond 
the reference inflation rate. That was sometimes very difficult, but it was a planning assumption for the budget. 
We went into the budget process with a whole lot of things we had to meet, and that was one of the things that 
had to be met. When we have that sort of approach, it starts to influence our decision making on all the other 
variables. The government, it appears, goes into the budget considerations with a different process. For the 
government, it is a default outcome after it has done everything else, by which I mean that for the government 
what happens to household fees and charges is the outcome of all its other decisions rather than being something 
that it starts with as an assumption and rather than there being an assumption that the government will first of all 
look after Western Australian families. 

There is a real difference between the coalition and Labor governments on this issue. I know about that because 
we campaigned on this issue between 1996 and 2001 when Richard Court’s government was in power. It was the 
campaigning of the state Parliamentary Labor Party during that period of opposition that forced Richard Court to 
include in his budget papers a household model and an analysis of the impact of his increases in fees and 
charges. We campaigned on this issue during that period of opposition. We forced the government to have 
Treasury analyse the impact of increases in household fees and charges. We went into government with a 
commitment that we were not going to increase fees for the basket of household charges beyond the reference 
inflation rate. In every budget for eight budgets we honoured that commitment. It was not easy, because there 
were big pressures on costs in the middle of an economic boom, but my colleague the member for Balcatta, who 
was a member of the Expenditure Review Committee for that period, will remember how hard we had to work 
on these issues to make sure that we looked after Western Australian families. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: You did, Leader, and you achieved your goal of protecting people in Western Australia. 

Mr J.M. Francis: You took the soft option. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We did achieve that goal of protecting Western Australian families. For the benefit of the 
member for Jandakot, it was not a soft option; it was in fact a hard option for a good purpose, which was the 
protection of the living standards of ordinary Western Australians. If he calls it a soft option to look after 
Western Australian families, he is already, despite his marginal seat, losing touch with the Western Australian 
community. The member for Victoria Park, the shadow Treasurer, might look at some of these figures. If the 
member for Jandakot refers back to our record during that period of government, he will see that in real terms the 
impact of household fees and charges levied by the government fell after a period during Richard Court’s 
government when in real terms they rose. After we adjust for inflation, we see that charges were up in real terms 
under Richard Court, charges were down in real terms under Geoff Gallop and Alan Carpenter, and charges were 
up again, but this time savagely, under the current Liberal Premier. That is the record. We can go back now for 
15 years and see the difference in approach between Labor and coalition governments in this state. 

Let us have a quick look at some of the increases just so that members opposite can start to reflect on what they 
have been doing for two years in government. 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is it boring, member for Vasse? I think we should tell the people in the community about 
who in this Parliament thinks it is boring when we talk about the impact of household fees and charges on 
ordinary families. We will tell them. It will add to the standing of the government if we tell them that the 
member for Vasse in particular thinks it is boring when we have a discussion about household fees and charges. 
Let us look at those household fees and charges. The Liberal Party has been in power now for two years. It has to 
take responsibility for what it is doing. The time has passed when members opposite could say that that 
responsibility was with the Labor government. They have been in power for two years and now they have to take 
responsibility. 

Electricity charges are up by 45.6 per cent, water charges are up by 29.49 per cent, drainage charges are up by 
43 per cent, and the emergency services levy is up by 25 per cent. These types of increases really do hurt. The 
government has a set of policies that complement in a negative way what it has been doing on household fees 
and charges. The two negative complementary policies that I refer to are, firstly, the withdrawal of family 
support. Families used to get money from the government to help them cope with the particular expenses that 
they experience as a result of their stage of family life. It is expensive to have children at school in years 11 and 
12. Anyone who has children of that age knows just how much the family cost of living can grow. The fridge 
never seems to be full enough to deal with the appetites of young people of that age. We paid the It Pays to 
Learn allowance. It was not a huge amount; it was $200 a year for every child in years 11 and 12 and $400 for 
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those at TAFE. That was not a huge amount of money, but it was some level of support from the state 
government and some recognition of the additional expense of having young adults at that stage of family life. 
That allowance has been withdrawn by this government. At the same time, the government has also withdrawn a 
subsidy that used to apply for school fees in government high schools. The $100-a-year subsidy—we named it 
100 good reasons to learn—has been withdrawn. The government should be explaining the impact of the policy 
to withdraw that subsidy. Has it meant a reduction in school budgets and therefore a lessening of schools’ 
capacity to offer special education services, or have schools found ways to pass that cost on to families so that 
families have to pay more and consequently affecting their living standards? 

The second set of negative complementary policies has been the government’s approach to wages in the public 
sector. The approach to wages in the public sector seems to be quite different for people whose name is Pontifex 
or Wedgwood from that for education assistants, school cleaners or gardeners. The Premier has been very 
indulgent with his own office by paying people more than $340 000 a year in a salary package or more than 
$1 500 a day in another case. He has been very indulgent with his own office while he has been very, very hard 
on the people of Western Australia. He has been particularly hard on some of the lowest paid workers in our 
community. Cleaners, gardeners and education assistants were offered a miserable wage offer of 2.5 per cent a 
year. 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Vasse should take responsibility; he could have done better by those 
workers. He drove them to the commission, hired an expensive lawyer and contained their wage increase to 
around 2.5 per cent a year. That was a miserable outcome for those people that will not go anywhere near 
meeting the additional electricity and other charges that they will incur. That policy of low wage outcomes for 
low-paid workers in the public sector is adding to the pain that ordinary Western Australians feel as a result of 
the government’s savage increases in family bills. 

I turn now to the government’s response. The first thing I note about the government’s response is that the 
Premier personally seems incapable of emotionally grasping the difficulties that he is imposing on Western 
Australian families. He does not seem to have the capacity for the care and compassion that is required. It is 
about the question of heart and mind that I began my speech with. He is not demonstrating the heart that is 
required in the position of Premier. His response at question time today was to talk about a $1 billion debt. It was 
almost as though he was John Howard in the middle of the 1990s, talking about an alleged poor inheritance. This 
government inherited the lowest level of debt ever in the state’s history. The previous Labor government 
invested $30 billion in infrastructure while cutting debt by about $900 million. The government had an excellent 
financial inheritance. There was no reason for the government to say, “We have inherited a mess from Labor. 
We need to do these horrible things because of what Labor left us.” There was no justification for that 
whatsoever. It was the lowest level of debt on record in the state; there was a huge surplus. That is what the 
Liberal Party inherited when it came to government. Not only did the government have that inheritance, but also, 
as I said at question time, $780 million was set aside. That was not notional money or airy-fairy money; it was 
money that had been planned for and set aside to ease the transition as electricity prices had to start increasing 
for the first time since 1997–98. What the government did with that $780 million is something that it still has not 
explained. Was it the case that that $780 million had to be taken away from Western Australian families and put 
into the coffers of the National Party for the royalties for regions scheme? Was it the case that half that 
$780 million went to fund the pet project of Oakajee that the Premier had in mind? That project was going to be 
funded by the private sector but the Premier thought, “No, no, no. I have to have my fingerprints on this. I have 
to have a plaque. It has to be government owned. I have to put taxpayers’ money in. Here’s $780 million. Don’t 
worry about the fact that it was set aside for WA families. I’ll take this and put it into Oakajee. Then I can get the 
plaque and then I can be the Liberal successor to Sir Charles Court. I can be the great developer, using the 
money that should have been used to protect WA families.” Perhaps that is what happened. The Premier talked 
about — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Order, members! Please stop having conversations across the 
chamber. I have given the call to the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Premier talked about an alleged crisis in the electricity industry. His own actions show 
that he does not think that there is a crisis that needs rectification. If he genuinely thought there was a crisis in 
the electricity utilities, why did he put up the dividend payout ratio? Why would he take more of the electricity 
utilities’ earnings into ordinary state revenue? The fact that the government has done that shows that the 
government does not believe its own rhetoric on the question of electricity utilities. The government is charging 
Western Australian families more and taking $400 million extra over four years out of electricity utilities into 
general government revenue. That money has been taken out of family pockets; in one door, then out the back 
door into government revenues. That is what the Barnett government is doing. That tells me that even the 
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government does not believe that there is some sort of crisis that has to be fixed at the expense of Western 
Australian families. 

When people pay these high prices for their utility bills, they expect something back. They do not like the high 
prices and they wish that the government had shown more care and compassion, but they may at least think to 
themselves that they are getting something back. However, they are not. The government is underselling and 
neglecting the electricity network. If all the money that is being collected were to be put into the electricity 
network and we got a better, safer and more reliable service into the future as a result, some people—not all—
might say, “At least we’re getting that”. But that is not happening. The government has decided to cut 
investment in the network from the required level by $650 million over three years. 

There is a mechanism in place now that makes the process much more open and transparent than it used to be 
when the Premier was the Minister for Energy, so he cannot get away with what he got away with in the 1990s. 
He underinvested in the network in the 1990s, and the Labor Party had to rectify that during our period in 
government. Now he is at it again, but this time there is more transparency in the system as a result of the 
electricity reform process, and we now have access to an independent assessment of the required level of 
investment. We know that there is a $650 million gap between the assessment by the Economic Regulation 
Authority of efficient investment in the network and the amount this government is actually prepared to invest in 
the network over a three-year period.  

There will be consequences for that lack of investment. There will not necessarily be immediate consequences, 
but, bit by bit, the electricity network will be degraded as a result of this lack of investment. There will be more 
blackouts, more poles falling over, more pole-top fires and more bushfires as a result of this government’s 
neglect. The appalling thing is that, due to the lead times in the electricity industry, it may not be this Premier 
who will have to answer for the state of the network; it may well be that it is the next Labor government that will 
once again have to deal with the consequences of this Premier’s lack of investment in the electricity network. He 
is repeating his trick of the 1990s, and eventually it will catch up with government as an institution. Someone 
will have to answer for it; someone will have to make the investment. In the short term, however, it is possible 
for an irresponsible Minister for Energy, an irresponsible Treasurer and an irresponsible Premier to get away 
with cutting investment in the electricity network. 

During question time we talked about the impact on local government. People are now getting their local 
government rates bills and they are seeing very significant increases. The rates bills arrive at the same time as the 
water, electricity and gas bills. Families are therefore looking at these four huge bills and asking themselves how 
they can afford to pay them. It is a double whammy for many families—firstly, the amount the state government 
charges or allows other people to charge; and secondly, the amount local governments charge as a result, in part, 
of the impact of government fees and charges on them. All these increases have an effect on local government 
rates. 

In each of the Barnett government’s two budgets so far, there has been a special additional poison for local 
government and ratepayers. In the first budget there was an increase in the waste levy to fund the budget of the 
Department of Environment and Conservation. In this budget there has been a huge increase in the emergency 
services levy. This is a double passing of the buck—financially, to Western Australian families, and politically, 
to local government. It is bad news for both ratepayers and for local government councillors, who have to wear 
the political pain of their own rates increases and the fact that domestic rates bills now include the waste levy 
and a sharp increase in the emergency services levy. 

I will conclude with a few remarks on the way in which the Liberal Party behaved in opposition. The Liberal 
Party in opposition campaigned week after week on tax. It was aided by a number of peak business organisations 
that also joined the campaign on tax. The Liberal Party was trying to convince ordinary people that it was 
campaigning on their behalf and that the tax increases that they were complaining about were tax increases that 
would affect ordinary people. Through that campaign the Liberal Party led the people of Western Australia to 
believe that there would be lower taxes and charges if a Liberal government were in place. It never mentioned 
family bills, however, because if it had, its record would have been analysed and it would have been shown to be 
wanting. It is very interesting to compare the Liberal Party’s election campaign with what it has actually done in 
government. It has not only dudded families with increases in family bills, but also completely dudded the 
business organisations that it conned into joining the campaign on tax when the Labor Party was in government. 

This government has made decisions that will cost small and medium businesses $500 million over the next four 
years. Given everything that the Premier and his colleagues said when they were in opposition, who would have 
thought that they would be slugging business with an extra $500 million in tax? The Liberal Party actually 
abandoned the tax concessions that were put into the financial plan by the Labor Party. Members should think 
about the lack of integrity of people who would do that—namely, campaign for tax cuts, then when in 
government, abandon the tax cuts that the Labor Party had put into the financial plan. What sort of integrity is 
that? 
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The government has dudded business on tax and it has dudded individual Western Australians on family bills. It 
has not governed with heart; it says it is governing with mind, but that is a subject that would require another 
speech and another analysis. It has not governed with heart, it has not governed with care and it has not governed 
with compassion, and it will see Western Australian families respond in kind when they get the chance to judge 
the performance of the Barnett government.  

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse) [4.30 pm]: In making a contribution to this debate, I want to deal first with some 
of the issues that were raised by the Leader of the Opposition. I want to then look at the composition of the 
increase in household fees and charges this year, and examine in some detail, as I am sure other speakers will do, 
the significant component of that increase that is related to electricity fees and charges. 

The Leader of the Opposition touched on taxation reform in Western Australia. It is ironic that he would do so at 
a time when tens of thousands of small businesses in Western Australia are receiving a full or partial rebate on 
their payroll tax. That money is being refunded to them as we speak. Those cheques are not in the mail; I suspect 
they are already in their bank accounts.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What about the concessions that you abolished? There was $100 million given and $500 
million taken! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will give the Leader of the Opposition a tip. How about we find one of those small 
businesses in the electorate of Belmont, and we have a chat with the owner of that business? How about we find 
a person who is paying $1.6 million in payroll tax, and who has just received a cheque from the state government 
for $47 500? How about we say to that person, “Do you appreciate the cheque that you have just received for 
$47 500?” I do not know. Maybe I am losing touch with the small business sector. But I suspect small businesses 
would be pretty pleased with that cheque. I think they would say, “We have been asking for payroll tax relief 
forever, and for eight years under the former government, with multibillion-dollar surpluses, we got nothing. 
Thank you for this cheque for $47 500.” Maybe I am wrong, but I suspect that is what they would say.  

I want to look now at the issue of local government. There is one thing that the Leader of the Opposition has 
ignored. The impact of electricity prices, and of waste charges and levies, even with fluctuations for usage 
differences between local governments, is fairly consistent across all local governments. The Shire of Busselton 
would have had a similar proportionate impact on its electricity bill as would the City of Stirling and as would 
the City of Rockingham. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Absolute rubbish! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: If the power bill goes up in the Shire of Busselton, I reckon it would go up in the City of 
Stirling. I do not know, member for Cannington. Maybe the member for Cannington is going out on his bike and 
generating his own power out there in Cannington! Maybe he is using the hot air that he puts out to get some 
biomass plant off the ground out there in Cannington! Maybe he is reflecting some of his forehead onto some 
solar energy plant out there in Cannington! I do not know, but that is what I think. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Order, members! Member for Cannington, I call you to order.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: If we accept that—I think that is a relatively accurate assumption—how can we explain 
how the Shire of Busselton had a rate increase that was at, or near, the rate of increase in the consumer price 
index—I cannot remember the exact amount—but the City of Stirling had a rate increase of seven per cent or 
eight per cent? There are similar discrepancies in local governments across Western Australia. One member 
opposite—I think it was the member for Warnbro—raised an interesting question about the City of Stirling. It is 
interesting to look at what has happened in the City of Stirling. To give one example, in 2007, the wages bill in 
the City of Stirling—Madam Acting Speaker, your electorate is part of that—was $46 million. This year, it is 
$72.4 million. One of the main reasons that ratepayers are facing significant increases in local government rates 
is the increase in the number of people working in local government and the increase in the amount of money 
they are being paid. That may or may not be a good thing. I will leave that up to individual communities to 
determine. But it is a fact that the increase in the wages bill, driven by increased staff numbers and increased 
salaries, is a major cost impost on local communities right around Western Australia. The Leader of the 
Opposition’s argument about local government is therefore fundamentally flawed, because not all local 
governments are putting up their rates to such high levels; and, even for those that are, when we dig into it, we 
see that wages growth is a big part of that. 

The Leader of the Opposition touched also on the issue of how much we offered in the recent wage negotiation 
to various members of the miscellaneous workers union. As the Leader of the Opposition knows, that matter 
went to arbitration. The independent umpire made a determination. That determination was, we would have to 
say, closer to what the government had offered than what the union had asked for. I suggest that that is perhaps a 
reflection of the failure of the miscellaneous workers union, once again, to represent its workers. If the union had 
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spent some money on providing a decent case to the commission, it might have achieved a better outcome. But 
what did the people in that union do? They drove trailers around the southern suburbs — 

Mr J.M. Francis: They parked them outside my house! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. They parked them outside the member for Jandakot’s house. They engaged in all 
sorts of whacky campaigning. But they did not deliver a result, yet again!  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for Jandakot and member for Cockburn, please stop your 
conversations across the chamber. I have given the call to the member for Vasse. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I now want to turn to fees and charges. If we look at the representative household model 
that is contained in this year’s budget papers, we will see that there has been a $367 increase per annum in the 
household model. I am pretty sure that is right. If we break that down into its components, we see that $194 of 
that increase can be accounted for by the increase in electricity prices. So, in other words, the increase in 
electricity prices comprised almost 53 per cent of that increase in the household model. That is indeed 
unfortunate, but it is inevitable. It is very difficult for the government to walk away from our responsibility to fix 
the mess in electricity. If we take electricity prices out, the increase in the household model for fees and charges 
is 4.2 per cent. So, the nub of the issue here is not the movement towards cost reflectivity in water. It is not a 
range of other changes, including the emergency services levy. The issue is electricity. 

Indeed, while I am on the point of electricity, we need to spend a bit of time examining why we have had to do 
what we have had to do with electricity. A number of the members of this house were not members of this house 
when electricity reform was debated in this place originally and, indeed, subsequently. That legislation took a 
long time to get through, as I recall. It was the centrepiece of the reform of the former government. But one thing 
that did happen was that, as the former government moved through this process, it commissioned some research 
on the financial impact of the proposed market reforms. As I understand it, that research was commissioned from 
Deloitte. That report from Deloitte said to the then government, as it contemplated making changes to the then 
Western Power, that there was a very strong probability that there would be a reduction in the profitability of the 
disaggregated entities of between $318 million and $401 million over a 10-year period. The report said that there 
was also a very strong probability that that would reduce the enterprise value of those entities by between 
$415 million and $500 million—that is, it would decrease the value of that taxpayer asset—and that it would 
reduce the profits paid to government. It said also that that would raise significant concerns about the long-term 
viability of those entities.  

That report was presented to the former government. When we look at a report like that, we might think, “There 
is a bit of a red light here. There are some issues here that we might need to deal with.” But what did the former 
ministers in that government say about that information that was available to them? I will give members a couple 
of quotes from the member for Belmont, who was then serving as Treasurer. He also served, as I understand it, 
as energy minister during some of this period. He said things like, while he had that report, “These reforms will 
deliver substantial and sustainable benefits to Western Australian consumers and the economy through greater 
competition and lower electricity prices.” He said on 25 November 2003, “In other words, compared with what 
would happen if we were to stay with the status quo, electricity prices will fall by 8.5 per cent by 2010”. The 
member for Belmont is on the record as saying, despite being advised differently, that electricity prices would 
fall under the government’s reform agenda. We now know that that was a complete and absolute disaster. I am 
not going to go through all the detail to the nth degree; suffice to say that what we had anticipated from the 
disaggregated Western Power never eventuated, and we have had to deal with that issue. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Will you place on record what the Liberal Party did at that time? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. We supported it. We were not privy to the Deloitte report. The member for Belmont 
knew about that. But he did not share that with the opposition. He did not share with the opposition the fact that 
concerns had been raised by Deloitte. We could not have anticipated the incompetence — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was the subject of public debate! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That was significantly after—ex post—the event. We could not have anticipated the 
incompetence of some of the subsequent—not the member for Belmont, of course—Ministers for Energy, 
including the member for Cockburn. We could not have anticipated the way in which that reform unravelled, and 
the huge bill that it left for Western Australian taxpayers.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I think the competence of the member for Cockburn is causing the government some 
considerable suffering at the moment! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I remember sitting on that side of the house when the member for Cockburn came back 
from Varanus Island, my friend! It was an absolute embarrassment! 
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Mr F.M. Logan: Do you think I blew it up myself! Don’t be such an idiot! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No! I remember it vividly! The then minister came back, and I said, “What is the problem 
at Varanus?”, and he said, “There has been an explosion”, and I said, “What are you going to do about it?”, and 
he said, “There is a big hole. I am a fitter and turner, and I will go and get my welding kit. I will get on the tools 
and patch up the pipe”! 

Mr F.M. Logan: And what have you done since? Nothing!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We have done a lot. 

Mr F.M. Logan: In relation to what? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Security of energy supply.  

Mr F.M. Logan: You have done absolutely nothing!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Is that right? 

Mr F.M. Logan: You are all mouth! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Vasse—to the matter before the house. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker, for that protection. When the Macedon gas flows 
down and increases the sources of gas for the pipeline — 

Mr F.M. Logan: He did that—the member for Vasse did that. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We changed the regulation. Anyhow, I think it is all history, but let me just touch on a 
couple of things that happened while the member for Cockburn was in charge. After the creation of four 
corporate entities, board sitting fees went up from $400 000 to $1.1 million a year. Executive salaries went up 
from $1.9 million to $10.5 million. The number of full-time equivalents went up from 2 915 to 4 041—an 
increase of 1 122 FTEs to do exactly the same thing. The reforms went off track. They started to lose money 
hand over fist. In 2007–08 how much did Verve lose? It lost $150 million. In 2008–09 how much did it lose? It 
lost $183 million. The Liberal government left the Labor government a $2.1 billion asset and it ran it into the 
ground, ruined it and sent it broke. Who has had to pick up the bill for that? The taxpayers and the people of 
Western Australia. One of the reasons energy prices have risen is that there is a bill that we have had to meet. 
Ultimately, this government has had to make decisions to fix up Labor’s mistakes—mistakes that required a 
massive bailout of Verve. I remember asking the then Premier, Alan Carpenter, how much the bailout would be. 
In one of his usual colourful answers he said, “At least $1 billion and heading north.” 

I would just like to raise a couple of other points. A lot has been said about the — 

Mr P. Papalia: As bad as the rest of them are, I don’t think they will bring him back. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Well, I do not think the member will be challenging for leader in a few weeks’ time.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Nor will you. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I know a bit about that. I do not think that the member for Cannington will be challenging 
for leader though. I have had a look at the field.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: And nor will you, for the rest of your career. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member for Cannington has no chance! However, his friend Joe Bullock will have a 
say in it! I feel a bit sorry for the Leader of the Opposition; he is a bit like the old political piñata swinging in the 
breeze. Once the Armadale by-election is out of the way, Dave Kelly and Joe Bullock will hoist him up on the 
old Hills hoist and all of the Opposition will have a bash at him! The member for Cannington will not do it! Who 
will fall out of that political piñata as the next leader? Will it be the member for Victoria Park? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, all interjections are disorderly in this house. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Will it be the member for Victoria Park? Everyone likes him—he is a good fellow—but 
some say he does not have the appetite for hard work! Will it be the member for Rockingham? He has an 
incredible appetite for hard work, perfectly built for opposition; he is a good shadow minister, but no-one likes 
him! Will it be the member for Kwinana? No! Will it be the great new arrival, the member for Willagee? He was 
the great hope until he opened his mouth when he first came into this place! Or will it be the member for 
Midland?  

Mr J.M. Francis: The member for Mindarie?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No! Will it be the last contender in the field, the member for Midland? I think she is 
factionally challenged. That is right, member for Girrawheen, she joined the new right. The new right was okay 
when it was in with the left. The new right is now out with the left, the right is with the left and the new right is 
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left right out! That is going to be her problem. She is left right out. But someone will fall out of that political 
piñata. And the person who determines who that will be, fortunately, is not in this place. It is the member for 
Cannington’s mate Joe Bullock, and it is the member for Nollamara’s mate Dave Kelly—and in their hands we 
trust! 

Energy glide path —  

Mr W.J. Johnston: What were you doing in car parks? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have done a lot of things in car parks. If the member for Cannington would like a few 
lessons—I know he has had a fairly quiet life in the eastern suburbs—he can come and see me after.  

Energy glide path: a lot is said about what the government has put in place in terms of how much the price of 
electricity has had to go up. It has been high. The former government claimed that it would only ever put the 
price of energy up by 10 per cent per annum, for the non-contestable sector. In the 2008 budget—I will just 
touch on this—this is what it says — 

In response to the ERMR Draft Recommendations Paper, the Government has announced a transition to 
cost reflective tariffs from 2009–10 for non-contestable customers, which includes households and 
small businesses. This involves a 10% increase in 2009–10, with further annual increases to be phased 
in over a 6 to 8-year period. 

Now this is the important bit — 

Annual increases in these tariffs beyond 2009–10 are not expected to be less than 10%. 

What does “not expected to be less than 10 per cent” mean? It does not mean that they will be 10 per cent. I was 
interested when I read that, and in a previous life I asked Treasury what its figures were. I was told: 2009–10, 10 
per cent; 2011–12, 10 per cent. I asked these great protectors of Western Australian families about 2010–11. By 
how much did they want to put up electricity in 2010–11? The answer was 24.1 per cent. It was never reported in 
a budget paper that the Labor government had a secret plan to put up electricity prices by 24.1 per cent.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I got it out. I am happy to let members have a look. It is a Department of Treasury and 
Finance briefing note. I am happy to share it. The secret plan was to put up the price of energy for households in 
Western Australia by 24.1 per cent. That was the form of the Labor government—never mention it in the budget. 
It never had the courage to go out and tell the people of Western Australia that it was going to slug them 24.1 per 
cent the following year. It just kept it secret. That is what members opposite were going to do. Why? Because 
they knew that they had to move the price of energy towards cost reflectivity or taxpayers, through the 
community service obligation, would be paying an enormous amount. There is one thing we have to understand: 
either the consumers pay or taxpayers pay via the CSO subsidy. That is a fair assumption. I suppose the question 
is: if we had stayed at or near the 10 per cent glide path, how much would taxpayers have to pay? How much 
would taxpayers have to pay by 2019–20? The answer is $8 billion. The Labor government would have handed 
the taxpayers of Western Australia, on its plans, even with its secret, hidden 24 per cent, an $8 billion liability.  

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is the accumulative sum of the CSOs, member for Belmont, on the Labor 
government’s glide path, based on information provided by the former Minister for Energy and his department—
$8 billion. Now what could taxpayers do with $8 billion? 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Maybe four Fiona Stanley Hospitals. If members accept that a high school might cost 
$50 million, 160 high schools; significant reductions in state debt. And, yes, people have been asked to pay 
more, but we will not be creating this massive accumulative $8 billion liability for the taxpayers of Western 
Australia; that is an important point. Is there an issue for households? Of course there is. That is why the 
hardship utility grant scheme has been increased by $19 million. That is why the standard HUGS payment has 
increased from $380 to $450 south of the twenty-sixth parallel, and from $633 to $750 north of the twenty-sixth 
parallel. That is why the government has provided cost-of-living rebates for seniors. That is why the government 
has provided free transport for seniors; country fuel cards in my electorate; and positive initiatives to help people 
overcome the real impact of these increases in fees and charges. For the opposition to say that we make decisions 
without any reflection on the impact on households in this state, in particular pensioners, is quite simply not 
reflective of the actions that this government has taken. We had to fix a $1 billion-plus black hole that the Labor 
government’s mismanagement had created in the disaggregated Western Power entities. We refused to create an 
$8 billion liability for the people of Western Australia, and whilst we acknowledge the impact of increased 
electricity prices on households, we have done a lot—an enormous amount—to help soften the necessary blows. 
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MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [4.50 pm]: I always enjoy the contributions from the member for Vasse 
these days. He is much more entertaining now that he sits high on the back bench, credibility intact and having a 
lot of fun at the expense of the seniors and families of Western Australia. He talked about a secret 24 per cent 
rise in electricity prices under the Labor Party. It was so secret that it was not in the budget papers! I will tell 
members what is in the budget papers—a 23 per cent rise in electricity charges next year certainly is in the 
budget papers. The disgraced member for Vasse scampers out of the chamber and bolts away before we can deal 
with some of his record. That is what is in the budget papers. The Premier is already backing away at a rate of 
knots from the 23 per cent electricity increase next financial year. 

The member for Vasse made a point and reflected on a few members on this side of the chamber, including me, 
saying that perhaps some members do not work that hard. I must say that the member for Vasse is right on one 
point: while I sit over on this side of the chamber, perhaps I am not as active as the member for Vasse once was 
in the sort of extracurricular activities that he got up to. Perhaps I like to spend my time being focused on the 
issues of the day, such as the finances of the state. 

Mr J.M. Francis interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: For a man who has missed 20 per cent of his Public Accounts Committee meetings, the 
member for Jandakot should not be sitting there throwing gunk around the place. He has not attended 20 per cent 
of the Public Accounts Committee’s meetings. The question I have for the member for Jandakot is whether he 
should pay back 20 per cent of his allowance. Perhaps he should. That is something I am just throwing out there 
by way of speculation. If the member does not turn up to the parliamentary committee’s obligations but draws 
the extra pay for sitting on the Public Accounts Committee, perhaps the people of Western Australia can expect a 
return. However, I digress. 

The member for Vasse also made the point, when he got stuck into the City of Stirling, that the major cost 
impost at the City of Stirling was the increase in salaries. That is not a bad assessment. Perhaps the City of 
Stirling has increased its salaries. Let us look at what has happened to the state budget between 2009–10 and 
2010–11. There has been a 15 per cent increase in salaries expenditure; that is more than $1 billion, and assumes 
that the government will keep expenses growth to 3.9 per cent in 2010–11. The member for Vasse, during his 
short but entertaining career as a Treasurer of Western Australia, delivered 13.5 per cent expense growth in 
2008–09 and the estimated actual for 2009–10 is 12.5 per cent. That is a major impost on the people of Western 
Australia. The City of Stirling need not fear the member for Vasse and the lessons he has to teach Western 
Australians about financial management. The member for Vasse is good at entering into contracts with lawyers 
and consultants, provided it is done by email, that no figures are given and that he does not have to deliver any 
outcomes. The member for Vasse has delivered nothing but disgrace during his time as Treasurer of this state, 
and he has no capacity to come in here and have a crack at members on this side of the house. This is a serious 
motion focusing on the increase in fees and charges and their impact. Colin Barnett is the Premier of Western 
Australia and the Treasurer now that he has had to pick up the cudgels that were dropped in quite entertaining 
fashion by the member for Vasse. The member for Vasse still cannot deliver a speech or contribute to the debate 
with any maturity at all. When it comes to the prohibited behaviour orders legislation, although I will be voting 
against it, I could perhaps be persuaded to vote for it because of one person in Western Australia—the member 
for Vasse, who may find himself prohibited from the parliamentary precinct! 

Questions on notice occasionally deliver an answer from this government, but only occasionally. We put them in 
but do not normally get much back. However, in an interesting response to a question on notice from me to the 
Premier and Treasurer, I asked for the nominal and real expenditure growth in household expenditure and fees 
and charges between 1992–93 to 2010–11. I have a graph. What has happened over the past two years since 
Colin Barnett became Premier certainly has not happened since I have been able to vote. I will hold up the graph 
so that members opposite can see. I have even done it in red so that the member for Swan Hills, who is right at 
the back, can see it. The members for Swan Hills, Ocean Reef, South Perth and Kingsley can see these real 
figures. Under the Court government there was a $292 increase in fees and charges; that is, the basket of 
household goods. Under the Gallop–Carpenter government there was a $510 decrease—a real $510 decrease. 
Already under Colin Barnett as the Premier of Western Australia, and under the interesting but brief career of the 
member for Vasse as Treasurer, we have had a $546 increase in that figure. That is why the member for Swan 
Hills is seeing—look; focus—that red arrow go up dramatically. They are the government’s figures. I dare say 
that the government is shooting at the low end. The fact of the matter is that Colin Barnett, the Liberal Party and 
the Nationals—there are no Nationals in here at the moment—have used the households of Western Australia as 
a cash cow. When the member for Vasse sat on this side of the house and was still burning his way down that 
impressive parliamentary career, he referred to fees and charges as backdoor taxes. This government has kicked 
down the front door. It is raiding every household in Western Australia. Not only the seniors who were here 
today during question time, but also the broad middle class of Western Australia are now funnelling more and 
more money to fund that 13.5 per cent and 12.5 per cent expense growth, and now we are expected to believe 
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that the expense growth in 2010–11 will be 3.6 per cent. That is the reality of the decisions made by Colin 
Barnett. 

The Leader of the Opposition has already outlined a couple of those increases, but I will go through a few more. 
These fall under the category of household fees and charges. I will then move on to some other fees and charges 
that show how the government is gorging itself on perhaps some of the biggest rises Western Australia has seen. 
We have seen motor vehicle licence fees rise by six per cent and the recording fee rise by 7.5 per cent. Electricity 
has increased by a lazy 45.63 per cent and water has increased by 29.5 per cent. Yesterday the member for 
Cockburn outlined some further increases. No doubt the Minister for Water—assuming he is the Minister for 
Water by the end of the week—will have a few more questions to answer in that regard. Sewerage fees have 
increased by 8.5 per cent and drainage by 43.3 per cent. Public transport is an interesting one because when we 
look at the global figures, it does not look that bad, but when we break it down to the public transport zones, we 
can see that the concession card holders are hit the hardest. The government has not pretended for a minute to 
spread it evenly. The government has hit those with the Seniors Card and student cards the hardest. The cost of 
using public transport increased by 16.7 per cent for people travelling in the first two zones; 11.1 per cent for 
those travelling in the first zone; and 11.1 per cent for people coming from the sixth zone, rising to 13 per cent.  

As Hon Ken Travers outlined in his media release on 30 May 2010, students and concession card holders, 
including seniors, are being hit the hardest. The Leader of the Opposition has already said that the It Pays to 
Learn allowance has been cut, the secondary school subsidy was cut and the seniors cost-of-living rebate in 
2009–10 was cut. I do not suppose that the government will be paying it twice in 2010–11, so the seniors can say 
goodbye to that for the 2009–10 financial year. That was introduced at the time to save the financial credibility 
of the member for Vasse. Thankfully, he saw fit to remove any credibility himself without any help from the 
opposition. The landfill levy went up by 300 per cent. The childcare licence fee is up $4.60. The member for 
Rockingham outlined the additional cost for some of those people who predominantly, I daresay, live in the 
Premier’s electorate and who like to get over to Rottnest Island on a regular basis. It is up by 24 per cent if 
people want to go to Rotto and have a few beers at the pub. Boat registration is up 20 per cent. We know that if 
the legislation comes on for debate this week—we know that it will come on before the end of the year—the 
government will want to take a little pinch from people every time they go to a concert; they will pay a bit more 
to pay for the police officers who come out. It is never going to end! 

Perhaps one of the biggest offenders when it comes to these charges is the Department of Transport. Although 
these figures do not fall into the basket of household goods, they are just as deadly for Western Australians. I 
will run through these figures because they are noteworthy in that some of these rises are not small by any 
stretch of the imagination. If a person has a tinnie of up to five metres, the marine safety business unit boat 
registration has gone up 12.5 per cent. If the vessel is a bit bigger than a tinnie, up to 10 metres, registration has 
gone up 12.3 per cent. If the vessel is bigger still, up to 20 metres—this is falling in the Premier’s electorate 
now—registration has gone up 22.3 per cent. For vessels that are 20 metres and more, boat registration has 
increased by just a lazy 27.3 per cent. The fee for a further examination for a certificate of competency—that is, 
for people who will go out and get a certificate so that they can drive one of these tubs—has increased by 
112.7 per cent. The fee for an oral examination conducted outside the normal time is up five per cent. The fee for 
an application for revalidation of a boat licence is up 54.6 per cent. The fee for a reapplication for revalidation is 
up 112.7 per cent. The fee for application for acceptance of a certificate of competency issued by another marine 
authority is up 71.8 per cent. The taxi industry is not immune from this government gorging itself on fees and 
charges. The taxi industry development fund fee is up 27.3 per cent. The rail safety business unit annual fee, 
including variations, fee per kilometres of track, is up 10 per cent for an owner and is up 11.2 per cent for an 
operator. The application for accreditation fee for an owner—that is, separate from annual fees—is up 10 per 
cent and for an operator it is up 11.4 per cent. Then come the motor vehicle plate fees! The ordinary plate fee is 
up 30.7 per cent. The plate fee for dealers—in Victoria Park I have a few of these—is up 33.4 per cent. The plate 
remake ordinary fee is up 35.4 per cent.  

These increases are not one-off increases and they are not isolated to electricity. We have a government that is 
completely addicted to the revenue it is generating by way of these backdoor taxes. It is no longer cost recovery; 
it is no longer sending price signals to the market: this is all about getting money out of Western Australians and 
into consolidated revenue. The Leader of the Opposition has already outlined the impact that is having on some 
of our utilities. He went through the increased amounts that the utilities will now pay to the Barnett Liberal 
government by way of increases to the dividend payout ratios that will generate just over $400 million 
extra revenue over the forward estimates. One would assume that if the government is hitting the utilities to 
bring more revenue in, the utilities are in a pretty good position financially; that is, Western Power’s electricity 
grids are running well, the poles are not falling down and causing fires and Verve Energy’s debt levels are fine. 
One would assume that that is probably the case if Colin Barnett is making the decision to hit the utilities hard. I 
put that question to Verve during budget estimates. My question to Ms In’t Veld, via the minister of course, 
was — 
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If the increased dividend payout ratio stayed at 50 per cent and did not move to 65 per cent, would that 
form part of the internal funds and balances? Am I correct in assuming that it would then be spent on 
the asset investment program or whatever? 

Ms In’t Veld referred my question to Mr Borovac, who said — 

I guess that is right. There was the opportunity to either reduce debt or to internally fund our capital 
expenditure. In this instance, if we had the additional dividend, we would apply it to reduction of debt 
because our net cash flows are in excess of our cap ex requirements going forward. 

Verve Energy representatives said on the record, sitting in this chamber, that Verve has too much debt, its debt 
levels are too high and it actually needs the revenue, the profits it is making, to do one of two things—pay down 
that debt or increase its capital expenditure. Verve cannot do that. Why can it not do that? Because Colin Barnett 
has increased the dividend ratio payout for Verve from 50 to 65 per cent, for Synergy from 50 to 75 per cent, and 
then 15 per cent across Western Power and Horizon Power. On 10 August, EnergySafety submitted its final 
report into the Toodyay fires, and from that we see that the performance of Western Power leaves a lot to be 
desired. I do not think anyone can doubt that Western Power is not in a position to send money into consolidated 
revenue for Colin Barnett to spend in other areas of the private sector to buttress its financial position. That is not 
the role of the utilities, particularly given the situation whereby people in Toodyay expect answers. They want to 
know why their houses burned down, and now that it has been indicated that Western Power has some 
responsibility in that regard, surely Western Australians, not just the people of Toodyay, could expect that that 
extra revenue would go into ensuring that this does not happen again. Surely, that extra $404 million that Colin 
Barnett is generating from increased dividend payout ratios on the utilities will go into securing a safe energy 
supply. It is not at all.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is even more disturbing that the government is increasing fees and charges to historic 
record levels. Never before have we seen these sorts of rises imposed over a short time on Western Australians, 
yet at the same time the state debt level has increased to more than 10 per cent of gross state product. Let us 
reflect on that for a minute. The size of the economy is a good measure of debt. The member for Riverton, the 
Premier, and the member for Vasse, back in the days when he was credible, all used to make the point that the 
federal government debt level was getting to 6.9 per cent of gross domestic product, of the national economy, 
and that that was way too large! At a state level, our debt is getting to more than 10 per cent of our state 
economy. This is not a sustainable position to be in, particularly at the same time that Western Australians are 
being gouged, absolutely attacked, by Colin Barnett to pay for more and more of his financial mismanagement. 
It always perplexes me why it is that the Liberal Party, particularly the Liberal Party in Western Australia, touts 
itself on its financial management when all the evidence is clearly to the contrary. 

I will conclude with one more point in particular—namely, seniors. We focus on seniors a lot because they are 
people on a fixed income. Seniors are not the only people on a fixed income, but many seniors are on a fixed 
income. Kevin Rudd increased their pension but Colin Barnett has taken that away—plus more. Why do we 
focus on seniors? It is because they cannot handle a real increase over three years of $546 a year; seniors cannot 
manage that on their income. That is why we focus on seniors. Seniors do not get the capacity to come in and 
speak to the Premier. They are not members of the 500 Club so they do not get to come in and make those sorts 
of donations and get the commitments in return. We saw that in the lead-up to the last election. The 500 Club 
promised $400 000 to the Liberal Party in return for $250 million in tax cuts. We saw that — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It got dudded, too! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It looks as though it has been dudded; it has been reversed out of the budget. However, we 
saw that shady little deal on the news—$250 million in tax cuts for a $400 000 donation from the 500 Club in 
Western Australia. The seniors in Victoria Park do not get that sort of access to the Premier. We know that next 
week the Five Hundred Club in Victoria will be hosting none other than the member for Cottesloe, the Premier 
of Western Australia, at the Savoy Ballroom of the Grand Hyatt. We know that Mr Baillieu is in trouble when he 
has to look west to bring in the member for Cottesloe to save his political skin. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Are Western Australian families paying for the trip? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question from the Leader of the Opposition. We know that Colin Barnett is 
speaking to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia on 27 August in Melbourne on the topic 
“Western Australia: More than China’s Quarry”. The overview suggests Colin Barnett’s key policy priorities for 
Western Australia. I daresay the fees and charges will not form part of this particular speech. I think it may be a 
lunch, but that morning Jeff Kennett, Ted Baillieu and Colin Barnett have the pleasure of speaking to the faithful 
at the Five Hundred Club in Victoria about Colin Barnett and the deal he did a few years back to get his 
$400 000 donation. The people of Victoria better worry and keep an eye on Mr Baillieu and what sort of 
commitments he makes when it comes to getting a donation out of the Five Hundred Club in Victoria. 
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I want to come back again to the point I was making at the beginning of my contribution. The member for Vasse 
has been quiet of late. He has risen to his feet on a couple of occasions and, as per usual, he considers everything 
in this chamber suitable for his personal punchline. Today we are talking about fees and charges and about a real 
$546 increase imposed on Western Australian households. We are talking about senior citizens in Western 
Australia being unable to pay their heating charges and unable to pay the bills that keep coming in more and 
more. The member for Vasse comes in here and makes wisecracks about that for 25 minutes. I do not find that 
particularly funny. The member for Vasse’s economic record in this state is not particularly impressive enough 
for him to come in and make jokes at the expense of the people of Western Australia who are suffering with 
these sorts of bills. 

In conclusion, ours is a rich state. All members know that. The state makes a lot of money, not just to be retained 
in Western Australia but also to go to the rest of the country. In our rich state, we can do much better than this 
government is doing. The priorities of this government are fundamentally wrong. It has diverted $800 million 
into Oakajee port away from the subsidy that was in the budget provided by the Leader of the Opposition when 
he was Treasurer and transparently brought to book as a community service obligation. The Premier has taken 
that away and set it in Oakajee port. It is the Premier’s right to re-prioritise funding, but he needs to come into 
this place and be honest with the people of Western Australia. If he is going to do that, he can no longer blame it 
on this side of the house. He has been in the job for two years and is nearly halfway through his term of 
government. He cannot continue to blame the Labor opposition for his own decisions to impose a $546 real 
increase on the people of Western Australia. Until he starts standing up and accepting those responsibilities, he 
will never really understand the impact that it is having on the people of Western Australia. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [5.13 pm]: I rise to speak to this motion. The motion states that we condemn 
the Barnett government for savage increases in fees and charges. Every member in this house must realise what 
impact the Barnett government’s decisions are having on families, pensioners and seniors throughout the state. 
This is an out-of-touch, arrogant government whacking Western Australian families with massive increases in 
fees and charges. It is doing it at a time when there is revenue rolling through the door through increased 
royalties. There is no need to tax Western Australian families and pensioners for the essentials of life. This is an 
out-of-touch and arrogant decision being made by an out-of-touch and arrogant government. With millions of 
dollars coming to the state through increased royalties, there is no need to place this heavy burden on families 
throughout Western Australia. Every member on this side of the house knows the impact that these increases in 
fees and charges are having on Western Australians. When we meet people in our communities and talk to 
people in our communities, they all ask why the government is expending so much energy on and putting so 
much passion into defending the big miners of the state while at the same time increasing fees and charges for 
families and pensioners at record rates. If the Premier put some of the passion that he has for defending the big 
miners into protecting Western Australian families, Western Australian families would be much better off. 

The government is increasing power charges by over 40 per cent, water charges by 29 per cent, drainage charges 
by 43 per cent and the Fire and Emergency Services Authority levy by 25 per cent. Of course, all this is flowing 
through to rates and charges throughout the community. For example, the City of Swan, in describing the 7.5 per 
cent increase in its rates, attributed one of the key factors to be the massive increase in energy costs. This 
government did not need to do it. It did it because it is out of touch and it has no regard for families. It ripped out 
the subsidy of $780 million that was in the forward estimates of the budget. The previous government made the 
decision to subsidise households. This government chose to take that subsidy away and subsidise part of the 
business sector—for example, by subsidising the cost of a port at Oakajee. These are the priorities of the 
government. The government is taking away a subsidy from a pensioner and providing a subsidy to international 
mining companies. It is as clear as that. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the member for Geraldton does not care about Western Australian families and increases 
in energy prices, that is a matter he will have to face in the next election. 

As I have said before in this place, the previous government had to face year in, year out the challenge of 
managing the budget. In the initial years of that government, it was very difficult because there were no boom 
times. However, it always made sure that Western Australian families were protected in respect of fees and 
charges. I remember raising this issue with the Minister for Water, and I know that he took it seriously. The 
previous government made the decision each year to protect Western Australian households. It was not an easy 
decision but it was made each year after careful consideration because Western Australian families and 
pensioners do not have the ability to absorb 30 and 40 per cent increases in key utility charges. We have seen 
pensioners having to resort to massive sacrifices, whether it be with access to heating or hot water in showers, to 
try to cope with the massive increases that this government has imposed. 

The Carpenter and Gallop governments did not increase electricity prices above the consumer price index during 
their terms. The Richard Court government did. Of course, we have now seen the Barnett government in just two 
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years impose a $546 massive increase on a standard representative household. The government did not need to 
do it. I know that members of the Senate are nervous about how this will impact on their electorates. They 
should be, because people in their electorates and in their communities know that they are part of the government 
and they have actively gone about increasing key charges. They did not have to do it. As the member for the 
Victoria Park said, this government is more interested in the big end of town. The priorities of the big end of 
town are the priorities of the government, so it is losing focus on families and pensioners throughout Western 
Australia. Families and pensioners need essential services. Families and pensioners are trying to balance their 
budget week in and week out, and sometimes on fixed incomes or with very modest pay increases to absorb 
these massive increases. The government could have made these price rises over a longer period. It could have 
kept the subsidy for families, but it has taken away the subsidy for families and given it to big business in this 
state. 

MR J.M. FRANCIS (Jandakot) [5.19 pm]: One thing I will commit to doing during my contribution to this 
debate is to not belittle other members. I will not deliberately provoke members. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I will stick to the issue that was raised by the Leader of the Opposition, which is obviously 
increases in utility prices in Western Australia. I think it is important. I think it is a good thing that he has raised 
this issue because it is healthy that we have this debate. Like any healthy debate, there are two sides to this story. 
The Leader of the Opposition may not agree with me, and that is fine, but, as I have said, I am not going to 
belittle individuals during this debate, as other speakers have done. 

It is a fact that utility prices have obviously increased under this government. I will even concede that they have 
increased quite substantially in some cases. But it is also a fact that this had to happen. It had to happen due to 
the lack of action and foresight by the previous government. When the Barnett government came to power in 
2008, we inherited the state-owned energy company Verve Energy, which was losing almost $1 billion. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: If this situation had not been addressed, the state’s electricity supply would have been 
brought into question and, quite simply, would have been at risk. The Labor Party is on record as stating that it 
was going to phase in the necessary increases over a few years. There is a phrase for that; it is called “gunna”. It 
did not happen, and it did not happen for a number of reasons. The truth is—I honestly believe this; I am not 
trying to provoke anyone—that I do not think the Labor Party had the political guts to bring in the price rises 
when they were needed, knowing that it was going to an election in 2008. Labor members condemn this 
government for acting upon the decisions that they did not take. I condemn those members for not taking those 
decisions and for, in fact, taking the easy option. The easy option, which we saw happen in Western Australia in 
2008, was to do nothing until after the state election. The Leader of the Opposition is well aware of the pressures 
that were on his government to increase prices over the six years that the Labor Party was in government. 
Increasing utility charges certainly is not a popular decision, but like any difference that we have in this house 
between political parties, be it name-and-shame legislation or bash a cop and go to jail laws, the one thing I will 
always say is that I do not really care whether decisions are popular; I will do the right thing by the people of 
Western Australia. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: No, because it is not the right thing to do. As I have said, although increasing utility 
charges is not a popular decision, it was simply the right thing to do. I mentioned earlier that the Labor 
government said that it was going to phase in price reflectivity in electricity prices. I did a bit of research, as 
most members in this place do when they speak on issues, and I looked at the increases in the cost of electricity 
from 2003 to 2004, from 2004 to 2005, from 2005 to 2006, from 2006 to 2007 and from 2007 to 2008, and there 
were no price rises at all—nothing. That is not really a great example of phasing-in. 

Mr F.M. Logan: What are you talking about? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I am talking about the price of electricity in this state. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Why don’t you go back to 1993 and have a look at the price increases? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I could go back to 1901 but that would be a pointless exercise! 

Mr F.M. Logan: If you want to talk on something, do a bit more research. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The member for Cockburn was the energy minister. I will give him credit; he knew what 
had to be done. I bet that he marched into every cabinet meeting with the Economic Regulation Authority’s 
report under his arm and the Treasurer probably would not listen. I honestly think that the member for Cockburn 
tried to do the right thing; he knew what had to be done. 
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In April 2008, the then Premier, Alan Carpenter, stated that the Labor government would keep electricity prices 
on hold in 2008–09, but he did warn that prices would rise the following year. The then Premier acknowledged 
that rising fuel prices and the high cost of renewable energy made this increase inevitable. It illustrates that the 
Liberal Party inherited an energy company that had been running at a huge loss for an extended period. 
Something had to be done. This government, as unpopular as it may be, at least had the guts to get it done. The 
former Treasurer, the now Leader of the Opposition, knows that he should have done it but he did not. The cost 
of these price rises is a Labor-induced problem. 

I want to go back briefly to 28 March 2008. I have said that the Leader of the Opposition knew that this was the 
right thing to do, so I will quote a comment that he is reported as making in an article in The West Australian of 
28 March 2008. The article states — 

… the Government continued to soften up WA householders for a sharp rise in their electricity bills 
once a freeze on the residential tariff expires after the State election, with Treasurer Eric Ripper 
claiming it was environmentally irresponsible to continue subsidising electricity generated from fossil 
fuels. 

“No-one likes price increases but we haven’t had a price increase in electricity for a decade and 
everything else in the economy has gone up substantially,” Mr Ripper said. “Price increases are 
unfortunately inevitable because it’s wrong financially and environmentally to subsidise fossil fuel–
generated electricity.” 

The Leader of the Opposition knows that what we are doing had to be done. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Member for Jandakot, do you know why prices did not go up until 2009? Why didn’t 
electricity prices go up until 2009? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The cost of fuel went up. 

Mr F.M. Logan: But why weren’t prices moved? Did you research that? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: My honest belief is that the reason that the Labor Party did not increase prices is that it did 
not have the guts to do it going into an election. The Labor Party knew it had to happen. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Can I tell you why they weren’t increased? You put it in the legislation. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I want to move on to another issue. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Why didn’t you research that, you boofhead? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members, parliamentary language, please. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I want to move on to water. When the former Treasurer, the member for Belmont, handed 
down his final budget for the Labor government in May 2007, he increased water charges by almost 17 per cent. 
He knew then that the amount that this state charged for water was far too low and it had to change. Media 
articles from as far back as January 2008 were bracing Western Australian householders for increases of up to 50 
per cent in water bills over the 2008–14 period. The then Labor government knew it had to happen. It was 
bracing itself for it, but it basically sat on its hands in the lead-up to the state election, knowing that it was not 
going to be popular, even though it knew in its heart of hearts that it was the right thing to do. Water prices had 
to be increased. This was acknowledged by the previous government, it was foreshadowed by the previous 
government, and it was being implemented by the previous government, yet now the members of that very 
government are trying to condemn us for doing what they should have done years earlier. The only difference in 
all this is that we have made the tough decisions to implement these utility charges when the previous 
government simply did not have the political ticker to do it. I have always believed that a fundamental role of 
any government is to make tough political decisions when they are needed, not with an eye to the next election. 

I want to go through some pretty basic stuff about the state budget. We all know that the state budget is worth 
roughly $28 billion. Our job as a government—in fact, our job almost as a Parliament—is to collect fees and 
taxes for the state budget as fairly as possible. I appreciate that nobody likes paying tax, nobody likes paying 
fees, and nobody likes paying to catch the train or to park at the station or whatever it might be. Our job is to 
collect those fees and taxes as fairly as possible. Our job also is to spend it where it is most needed—on 
hospitals, schools, roads, police, public housing, transport, infrastructure, helping the less fortunate in society, 
and giving people a hand up but not a handout. That is the basic role of government. Of course, political parties 
all disagree on the priorities. That is fine and that is healthy. But our job basically is to collect money as fairly as 
possible and to spend it where the community most needs it. I know that there are more people who want money 
spent on them than there are people who are willing to pay tax. Every government, regardless of political 
persuasion, will always have this problem. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Just ask the mining sector. 
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Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The member for Nollamara is right! Nobody wants to pay tax, but everybody wants money 
spent on them. However, governments do not have unlimited buckets of money; it is not a bottomless pit. It has 
to be paid for somehow, someway, and this is the great philosophical difference between our two parties. I am 
sure that members know where we all stand on the issue of taxation. The Liberal–National government inherited 
a situation in which the taxpayers of Western Australia were paying $1 billion to subsidise their own electricity 
bills. It will all end up in the same bucket of money, no matter what line of the budget it is put in. The taxpayers 
of Western Australia were subsidising their own electricity bills to the tune of $1 billion, in a great big 
bureaucratic money-go-round in which taxes and fees came in, they were paid to Verve, and the amount was 
taken off domestic electricity bills. That is the net result of the situation that the government inherited. Some 
might say, “Well, that’s great; rich people are paying more tax and therefore they are subsidising the electricity 
bills of poorer people and people on lower incomes.” I do not intend to in any way belittle anyone on this issue, 
but that is just the situation. It has also left us with a situation in which people who pay a lot of money in taxes 
and fees but use only small amounts of electricity are subsidising the bills of people who pay little tax but 
recklessly waste electricity. That is a great contradiction and it is not really fair. The problem I have with the 
ALP on this issue is that it talks the talk on emissions reduction, but it does not walk the walk. If the ALP really 
believed that governments should do everything they can to reduce emissions, it would move towards price-
reflective charging of utilities. 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The previous government was always “gunna” do it. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Prices were frozen by the Liberal member for Leschenault as part of the disaggregation 
agreement. That’s what happened. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Remarkably, the Liberal Party would not support a competitive market for electricity and 
private sector investment in generation unless the Labor government agreed to a price freeze. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I am not necessarily agreeing that what the Leader of the Opposition is saying is exactly 
right, but — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Just go back to Hansard! 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: This is where the problem is. If what the Leader of the Opposition is saying is 100 per cent 
correct—for the sake of debate, I will accept that it is—he still knew, in his heart of hearts, that come 2009, after 
the state election, what the Liberal–National government is now doing would have to be done. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: And we told the people; we told the people what our plan was. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The Labor Party told the people it was going to do it. I have read out some quotes; I could 
go through hundreds of them, but I am not going to waste Parliament’s time, because the Leader of the 
Opposition knows the words that he used back then. If he told the people that the fees would have to be 
increased because there had been a price freeze for eight years—or a decade, in his words—why is he today 
condemning the government for doing exactly the same thing that he was going to do? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Because of the way it’s been done. You’ve gone over the top. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The Leader of the Opposition knew it had to be done. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You’ve gone over the top. You’ve been too savage, too sudden. You haven’t taken enough 
care. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Does the Leader of the Opposition honestly support the idea that the taxpayers of Western 
Australia should subsidise their own electricity bills? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s what I put into my budget. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The proposition that we should subsidise our own electricity bills is just ridiculous. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why—when we were delivering a benefit from our prosperity to Western Australian families? 
Business paid the tax and families got the benefits. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Does the Leader of the Opposition know what we do with the money? We spend it on 
hospitals and police stations. We are building a police station within the next couple of years down in Cockburn. 

Mr A.J. Waddell: All of it’s going on hospitals? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Not all of it. The member needs to do more research. It certainly does not pay for police 
stations and all the schools. It does not pay the incomes of the people the Labor Party claims to represent. 

We got to a ridiculous situation in which the people of Western Australia were subsidising their own electricity 
bills. The government has moved towards cost-reflective pricing; it is a step towards user pays. I know that those 
are swear words in Labor Party philosophy, but it is a fairer way of doing business and a fairer way of making 
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people realise that electricity has a price; it is not free. Water is not free and gas is not free. There are delivery 
and generation costs. Members opposite know that, and they know that what we are doing had to be done, and 
that it is the right thing to do. For them to come in here and condemn us for something they know, in their heart 
of hearts, that they would have been doing as well if they were in government is a ridiculous proposition. That is 
why I obviously cannot support the motion. 

I say to the people of Western Australia, as I say to all members of this house, that there are two sides to every 
story. If the opposition wanted to be completely open and frank with the people of Western Australia, it would 
repeat its claim before the election and say, “If we’d got elected, it would have happened under us. It had to 
happen, and it is the fair thing to do.” As painful as it is for prices to go up, the government is still doing the right 
thing, and that is why we have financial assistance for people who cannot quite manage. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What financial assistance? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The member knows this government has programs to give people assistance. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Name one. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I am not going to go into details. Other people can go into this. 

As I said, the government’s role is to give people a hand up, not a handout. Subsidising electricity with 
taxpayers’ money was giving people a handout, and some of those people did not deserve to have their electricity 
subsidised. I do not deserve to have mine subsidised; I should be paying for what electricity I use. I think that 
that is a fair principle. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: You’ll have to turn off the fish tank! 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: That is right! 

This is the right thing to do, as unpopular as it may be. I stand by the government’s decision to do it because we 
are moving towards a user-pays principle, and the opposition knows, in its heart of hearts, that it would have 
done it as well. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [5.36 pm]: I thank the member for Cockburn for being so agreeable 
tonight: he has now been bumped twice by different members! 

Before I go into a few things in detail, I want to expose the absolute hypocrisy of the Liberal Party on this 
matter. It is all very nice for government members to now stand and say, “Well, of course we need cost-
reflective pricing for electricity”, but it is a pity that they did not mention it to the people of Western Australia 
before the election. I will quote one of the radio ads that was run by the Liberal Party during the election 
campaign. According to my notes, it ran — 

Strange, but I haven’t seen Alan Carpenter running ads talking about how the cost of electricity will 
increase by 72%.  

72%! 

My power bill will almost double, how does he expect us to pay for that? 

That was the radio ad run by the Liberal Party. It did not tell the truth to the people of Western Australia. It 
implied that a vote for Labor would mean that the power bill would go up, and by implication that a vote for the 
Liberal Party would mean that the power bill would not go up. That is what the Liberal Party said to the people 
of this state. It should have been honest. It is just like trading hours, the emergency services levy, and the cost of 
water—all these issues on which the Liberal Party just lied to the people of this state. It was not honest with the 
people of Western Australia and it did not say, “Actually, we are going to take $1 000 out of your pockets.” 

I have stolen the member for Victoria Park’s chart, and I want to make a comment about it. Of course we can 
have cost reflectivity for power prices, but why not reduce other charges imposed on the people of this state? I 
tell members opposite that this is about choice. The government has a choice. It is interesting, in this debate, that 
not one minister has the guts to defend what happens in the budget. The disgraced member for Vasse was the 
government’s lead speaker. He did not debate any of the policies involved in this issue, but instead simply hurled 
abuse across the chamber. I am one of the members he hurled abuse at. He often says, “What does Robert Ray 
say about you?”, and all those sorts of things. I will remind the chamber what Robert Ray said about Troy 
Buswell. He said — 

All public opinion polls and ALP research demonstrated that Troy Buswell was regarded with contempt 
by the electorate; with many long-time Liberal voters refusing to vote for him. 

Mr J.M. Francis interjected. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for Jandakot says that I cannot keep out of the gutter. I am just reminding 
the chamber that this is one of the issues raised by the member for Vasse in his personal attack on a number of 
members on this side of the chamber, including me. Robert Ray had more to say about the member for Vasse.  

Point of Order 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Madam Acting Speaker, the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition is very clear. I 
managed to keep to the issue in my speech, and I would ask you to direct the member for Cannington to do the 
same. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I just remind you, Madam Acting Speaker, that in the member for Vasse’s contribution 
on this issue, he went around the room and made personal remarks about a number of members on this side of 
the chamber, including me. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member for Jandakot, there is no point of order. But would you 
please return to the subject, member for Cannington. I am giving you a bit of latitude for an introductory, but you 
need to get back to the motion. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Certainly, Madam Acting Speaker.  

As we address the motion that this house condemns the Barnett government for its continued savage increases to 
family bills in Western Australia, it is important to look at the character of the members opposite who have 
contributed to this debate. Members opposite will not defend the policy agenda of this government. They will 
only heap personal abuse on members on this side. It is very interesting to look at the character of members 
opposite. There are members opposite who as ministers have on their website that they are motivated by passion 
for the family unit. That is the sort of thing that members opposite talked about. Robert Ray made a comment 
about the member for Vasse. He said this about the member for Vasse — 

Had an election been called with Buswell as leader the Liberals would have faced a horrible choice—
spend the first week of the campaign getting rid of him or suffering the consequences of an unelectable 
leader. 

I will conclude my comments on this issue with this point. The member for Vasse said that I would never be the 
Leader of the Labor Party. It is very interesting. I will never be the Leader of the Labor Party. That is not my 
ambition. But I can tell members that the member for Vasse will never be the Leader of the Liberal Party! The 
member for Vasse has that ambition, but he has failed! When he was given the opportunity to lead the Liberal 
Party—a great and noble opportunity—he squandered it! He was not capable of doing the job that he had sought. 
The member for Vasse now sits forlornly on the back bench, and gets to be the lead speaker when there is no 
brave minister in the house. That is the best he can do. No wonder he feels so bitter and twisted towards the 
members of the Labor Party! It is because the Labor Party, unlike the Liberal Party, stands up for ordinary folk. 
We stand up for the ordinary people of this state. When we make a choice, as we did when we were in 
government, our choice is to make things easier for the people of this state. The Liberal Party’s choice is to make 
things harder for the people of this state.  

Cannington is a fabulous electorate to represent. I represent people in the suburbs of Langford, Cannington and 
Ferndale, and in the other great suburbs that form part of my electorate. I recently spoke to a pensioner from 
Langford. This woman told me about the impact upon her of the massively increased power pills—these power 
bills that the Liberal Party lied about at the time of the election. She explained to me that when she watches 
television at night, she has to turn off her heater, except for two hours, and put a blanket over her knees so that 
she can keep warm—in the middle of the coldest winter we have ever had in Western Australia—because she 
cannot afford to pay the power bill that she is delivered by the Premier of this state, Colin Barnett. It is 
interesting that Colin Barnett, the Premier of this state, is prepared to go to a factory and hand over a cheque 
from the Commissioner for Taxation, but he is not prepared to come to Langford and hand over a power bill to a 
pensioner. Why is it that the Premier is prepared to hobnob with the captains of industry, but he is not prepared 
to talk to pensioners? These are the things that the Premier has to explain.  

Mrs L.M. Harvey: To save apprenticeships.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for Scarborough interjects and says, “To save apprenticeships”. Well, there 
are fewer apprenticeships today than there were when we were in power. This government has no plan for 
apprenticeships. I am happy for the member for Scarborough to make this inane and ill thought out interjection, 
because it demonstrates the point that I make. The point I make is that the Liberal Party lied to the people of this 
state at the time of the election. It was not honest. The Liberal Party said to the people of this state that if they 
vote Labor, their power bill will go up. 

I now want to make a couple of other points. It is very interesting that when the Premier talked today in question 
time about the rates increases of the various councils around the state, he talked about how some of those rates 
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increases—I quote from the notes that I took—are twice the rate of inflation. Well, the increase in power bills 
has been 45 per cent! Give me a break! The Premier is complaining about how a council has put up its rates at 
double the rate of inflation! It could have been worse, said the member for Jandakot in his contribution. The 
Liberal Party’s agenda is to increase power bills by more than the rate of inflation. The other thing that the 
member for Jandakot contributed in this debate was to talk about—I notice the member for Southern River 
talked about this as well—how people are being reckless in using electricity! People are being reckless in using 
electricity! They are turning on their heater at night to keep warm! What an outrage! In a debate earlier this year, 
the member for Southern River said—I do not have the particular Hansard in front of me—that he understood 
that some people on low incomes would suffer some hardship, but that is the way things happen. Well, that is not 
the way things happen. We can choose to be a compassionate government and stand up for the people of this 
state, or we can choose to do what the Liberals did and lie to the people of this state.  

I turn now to the fire and emergency services levy. It is interesting to quote the Hansard of 22 October 2002 — 

The figures that I have been given show that up until this year—one can assume that it will go on 
further than this year, but there will be some clawback—just over $40 million has been paid by the 
Government for the fire and emergency services. The rest has been collected through insurance levies 
and by local authorities. The total cost of running the fire and emergency services was $115 million.  

I am quoting the member for Hillarys, the now Minister for Police and Emergency Services. It is interesting to 
calculate that out. That means that 34.8 per cent of the cost of operating FESA was paid for by taxpayers and not 
by the levy. When the now minister came to power in 2009, if we go to page 39 of this year’s budget paper No 3 
it shows that in the 2008–09 budget, 34.5 per cent of the cost of operating FESA was paid for by the taxpayers. It 
used to be 34.8 per cent, and at that time it was 34.5 per cent. But what do we find in the out years? In 2009–10, 
22 per cent of the cost of operating FESA was paid for by the taxpayers. In 2010–11, nine per cent of the cost 
will be paid for by the taxpayers; and in 2011–12 it will be 8.7 per cent; in 2012–13 it will be 8.3 per cent; and in 
2013–14 it will be 8.1 per cent. There will be a $234 million cut by the Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services to the budget of FESA.  

It is interesting again to reflect on that same Hansard, in which the now minister said, referring to the then 
Minister for Emergency Services, Hon Michelle Roberts — 

She has denied that, as a result of this Bill, the $40 million funding allocated to the Fire and Emergency 
Services Authority will be ripped out of the budget.  

Well, what the member for Hillarys did not know at that time was that he was going to be the minister who 
would be doing that very thing. The very thing that the now minister railed against when in opposition is the very 
same thing that he is now delivering to this state. He is the one who has cut the budget of FESA. In 2008–09, the 
budget from taxpayers to FESA was $76.852 million. In 2009–10, it was $52.357 million, a cut of $24.5 million. 
In the 2010–11 budget, there is a cut of $24.544 million. Eight years later than the minister’s comments in this 
chamber, he is allocating $16 million less to FESA than was being allocated by the former government at that 
time. So, yes, the fear of the member for Hillarys, the now Minister for Police and Emergency Services, has 
come true. But it was not a fear that was delivered by the Labor Party. It did not come true when we were in 
power. It came true at his own hand. He is the one who has ripped a quarter of a billion dollars, in round figures, 
from the people of this state by removing the taxpayer funding of FESA and replacing it with the emergency 
services levy. This is the sort of government that we have. This is a government that makes the choice to put an 
extra $1 000 levy onto ordinary folk in this state, and that makes the choice to remove $234.181 million from the 
budget of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You really do not understand the finances of FESA, do you, and what has been happening! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We know exactly what this government has done. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I have been listening. I have been watching and listening to you.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister has no idea. The minister is a joke. Do not get involved. It is not worth it. 
This is the way it is. The minister is the one who has removed a quarter of a billion dollars from the budget of 
FESA. The minister has done that not, not me. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: When? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In this year’s budget, minister. Why does the minister not read his budget papers? I refer 
the minister to them.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I do. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Read page 39 of budget paper No 3. Tell me what it means when the payments that are 
being made by the taxpayer have been reduced. Tell me why the budget papers show that the minister has 
reduced the funding for that organisation by $234 million. Tell me why that has occurred and why the minister 
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has cut funding for that organisation while at the same time this government is ripping out $1 000 from ordinary 
householders in this state. This is about the choice to be honest and to be on the side of ordinary folk—the 
people in Cannington, East Cannington and Beckenham. They are the people I am proud to represent. I will 
continue to do my best to point out the dishonesty and deceit of the Liberal Party and the Liberal government. 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [5.50 pm]: I will make a brief contribution to this debate. As a matter of 
course in my electorate, I meet regularly with retirees. I often put on morning tea. Since the major increases in 
electricity prices, I have had two meetings with different groups. About 50 people attended one meeting and 
about 70 people attended the other. The issue of the increased electricity prices was raised at both those 
gatherings. It was interesting when I explained to those people why we have had a 45 per cent increase roughly 
in the price of electricity. I asked them whether they thought it was prudent for the government to spend $250, or 
thereabouts, of taxpayers’ money to subsidise someone who owns a double-storey house in Southern River on a 
beautiful estate with a big heated swimming pool and whose electricity bill is $500 or $600 a year. No-one 
thought that was a good idea. At those gatherings there were a number of self-funded retirees and many people 
who depend on the pension, and they saw the wisdom of that. I told them that the government had a choice to 
make. It could either keep subsidising the price of electricity or use the money that it saves to build Fiona 
Stanley Hospital and schools and provide better facilities and roads. There is a choice to make because every 
dollar can be spent only once. The issue is how we can help lower income earners. I explained to the group that 
the government put an extra $18.8 million into the hardship utility grant scheme for those people who have 
difficulty paying their electricity bills. The increase in costs was not a huge increase for most of those people 
who were having difficulty paying. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Have you helped any people get HUGS? 

Mr P. ABETZ: Yes, I have helped people get HUGS. One of the criticisms of HUGS is that people must be in 
arrears before they can get it. That is one of the disappointing aspects of the program. Many people have 
sufficient pride and want to stay up to date with their payments. I accept that that is an issue for some of those 
people, but help is available for those people who are genuinely struggling. 

Another thing must be borne in mind. I think the member for Cannington said that these poor pensioners sit 
wrapped in a blanket while watching television on a cold night. To save electricity, my wife and I—not that I 
often get to watch television—put a blanket over our feet if it is not that cold. Now that the kids have grown up it 
is just Jenny and I at home. Our electricity bill was about $90 or $100 each time, but since we have put solar 
panels on the roof it rarely hits the $50 mark. Even if people do not have solar panels installed, the fact is that if 
the average pensioner’s electricity bill is around $100, it has increased by $40, which, spread over two months, 
means that the increase in the cost of electricity is about $5 a week. The government also has put in place a 
scheme for those who have old fridges, which are very big consumers of electricity. People can get assistance 
with that. That scheme is a real-world program that we have put in place. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup! 

Mr P. ABETZ: I said it was a $5 increase a week. If the member listened carefully instead of interjecting all the 
time, he might have understood what I said. 

The point is that we need to set before the people the fact that we must cover our costs. Every citizen in this state 
has a responsibility, as much as possible, to cover their costs. If we subsidise electricity significantly, it will 
actually encourage the use of electricity. It is like the Soviet Union. When the communists took over, they made 
bread free for a while and the result was that there was a shortage of bread. People thought, “Hey, bread is free. 
We will feed it to our chooks instead of wheat.” From an environmental perspective we ought to encourage 
people to reduce their electricity use as much as possible. 

One of the greatest incentives for reducing consumption is to increase the price. When we increase the price of 
cigarettes, the consumption goes down somewhat. When we increase the price of liquor, the consumption goes 
down. We know that; it is the law of supply and demand. If we can encourage people to use less electricity, there 
certainly is a baseline below which one cannot go. There is that cost factor. 

In brief, other speakers have covered some of the other areas about costs and so on. This government certainly 
has put in place an enormous amount of support for low-income earners. For example, the full rebate on the 
electricity supply charge for pensioners is an average of $86 per annum. Public transport has been talked about. 
There is a 100 per cent concession on a motor vehicle licence for invalid pensioners and a 50 per cent concession 
for pensioners and seniors. I could keep rattling off the list, but the point is that a lot of benefits have been put in 
place to help the lower income earners, particularly seniors. I commend the government for making the right 
economic decision to not subsidise the cost of electricity and water and to move towards cost reflectivity while at 
the same time putting in place schemes to help those who genuinely need help. 



5772 [ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 18 August 2010] 

 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [5.59 pm]: This is a very serious issue that has been brought to the house. It is 
about the rising cost of fees and charges that are levied and controlled by the government. That is having a 
severe impact on the residents of Western Australia. Everybody in this house knows that. Government members 
know; they have constituents who go and see them and tell them about the impact of the increase in fees and 
charges. Members have people coming to their electorate offices to talk about the pain and suffering that they are 
going through because of the increases in these fees and charges. What do we get in response from the 
government? Not even the B team; we get the C team who leads the debate! We get the disgraced former 
Treasurer, the member for Vasse, as the lead speaker; the member for Jandakot; and the member for Southern 
River — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is the government’s team to respond to a very important issue. Not one minister has 
addressed this issue—not one minister! In fact, there has hardly been a minister in this chamber throughout the 
whole debate. That is okay. If that is the dismissive and arrogant way in which the government wants to deal 
with this issue, that is fine because we will tell the people of Western Australia what contempt all the 
government members have for their own constituents and the pain that they are causing them because of the 
increase in fees and charges. We will tell them that the government could not even respond to these issues 
because it did not care and it put up a bunch of backbenchers to lead the debate, which is an absolute disgrace! 

Another disgrace that I experienced in part of this debate was the ridiculous and childish spin that the member 
for Vasse put on the issue of electricity price increases in Western Australia and the reason for those increases, 
as well as the failure of the member for Jandakot to understand what went on over a decade and what led to the 
current decision by the Liberal–National government to increase electricity prices in Western Australia. Let us 
just go back and revisit what happened. Between 1993 and 2009 electricity prices went up twice. They went up 
once in 1997 with a very small increase under the Court government and once in 2000 with the introduction of 
GST—that was it. Why did electricity prices not go up more often? Because both the Court administration and 
the Gallop administration argued, “We’re all good blokes and we’re not going to increase fees and charges.” 
That is what they said; they would not increase fees and charges. Both governments wanted to maintain fees and 
charges at a very low rate because those charges hit families. The Court government said that and the Labor 
government said that. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member for Riverton should please not interject because his contributions are always 
ridiculous. 

The decision was made not to increase electricity prices between 1993 and 2009. Just think about it: what 
happened over that period to oil prices, gas prices, labour costs and materials?  

Dr M.D. Nahan: They went up. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: They all went up; of course they went up. But did prices increase to cover those costs? They 
did not and political decisions were made to that end. We could say that they were completely wrong and that 
they should not have done that. As energy minister I actually said that. If members look at Hansard, they can see 
that I said that I thought those decisions made by both Liberal and Labor governments were wrong; they should 
not have done that. We should have gradually increased electricity prices so that the government would not need 
to increase them by such large amounts. That is what I said.  

The billion-dollar debt that the government was left with is supposedly the justification for this increase in 
electricity prices, but that is simply not true. It was not a billion-dollar debt. When we disaggregated Western 
Power, which the Liberal Party voted for, Verve Energy got all the debt. The reason for that is Verve was acting 
in a competitive environment, unlike Synergy and Western Power, which are both monopolies. That is the reason 
why Verve was loaded up with nearly $500 million worth of debt. It had already started operating with half a 
billion dollars of debt, something that is forgotten, or was probably not even known, by the member for Vasse, 
the former Treasurer, or the member for Jandakot because they never mentioned it. Verve Energy’s operating 
costs were significant from day one because it was carrying a significant interest bill. However, that was done 
deliberately because Verve was going into a competitive environment and would face new companies that 
probably would have had the same issue to deal with. That is the reason that was done. Another point that was 
missed in the debate was the fact that the then Liberal member for Leschenault demanded that power prices be 
frozen until 2009 in return for Liberal Party support for the disaggregation and break-up of Western Power. It 
was agreed to. There is no seat of Leschenault now, but it was held by Mr Dan Sullivan. That is the reason—
these are all reasons behind it.  
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What did the Labor Party say in 2008? We were up-front before the election. As the Minister for Energy, I was 
required to be absolutely crystal clear with voters before the 2008 election about what was going to happen with 
electricity prices. We had a report from the Office of Energy, which we endorsed, that said electricity prices 
should go up by 72 per cent. I went public and stated that, and I stated it in this place on numerous occasions. 
However, we said that a Labor government would increase prices in 2009, which would be the first year 
following the freeze from the disaggregation agreement, by 10 per cent and would look at smaller increments in 
the out years. Verve Energy would still need to be subsidised. We worked out exactly what that subsidy would 
be over a spread of seven years. It worked out to be $1 billion over seven years, not $1 billion of debt; Verve 
would need to be subsidised over seven years to the tune of $1 billion if we were to keep electricity price 
increases within the 10 to 15 per cent range. That is exactly what Labor intended to do. Why were we agreeable 
to carrying the cost of subsidising electricity? Because we did not want to inflict further pain on families who 
would struggle to pay increases of more than 15 per cent. The Liberal–National government was elected. It did 
not say to people, “By the way, vote for us and we’ll put electricity prices up by 72 per cent.” It did not say that. 

Mr J.M. Francis: That’s not quite true. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It did not say that it would put electricity prices up by 72 per cent. When the government 
was elected, it did not need to look at the books; it knew the situation. It was all on the public record; I had been 
quite open in telling people what the issue was. The member for Eyre for knows that; he criticised me many 
times about it. I was quite open in telling people what the issue was. When the government came into power, it 
said, “Right, prices are going to go up if we’re going to meet cost reflectivity.” The government never said that 
before the election; we did. The Labor Party said that it would subsidise Verve Energy and that prices would 
have to rise by 72 per cent, starting with 10 per cent in 2009 and following with smallish increments of between 
10 and 15 per cent in the out years. Okay, that meant we would have subsidised Verve, but we were willing to do 
that. The Liberal Party never mentioned a word of it. It said, “We’re going to have to reach cost reflectivity”, but 
the Liberal Party never said how, as a government, it would achieve cost reflectivity. What have we seen in the 
first two years of this government? Whack—families get a 45 per cent increase in electricity prices. Whack—
families get a 27.7 per cent increase in water prices. Whack—household bills increase by $546 across the mix of 
government fees and charges. Were the people of Western Australia ever told in August 2008 that this would 
occur? No. What is disgraceful about this debate is that people were misled. Not only has this house been misled 
by spin from the member for Vasse about what exactly happened with electricity price increases and 
disaggregation, but the people of Western Australia were misled by the political parties now in government. That 
is disgraceful. This government has increased fees and charges over and above the level it believed was going to 
happen when it went to the ballot box. That is what is disgraceful about this debate. It was an act of treachery 
and misleading behaviour by the now Liberal–National government.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: The member has used those words a lot today.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is true.  

Mr J.M. Francis: I wrote to every person in my electorate before the election to say fees would go up regardless 
of who won the election.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Nobody takes any notice of what candidates say. What they take notice of — 

Mr J.M. Francis interjected.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know the member for Jandakot has a high opinion of himself, but they do not take any 
notice of what a “nobody” candidate says. People take notice of, not people like the member for Jandakot, but 
the party—when the leader of that party speaks. With all due respect, people do not take notice of struggling 
candidates like the member for Jandakot.  

The minister knows what I am going to deal with next—water.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: I would be disappointed if you did not!  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know. I would spoil the party if I did not mention water. I was not going to go to 
electricity, minister; I was only going to deal with water. However, as a result of the inaccuracies by the member 
for Jandakot and the spin from the member for Vasse, I got sidetracked. Here I am back with the Minister for 
Water! When discussing fees and charges and we compare water with electricity, members can understand the 
situation with electricity. We disaggregated, we gave Verve Energy a significant debt, there were massive 
increases in the prices of gas and oil, and there were massive increases in the price of labour; therefore, members 
can understand how costs rise and that a subsidy was needed if we were to keep prices low. I am not so sure on 
the situation with water.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Water is a finite resource; it is scarce and there are difficulties delivering water to people in 
distant places.  
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is not an issue about it being a finite resource. There is no way the minister can apply that 
same argument to water that applies to electricity. We then have to ask: why has water gone up so much? People 
can understand with electricity. I do not agree with what the government has done. There was an alternative. We 
put that alternative to the electorate but we were not successful. The government decided to bite the bullet, to go 
hard and to increase electricity prices by 45 per cent. But why the 27.7 per cent increase in water? There is no 
clear justification for it. I have asked the minister on many occasions for justification for those increases. He will 
not give any justification, apart from advice that he received from the Economic Regulation Authority about 
reaching the true cost of water. We remember that only yesterday the Minister for Water and the Premier were 
quite happy to dismiss this advice: “Look; the ERA is just one form of advice we get when we’re setting fees and 
charges —  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Who started the ERA process in water?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am going on what the minister told this house yesterday. The minister said it during the 
estimates hearings as well: “Look; the ERA is just one form of advice. We’re not bound to do what they tell us to 
do.” That is what the minister said to the house. Nevertheless, in justifying the 10 per cent increase in the 2009–
10 budget and the 17.7 per cent increase in the 2010–11 budget for water usage charges, the minister fell back on 
the ERA and said, “We’re only increasing it because the ERA told us to.” That view is also in the budget speech 
of the Premier—the government is increasing those fees and charges “following the recommendations of the 
Economic Regulation Authority”. When it suits the minister, he excuses the increases in fees and charges by 
blaming the Economic Regulation Authority, but when he gets “outed” by the Economic Regulation Authority 
on what the likely future increases for water will be over the next three years—that is, possibly between 14 and 
15 per cent if we take into account CPI every year for three years—his response is, “We don’t have to take any 
notice of the ERA; they’re just one form of recommendation to government.” When the minister does take notice 
next year, when he slugs the general public again, in his attempt to reach cost reflectivity, I bet he walks into this 
house and says, “We’re doing it because of the ERA recommendations.” That is what the minister will say, just 
like he did this year. Again, I find that disgraceful and dishonest. If the minister is going to cause pain to the 
Western Australian public because of his economic rationalist approach to meeting cost reflectivity, just say so. 
Just say, “Hey, I know it hurts, but hard luck.” That is all the minister has to say: “I know it’s going to hurt 
families but hard luck because that’s what we believe in and you’re going to pay”, rather than the mealy-
mouthed approach of blaming the former government, blaming the Economic Regulation Authority —  

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Did I ever blame the former government?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: We have just spent the whole afternoon blaming the former government for the current 
round of cost increases in electricity! If the minister, as part of the government, wishes to meet cost reflectivity, 
as the member for Jandakot says, he should go out and tell people. He should say, “We’re not subsidising people. 
Why should we subsidise people? People should pay the true cost of government fees and charges? It will bring 
about pain and suffering for families.” The minister should be honest and say, “I know it’s hurting. I know you 
won’t be able to pay these bills, but hard luck. That’s what we believe in because we’re economic rationalists.” 
That is what the minister should do. As “men of principle”, as the member for Jandakot said, go and say it. If 
that is what the minister believes in, stand and say it, and stand and say it before the next election and see what 
happens. The minister should not come in here and blame the previous government over its decision making and 
blame bodies like the Economic Regulation Authority.  

MR A.P. O’GORMAN (Joondalup) [6.19 pm]: I would also like to make a contribution to this motion. We 
have heard all afternoon about our finances with one side blaming the other, and all those sorts of things. I would 
like to take the debate down to what it is really about—fees and charges on a household budget. I have examples 
here, which I will go through later, of how it is hurting people. Firstly, I would like to address the issue of the 
emergency services levy. Members who were in the house at the time that the emergency services levy went 
from being collected through insurance companies and a contribution from council to the system we have now 
will remember that the then opposition harped on about this being a cash cow for the Gallop Labor government 
to milk the people of this state to pay for the job that the Fire and Emergency Services Authority does. If I 
remember correctly, the then minister, Michelle Roberts, gave guarantees that the emergency services levy 
would fund FESA only to the same degree that it had been funded previously. If I remember rightly, at the time 
Rob Johnson was shouting across the chamber, saying that this was another slug to households. The emergency 
services levy, to a degree, spread the cost of FESA over all the households in Western Australia. Households not 
covered by a career firefighting service pay a base rate of, I believe, $50.  

After the last budget was announced, I put a statement in the local media telling people in the City of Joondalup 
that their next rates bill would show an increase of approximately $28. I am going to use my rates bill as an 
example because I do not think it is appropriate to use anybody else’s rates bill in this place to show exact 
figures. The emergency services levy went up from $169.49 last year to $199.81. Earlier today the member for 
Warnbro asked a question of the Premier about council rates going up, and he mentioned the City of Joondalup, 
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where rates went up 7.9 per cent. The Premier was quite critical that places such as the City of Joondalup, the 
City of Stirling and, I think, the City of Rockingham had increased rates by just about double the consumer price 
index. But members can see that the emergency services levy has increased by 17 per cent in my particular case, 
which is four times the CPI. I am just using the figures that the Premier used today, so I hope he had them right. 
That was by how much that went up.  

The member for Vasse then castigated the City of Stirling by saying that most of its increase was due to 
increased staffing, and he quoted figures on that. The Mayor of the City of Joondalup has been quoted in the 
newspaper as saying that a large part of the 7.9 per cent increase in rates for people living in the City of 
Joondalup is attributable to state government charges, such as utility charges for water and electricity. I heard 
him say that at a briefing he gave to stakeholders from the City of Joondalup a couple of weeks ago. But my 
rates bill is the proof that the ESL has gone up by $30—a 17 per cent increase—in my case, and I assume it to be 
similar across all households. The intention of the ESL was not to reduce the government’s contribution to FESA 
and slug people throughout the state with those extra charges.  

Members have spoken globally about the large figures and the extra amounts that people are being slugged. 
When the Premier was answering questions about fees and charges earlier today he said that the government had 
introduced the cost-of-living rebate for pensioners. It needs to be said that that is a very limited rebate, and it 
does not go to all seniors. Holders of a Seniors Card are eligible to apply for it, which is the first problem; most 
of the seniors out there probably need that communicated to them face to face, especially if they are well over 
65 years of age. I am talking about 80-odd—old old. They need it communicated to them, and having to put an 
application in to get it confuses some people sometimes. A couple should automatically receive their $150, and 
singles should automatically get their $100-odd.  

The Office for Seniors and Carers has all that information on hand, so why do people have to apply for it? It is a 
bit outrageous and confusing for them. I will go to some specifics. I had my office ring these people today to ask 
if I could use their names and their examples, and one of them said yes, but most of them said, “Hmmm, we’re 
not too sure”, and I can understand that, so I will not use their names. But I will use the name of the person who 
gave permission, because I just want to bring home to this house how it personally affects these people. It is not 
about $10 million or $1 billion or the half a million dollars that we talk about in this place; we bandy those 
figures around like they are small figures and they mean nothing. They mean nothing to people out there in the 
community because they cannot get their heads around them. However, I would like to bring this debate to an 
individual household to see how it affects those people. These are the people we deal with every day.  

Mrs Scott of Heathridge rang my office to complain about the cost-of-living rebate. I find this example 
particularly difficult, cold hearted and stony faced of the government, because this lady is 87 years of age and 
her husband is 88 years of age. They realised they had to put the application in and did so, and they waited for 
that money so that they could pay their electricity bill and some of their other bills; they went to the bank and 
checked it every day. Then one day they went to the bank and saw an amount of $78 for the cost-of-living rebate. 
I believe that for a couple the amount is $150-odd and for a single it is slightly over $100, so they were really 
confused about why $78 had been deposited into their account. They asked the bank about it, because they did 
not know where else to go, and the bank told them that it was the cost-of-living rebate, but only half.  

Mrs Scott was given the Office for Seniors Interests and Carers’ phone number from a bank officer and she rang 
it. Mrs Scott was told that she had not applied for the rebate; she had been sent only one form and she had 
thought it was for both of them. This is an 87-year-old lady, and her husband is 88 years of age. I again ask why 
they need to apply for the rebate. The Office for Seniors Interests and Carers has that information, and I will 
demonstrate how I know that when I explain how they got $78.  

Mrs Scott then thought: “Well, if only one of us applied for it, I should have got the $100-odd applicable to a 
single.” She thought she had filled out the form correctly for her husband and herself, but she obviously had not, 
and they received only a half-payment, not the full single rate. That happened because the Office for Seniors 
Interests and Carers knew two pensioners were living in the house. Instead of sending something out to explain 
to Mr and Mrs Scott that it knew two of them were living in the house but the office had received only one form, 
could it not have—even better still—filled the form out for them, sent it and asked them to sign it and send it 
back? It would have been much better if they had not had to apply for it in the first place.  

The Office for Seniors Interests and Carers offered to send them out a form for next year because Mrs Scott was 
too late to apply for this year. This year is when this couple have the problem; next year they will have the 
problem as well, and so they will both have to fill in the form next year. Mrs Scott would like to know why they 
did not get the full single rate if only one had applied for it; and if the Office for Seniors Interests and Carers 
knew that a couple was living there, why would it not pay the rebate to both, or just pay the single rate, and if 
there was a subsequent application that qualified and got there on time, that could have been deducted from what 
was paid out?  
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Mr N from Craigie is a gentleman who is not quite so senior; he is 62 years of age. He came into my office 
requesting help to get financial assistance to pay his energy bill. He said that he has a lot of bills right now and 
cannot pay this one in full. He asked if something was available under a financial hardship scheme. He works 
part time and has just scraped by in the past, but now he cannot pay because of all the increases coming in. He 
has reduced his heating as much as he can even though it is very cold at night. 

He also rang my office back in January to ask about assistance with bills, as the costs for power and water had 
gone up. He then said that he knew of other people finding it hard. This is the core; this is where it is really 
hurting. This government is hard and faceless to these people with fees and charges, and it makes them apply for 
rebates. I have said before, and I will say it many times, that the Office for Seniors Interests and Carers has all 
the details of these people. However, in a miserly attempt not to pay some money, this government expects all 
these seniors to get the forms, to fill the forms in properly and to send them back in before they get the money. 
Why not do what is done in many other instances and just send them out? I am not sure whether it is done for 
fuel cards or whether people have to apply for them. Again, it may be the case that if they are in the country, 
they get the fuel card. 

I will keep going through a number of examples. These are real, living people in our suburbs. They are all in my 
electorate, because obviously I do not gather information from other electorates. Mr W of Edgewater phoned in 
because he was having trouble paying his gas bill, electricity bill and bills in general. He wanted to know 
whether a subsidy was available. He did not know about the cost-of-living rebate; he was unaware of it. This is 
one of the seniors we are talking about who should have just received the rebate in the mail. The federal 
government did it when it paid the $950 subsidy last year: it was able to do that based on information that it had 
in its system. I cannot understand why the state government cannot do that, because it has that information. We 
sent out the information, but, again, to get the payment through the home and community care scheme, this 79-
year-old gentleman has to take his hat and pen, go down to one of a number of organisations, such as the 
Salvation Army, the Spiers Centre or the City of Joondalup, and go through financial counselling. This man is 79 
years of age and has lived his life. He has done very well. Does he need to go to financial counselling? Is it going 
to be of huge benefit to him in the future? Will he be able to do it the next time he gets a bill? The HACC 
scheme covers a period of time, and people can receive support only once during a year. Is that actually going to 
help? The Premier keeps flapping his gums about the government giving the HACC scheme extra money, but the 
government has provided it for only this year and has not given that extra money for the out years. We then 
expect these people to go cap in hand. How demoralising is that for a 79-year-old gentleman who is probably 
very proud and has served this state very well as a worker and paid his taxes? 

I turn to an 82-year-old, Mr C of Edgewater, who phoned in July to inquire about the cost-of-living rebate. He 
said that the money was promised last November and that he was told that it would be in the bank in March. He 
had not received anything and wondered where it was. He had bills to pay, and with the cost of power going up, 
he needed help. He did the right thing, but the money was slow in getting to him. Several phone calls later he 
was told it would be coming. That was the case even when people do the right thing and fill the forms out, get 
them signed, get them sent in on time, meet the deadlines and all that stuff. I know that all that is happening 
while they are also worrying about their bills, keeping warm and feeding themselves. They have to do all that 
sort of thing to get a miserly $100 for a single person and $157 for a couple. 

This next one is an interesting example for me, because most of the other ones that I have spoken about come 
from what I would call reasonably strong Labor suburbs. This one is from Connolly, which is one of those 
suburbs in the Joondalup electorate that have always had a slightly higher average income than others. Mrs G 
from Connolly called about the cost-of-living rebate. She is 76 years of age. She had not received the full 
amount. When we called the Office for Seniors Interests and Carers card centre, we found that only one 
application had been processed—this was for the husband—and that the other, for the wife, would be processed 
at the end of the month. This couple filled out their applications together and sent them in together. Why were 
they not processed together? Why does it not work out so that the $157 allowance arrives in the bank together? It 
seems just ridiculous. 

There is another issue here: why do we discriminate against people who are married? We give singles $105 and 
we give couples $157. I know that members will say it is because they are living in one house and it all works 
towards that, but realistically there are two taxpayers who are in their autumn years at 76 years of age. Why 
should we not treat them all equally? They are still people who are relying on a fixed income and finding it 
tough. If they find it necessary to ring my office because they are missing out on $157, then they are doing it 
tough. Many years ago when I was living in Ireland, this issue was raised taken to the European Commission.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The issue was that a single person had a tax-free allowance of, for argument’s sake, 
€5 000, and a couple had a tax-free allowance of €7 500. The case was taken to the European Court of Human 
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Rights. The European Court said that they should all be treated the same and that it should be €10 000 combined. 
Why can the same principle not be applied here? We have elderly people who should be looked after. 

I have another example from Connolly. Mrs S of Connolly is 85 years of age. Again, these things only arise 
because the Office for Seniors Interests and Carers, by direction of this government, will pay the cost-of-living 
rebate only to people who apply for it. Those unfortunate people who do not actually read the newspaper or do 
not get information miss out. Again I will say that the Office for Seniors Interests and Carers has all that 
information. It takes nothing for it to process the payment and send it through to a person’s bank account, so that 
each and every person who has a Seniors Card in this state would get the cost-of-living rebate. I do not think it is 
that difficult. Mrs S of Connolly is like many others who have phoned my office and many others who have not 
because they do not know that they have to apply for the cost-of-living rebate form. She asked for the form. My 
office had to argue with the Office for Seniors Interests and Carers to send a copy of the form so that we could 
post it. The Office for Seniors Interests and Carers will not even send the forms out to members of Parliament’s 
electorate offices. We know who are seniors in our electorates. We could get the forms out to them. However, 
again, it is probably government policy that it does not want too many people to know so that it can save a few 
dollars. It is just mean-spirited, miserly and downright wrong. 

My last example is Mr M of Heathridge who is 66 years of age. He rang to ask where his cost-of-living rebate 
application form was. He had rung the Office for Seniors Interests and Carers the month before and had not 
received one. The office was very slow in sending out the application forms to needy people. Therefore, not only 
are we expecting them to apply for the form and get it filled out appropriately and lodged on time, but the Office 
for Seniors Interests and Carers is slow in sending the forms out. It is more bureaucracy that just slows things 
down. It is what we call the red tape that all of us hate. This government came to power saying that it was going 
to get rid of red tape, but what has it done here? It has actually made it more difficult for people who are entitled 
to receive cost-of-living rebates from the government because of their age. The government has tied it up in red 
tape. It is just outrageous that this miserly government seeks to do this rather than to stand up and say that it 
recognises and values the seniors in this state. It should say that the cost-of-living rebate it offers is not huge but 
it is a help. It should ensure that all people with a Seniors Card who are living in this state will get that cost-of-
living rebate in their bank account on 1 January, 1 April or whatever day the government decides to do it, rather 
than this miserly, mealy-mouthed way of going about it; that is, making these seniors find out the information, 
fill out a form and send it in. It is a mean-spirited and miserly government. I support this condemnation motion 
because the government is shameful and all government members should hang their heads in shame. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [6.39 pm]: I would like to make some comments in this debate and try to add 
value to it. It is not the first time that we have dealt with this issue, and I am not knocking members opposite for 
raising it because it is important and should be thoroughly debated. But I would like to take a different route, and 
be positive on this.  

The Leader of the Opposition stated that it has long been Labor Party policy to restrain growth in the price of the 
basket of goods for utilities, defined broadly but not including all utilities, to the inflation rate or lower. The 
member for Victoria Park showed a graph—I did not see it to confirm its accuracy—but he implied at least that 
the Labor Party had achieved that through the period of the Gallop and Carpenter governments. I take that as a 
stated aim, and I take the member for Victoria Park’s data as accurate. That is a very good aim. We would want 
to restrain all cost rises to the inflation rate or lower. However, what really relates is: what are the underlying 
costs? The member for Jandakot quite clearly made the point that the cost of electricity, water or a hospital 
service has to be borne somehow. That is the problem. The essential decision we had here—or one that has been 
missing—is, firstly, have we restrained the growth of cost adequately? That has not been raised very much; 
secondly, how should we fund these things? Let us look at energy. We have debated this, but I think I should go 
through a little bit of history, as the member for Cockburn was rewriting it.  

It is true that the Court government implemented a policy of basically keeping the price of electricity more or 
less constant. I think there was one increase in one of its years in government. That was a very logical policy 
back then. At the same time, Western Power—even despite the fixed price of electricity—was able to expand, 
invest and achieve an adequate rate of return. Anybody looking at the oil prices and the prices of gas and coal 
during that period would have noticed that it was a period in which energy costs were declining. Indeed, for the 
total period of the Court government, the oil price, which is the market price for all fuel and energy, declined in 
real terms by 20 per cent. All the Court government had to do was fix the price of electricity in real terms, and it 
led to a real lower price and gave a benefit. That was the thing to do. It was a good model, and the rational thing 
to do. When the Gallop government came to power in 2001 it continued that; and up until 2001 that was the right 
thing to do. 

The Labor government then decided to debate and finally to proceed with a disaggregation of the electricity 
industry. At that time, in order to get the disaggregation through, it agreed to continue to fix the electricity price 
for, I think, about five years—I cannot remember the exact dates. It was also forced to concede that after that 
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period and before the last election it would have a review of the underlying costs and the price rises. That was 
okay. It agreed to the fixing of electricity prices for three reasons: one, in order get the bill through, it had to 
agree to it; two, it fought for and promised that its disaggregation was going to lead to substantial reductions in 
the underlying costs of electricity production. That was the whole purpose of the disaggregation. That is what 
their claim was. That is what their promise was. And, third, it obviously hoped that the electricity price would 
not rise, as had been the case in the previous 10 years. 

Its hopes did not come to pass. First, the disaggregation simply did not lead to the expected cost reductions; 
indeed, it led to virtually no cost reductions and it had significant underlying costs because the electricity 
industry had to compete with the mining industry for labour and other factors, so its costs started going up. Then, 
the underlying price for gas and coal increased but, most importantly, oil went from $11 a barrel in 2001 to $225 
a barrel in 2008; that is, the underlying fuel cost for electric energy skyrocketed; it went up exponentially. What 
happened? The Labor government had a fixed price, rising fuel costs and rising costs, and Verve started 
haemorrhaging. Every year when Verve was haemorrhaging, the Gallop and Carpenter governments went out 
and said, “Aren’t we good? We’re delivering low utility prices to the public of Western Australia.” They did—
the prices did not go up very much. The only reason, by the way, it was able to achieve price rises lower than the 
inflation rate was because it kept electricity prices down. If we took electricity prices out of the equation, it 
would have gone up above that because of water—but I will get to water later.  

The Labor government fixed the price of electricity and Verve was haemorrhaging. Eventually, before the last 
election, the Labor government was forced to come clean—because of the agreement it had to have a study, 
which said the price needed to go up 72 per cent. That is the story. The Labor government then went to the 
election; it said that the member for Vasse was very waffly. The Labor government said something like, “We 
will increase the price of electricity by at least 10 per cent a year, and we will worry about it after the election.” 
That was not enough. If we had kept it to the 10 per cent increase, Verve would have been a billion dollars in 
debt—or, we would have had to subsidise Verve from taxes. This is the important thing. We have heard about 
the issue of imposing charges on pensioners. I am a local member, just like members opposite. We all have 
friends and relatives who are on fixed incomes, whether they are unemployed or pensioners, and getting hit with 
these big, sudden rises is hard. What I would say is: what was the Labor government thinking back in 2005, 
2006, 2007 and 2008 when underlying costs were skyrocketing and they were not giving a signal to the 
consumers that the price was going up? I know what the Labor Party was thinking. If members remember, at that 
time, they were having $2 billion surpluses, so they had plenty of money to pay for this. But let us go back. How 
were they paying for it? It was with either debt or, in their case, taxes. What taxes does the state levy? One is 
payroll tax. The Labor government would rather subsidise and give incorrect signals to electricity users and 
subsidise energy costs by taxing jobs. The biggest tax growth was to tax people when they moved homes—that 
is, conveyancing. It thought, “We will tax new homebuyers!” Members may remember that during this period 
the experience of the home market was that the price of homes was skyrocketing. That led to record levels of 
unaffordability of housing. Part of that was higher conveyancing fees and revenue.  

What the Labor government was saying was that it would like to give the appearance of having things under 
control and of being nice to utility consumers, but it was actually subsidising this by homebuyers and jobs. There 
is an equity issue here. Is it better to price and charge utility consumers, people looking for jobs, or those buying 
new homes? I do not know what it is. What I can tell members is that there are two factors here. One is that 
subsidising across-the-board electricity prices, no matter the income or circumstances of the consumer, is dumb 
and, I might add, inequitable. I remember 20 years ago when we decided to get into this debate as bureaucrats 
that we decided to look at who were the major consumers of electricity in Western Australia. The largest 
consumers were pubs; the second largest were supermarkets. They are often on different tariffs, but a blanket, 
across-the-board subsidy of electricity is not equitable. At this time in the mid-2000s we were also discussing a 
little thing called global warming. The commonwealth government of the day was arguing that it should 
introduce a carbon tax or a carbon-trade system. The argument was that we needed to put a price on carbon, we 
needed to make electricity prices reflective of pollution and energy costs, and we needed to derive efficiency. No 
matter how we looked at it, that was going to lead to substantial increases in electricity costs and prices. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Member, will you take an interjection? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. I usually would from the member for Gosnells, but given the track record of his 
colleagues on this debate today, I am sorry; no. 

I think we will, no matter who is elected, put a price on carbon some day, or at least when the world reacts 
generally. We therefore need to move towards cost-reflective pricing. What was the task with electricity when 
we came to government? Clearly, whoever came to government would have been faced with a huge need to 
increase the price or to get more revenue into Verve Energy. The price of electricity needed to be moved towards 
more cost-reflective pricing. That was the policy of the previous government. That was basically the consensus 
all around the world. The question was: how fast do we go and when do we do it? It was about timing and pace. I 
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think that the previous government was hoping that the $2 billion surpluses would go on forever. In the pre-
election data, it was going to be diminished, but large budget surpluses were to be expected in the forward 
estimates. I am not criticising that; I think that was the legitimate forecast at the time. As we know, that was not 
the case. We, as a responsible government, simply could not continue to pump in $1 billion, as is estimated. If 
those subsidies were kept for a long period over two terms, it would have been more like $7 billion to $8 billion 
in subsidising electricity prices. That would have been pure madness and fiscally irresponsible. How would we 
get $7 billion to $8 billion out of our taxpayers? How many jobs would that cost? I do not think Mr Rudd would 
have come up with a fiscal stimulus and given us billions of dollars to subsidise our electricity industry, given 
that he was promoting cost-reflective pricing. We made the difficult decision to take the data that we received 
and increase electricity prices. Increasing electricity prices was the fiscally responsible thing to do; it was the 
equitable thing to do. If we want to help the people on fixed incomes who are impacted by these hefty 
increases—that is true—we need to identify them and give them compensation through various mechanisms, and 
that is what we have done. We can argue whether it is adequate and we can argue whether there is red tape, but 
that is what we did, and that was the right thing to do. It is easy to say, “Shock, horror; under us, electricity 
prices and other utility prices were constant, and these bad Liberals came in and they shot up.” That is what Joan 
Kirner did in the 1990s and, in pursuing that policy, she made the Victorian government into a basket case. She 
did not have the benefit of large surpluses. It is irresponsible to do that. 

Let me turn to water. Water is a very interesting issue. The Economic Regulation Authority came out with a 
report. Lyndon Rowe, the chairman of the ERA, gave an articulate, dispassionate, objective assessment of what 
the ERA says is driving our costs. He was quite clear on ABC radio the other day. The Leader of the Opposition 
stated this very nicely in 2007 when he announced an eight per cent increase in water charges. He said that the 
rate increase was really to cover the increased cost of providing water; for example, the new desalination plant. 
That was the first desalination plant, I think. The Leader of the Opposition also said that it produces good water 
but it is more costly than water that used to be available from dams, and that it is the expectation that water 
prices will continue to rise as more and more expensive sources come onto the system. What the Leader of the 
Opposition and then Treasurer was hinting at, and what Lyndon Rowe stated quite clearly, was that the 
recommended rise in the cost of water was due to the fact that the previous government made a choice; it went 
with the second desalination plant, rather than the Yarragadee aquifer. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You might also accept responsibility for the fact that the Liberal opposition campaigned very 
strongly against using Yarragadee. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: My memory is a bit hazy. I am being honest. I was not in this house then. The choice was to 
go with the desalination plant. The desalination plant had a couple of attributes. Firstly, it was larger and more 
costly, because everybody was going to desalination plants. The first desalination plant in Western Australia was 
remarkably cheap. The cost of the second one was, as they are elsewhere, greatly inflated. I might add that 
Victoria is building one at a cost of $5 billion. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: In Wonthaggi. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, in Wonthaggi. These things are hellishly expensive. It is not just the capital cost; it is 
the electricity costs. As the price of electricity goes up, the price of water goes up. Also, this plant is located such 
that it needs a long pipeline. The Yarragadee option was estimated to cost—I might be a little off here—about 
80c to 85c a kilolitre, whereas the second desalination plant will cost in the vicinity of $2 to $2.10 a kilolitre. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: What is the capital cost of those two projects? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Roughly, the first one was about $350 million. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: I think it was $450 million. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, something like that. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: And the same for the second one. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The second one? 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Desal plant 1 was $450 million as well. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I read that the first one was about $353 million. The other one is over $1 billion.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: If you use the dollar of the day, they are about the same. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not think so. Inflation has not been that bad. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, and other infrastructure. I am not criticising this; it is just that there is a huge demand 
for desalination plants around the world. This is a problem. That was a choice. I readily admit that both sides of 
politics came to the same conclusion that it was better to go with the second desalination plant than the 
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Yarragadee aquifer. As an economist, I argued for Yarragadee because I had read arguments for it. Generally, 
my colleagues of longer standing would agree to that. We went for the desalination plant. It cost more. The 
member for Gosnells, when in his previous role, also argued strongly in support of a desalination plant because 
of its convenience, but with some concerns about effluent. He argued that it should be considered. He had 
concerns about the Yarragadee. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Nonetheless, he argued strongly for cost-reflective pricing. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: So long as people are given the means to become more water efficient so that their overall 
bill stays the same. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member should let me finish. I am not putting words in his mouth. 

What did Lyndon Rowe say? What was the recommended price? We invested in this big lumpy asset. Natural 
water supplies are going down. The expectation of the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research 
Organisation is for further reductions in water supply from natural sources. Water costs are going up. During the 
2000s, under the Labor government, water prices continued to increase faster than inflation. I might be wrong, 
but in its last two years in government, the increases were quite large. The Labor government was going towards 
cost-reflective prices for water. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: What we did was look at fees and charges as a basket. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: But the only reason the basket was kept low was electricity. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: And compulsory motor vehicle third party insurance and some other things. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: But electricity was the key to the success of keeping it low. The Treasurer and others made a 
choice to move water prices up sharply in its last two years in government. We have moved towards cost-
reflective pricing for both electricity and water. We recognise that they were large increases, but we are holding 
back, as did the previous government, and asking, “What should we do in the future?” That is a decision that we 
are going to make. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________  

 

  


