
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Thursday, 26 May 2011 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 9.00 am, and read prayers. 

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

Extension of Reporting Time — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, I have received a letter dated 25 May 2011 from the 
chairman of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission advising that it has 
resolved to extend the reporting date for its inquiry into corruption risks of controlled operations and informants. 
The committee will now report on 16 June 2011.  

POLICE — MENTAL HEALTH TRAINING 

Statement by Minister for Police 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [9.02 am]: WA police officers deal on a daily basis 
with a significant number of people impacted by mental health issues. The WA Police Academy foundation 
training unit delivers mental health training to all police recruits, and the academy’s in-service training unit 
delivers mental health training to ensure that officers are prepared to deal with people who may suffer from 
intellectual, sensory or mental disabilities. The detective training unit also operates a separate project to deliver 
interview training to all police officers. The academy has reviewed many training packages for delivery to 
recruits and front-line officers, and the training currently delivered at the academy has been scrutinised for best 
practice delivery for policing needs. The conclusion from the review was that the training delivered to recruits is 
appropriate. A recommendation was made for more scenario-based training to be introduced to ensure that 
recruits have realistic and practical exposure to confronting a person with a mental health issue. This training is 
now being provided.  

Mental health training includes instruction by the mental health emergency response team, police negotiators and 
the Department of Health. Personnel from the mental health emergency response team also deliver training to 
recruits in communication, the recognition of symptoms, and strategies for dealing with people suffering from 
mental illness. In addition, legal training at the academy includes specific instruction to recruits in the obtaining 
of confessional evidence, including their dealings with people with a mental or intellectual disability. This 
training reinforces the officers’ application of voluntary and fairness tests, which are applied to the obtaining of 
evidence. Representatives from the Office of the Chief Psychiatrist have observed the delivery of recruit training 
and provided positive feedback in support of the training. To support the specific training required to address 
people suffering from a mental health condition, WA Police has developed strong partnerships with major 
stakeholders in the field of mental health. WA Police continue to identify improvements in the training available 
for its officers on the front line, including ongoing research in various subject areas.  

PUBLIC SCHOOL REFORM — STATEWIDE EDUCATION SERVICES 

Statement by Minister for Education 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands — Minister for Education) [9.04 am]: Today I would like to inform the 
house of the next phase of reform of the public school system across Western Australia. The first phase is the 
provision of more autonomy and flexibility to schools to make the decisions best suited to their students, families 
and communities. This is being driven through the independent public schools initiative, and we already have 98 
schools operating in this way. In July I will announce the third intake of schools from the 196 that expressed 
interest. The second phase of reform is putting resources and services in and closer to schools. This is being 
driven by the regional structure I announced in September last year, with networks of schools working together 
for leadership, support and collaboration on many fronts. The third phase that I am announcing today extends 
these reforms and places more support and resources closer to schools, moving away from a centralised 
approach. Vital to this is the establishment of a new structure to provide expert advice, support and services to 
schools.  

The Padbury Senior High School site will house statewide education services for schools from next year. As 
members know, the school will close at the end of 2011. This valuable asset will become the home of specialist 
resources for schools, where they can access experts in a range of areas including early childhood education; 
literacy and numeracy; English as a second language and dialect; behaviour management; student disability, 
including for those who are deaf and hard of hearing; speech and language development; curriculum; and 
vocational education. This will see the central office bureaucracy of the Department of Education significantly 
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reduced. For too long, centralised programs have been run out to schools in a one-size-fits-all approach. Now, 
schools will determine the support they need and will be able to access it more easily than having to navigate 
their way through complex layers of bureaucracy.  

Further, as part of the changes to how schools are supported, a number of teacher development schools will be 
set up across the state. These schools will have demonstrated curriculum expertise and will play a major role as 
the Australian Curriculum is introduced from kindergarten to year 10 from next year. We know that teachers will 
benefit most from working with other expert and experienced teachers in classrooms, rather than through 
centralised programs. These teacher development schools will provide the necessary support to teachers in all 
schools as they become familiar with the Australian Curriculum. Together, these reforms are aimed at continuing 
to build a strong public school system, with the prime focus being the success of students.  

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANELS — SPECIALIST MEMBERS 

Statement by Minister for Planning 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [9.07 am]: Cabinet recently approved the 
appointment of 27 members to 15 development assessment panels across the state. I seek to table the names of 
the specialist members in the house. A development assessment panel is an independent decision-making body 
comprising independent technical experts and elected local government representatives. These panels will 
determine development applications made under local and regional planning schemes in the place of the original 
decision maker. The specialist members are a key aspect of these panels. These panels will significantly improve 
the planning system in Western Australia. Each panel will comprise five members, the presiding member, two 
specialist members and two elected local government representatives. To be appointed, specialist members must 
have experience in one or more of the following areas of expertise: town planning, which is mandatory for 
presiding and deputy presiding members; architecture; urban design; engineering; landscape design; 
environment; law; property development; and management. The rationale behind development assessment 
panels is the provision of a more transparent and timely decision-making process for development applications, 
with decisions based on strong planning merits, technical expertise and local representation. The panels are 
designed to make the planning system clearer and more consistent and, as a result, encourage more investment in 
Western Australia.  

Local governments are responsible for nominating two elected local government members to their development 
assessment panel. I recently wrote to each local government requesting nominations. With the exception of the 
City of Perth, as panels will be created to service two or more local government areas, two local government 
representatives from each local government area will be appointed to the panel. The two members from each 
local government will sit on the panel only when the applications being determined have been made under their 
relevant local planning scheme. This will ensure that local issues and context are given proper consideration in 
the determination of development applications. All panel members, including council representatives, will be 
required to attend a mandatory training workshop on planning law and codes of conduct before they can sit on a 
development assessment panel. The panels will come into effect as of 1 July 2011.  

[See paper 3432.] 

JOONDALUP HEALTH CAMPUS — CONSTRUCTION EFFECT ON NEIGHBOURS 

Grievance 

MR A.P. O’GORMAN (Joondalup) [9.10 am]: This morning I have a grievance to the Minister for Health 
relating to the construction of the Joondalup Health Campus and the effect that is having on neighbours. I wrote 
to the minister on 15 June last year laying out the issues that some of the neighbours were experiencing. These 
include layers of dust spreading throughout the house, despite the closure of all doors and windows, affecting 
work stations and computers; discolouration of outdoor paving due to levels of dust; inability to use outdoor 
areas as patio furniture and bricks are embedded with dust; constant sneezing bouts, especially on windy days, 
because of dust; house awnings becoming thick with dust; vehicles showing signs of dust, even after weekly 
washing; and restrictions on quality of life due to constant thumping and banging noises associated with cranes, 
cement mixers and large, heavy vehicles.  

We all agree that we have to have this upgrade to the Joondalup Health Campus; it is a very important upgrade 
for the people of Joondalup and for the people of the north metropolitan area. I received a response from the 
Minister for Health on 2 July in which he stated — 

A major project of this type will sometimes cause dust to be generated that impacts on local residents. 
That is unfortunate, and every effort is made to minimise it. Site management by the managing 
contractor at Joondalup Health Campus, John Holland, has been excellent. John Holland has been 
proactive in minimising dust generation (for example, by use of water cannons, screen fencing, 
spray’n’grow mulch and water spray trucks) … 
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Screen fencing was used, but that was constructed below the level of the site and the dust came off that site. The 
construction site is along the whole street, but one particular gentleman, Dr Phil Ridden, has taken this up. He 
has written to John Holland on a number of occasions advising of his problems. He wrote — 

I therefore request that 

1. We are advised when the site works will be complete. (I am assuming that all sand will then be 
sealed and no longer present a problem.) 

2. Immediately, you install seals in our doors and windows. 

3. At the conclusion of the site works — and earlier, if that’s some way off — you pay for 

• cleaning of all floors (including carpets) and other surfaces, window coverings and 
couches 

• cleaning of windows (inside and out) 

• removal of all the sand from the ceiling  

• refurbishment of our lawn and gardens.  

Dr Ridden sent John Holland an account for the damage to his house. Dr Ridden has a doctorate; he is the 
principal of a local primary school in the electorate of the member for Wanneroo, so he is a very clever man. He 
has itemised the damage to his property and obtained verbal quotes: for the installation of seals around doors and 
window, $50; for repairs to cracking of walls and repainting, $300; for replacement of carpets ruined by sand, 
three rooms, $2 597 and $1 893; for replacement of two air conditioning units due to compressors being ruined 
by dust, $2 842 and installation costs of $899 and $550; for cleaning of floors and other surfaces, window 
coverings and couches, $400; and for the removal of sand from the ceiling, $2 000. This is very important 
because the weight of the sand will cause the ceiling to drop and the whole house will be destroyed. The quote 
for the refurbishment of lawn and gardens, including the removal of rocks, wood, concrete and blue metal from 
the lawn, is $6 000; and for damage to the hose and hose connection, and use of water, $20. The damage totalled 
$17 551. That is a rather large amount for a local resident to have to bear because of a government building 
contract.  

I know that John Holland was contracted by Ramsay Health Care, but it is a government hospital that is being 
built on that site. The government is ultimately responsible. The government has put up the funds, but it did not 
include in the contract anything for the restoration of neighbouring properties. I know if there were a 
development across the road from the minister and that happened to the minister’s property, he would make a 
claim—as I and any member in this house would. I do not think what Dr Ridden is asking is unreasonable, and it 
can be assessed properly and appropriately and a compensation amount forwarded to Dr Phil Ridden at 47 
Upney Mews. There are not too many houses on that street. A number of residents have had issues, but only 
Dr Ridden has continued to follow up the issue with me and has put together this quote and his claim for 
compensation. John Holland may be the builder, but the government is the owner of the building. Therefore, the 
government should accept responsibility and make sure that, just because it is improving facilities in the northern 
suburbs for people with healthcare needs, the work does not impinge adversely on neighbours.  

Already we have seen a fair amount of damage to Dr Ridden’s house. The site has almost been sealed. The only 
area that has not been sealed is the workers’ car park, which is directly opposite Mr Ridden’s house, so for the 
duration of the building project he will experience sand and dust coming off that unsealed car park. That is a 
crushed limestone car park, because it is obviously a temporary car park. Until that building is finished, there 
will be dust constantly coming across the road, so his house will constantly be adversely affected.  

I ask that the minister urgently look into this matter. I know that the minister knows about it and that he has 
already said that it is not usual for building projects to compensate neighbours, but this is a peculiar case and 
Dr Ridden has documented the actual damage to his house from the day it started in February 2010 until now. 
The minister can go to his house. Dr Ridden is quite willing for people to look at the damage. I have been there. I 
have not gone into the roof space; I was not that keen. However, I know that when a lot of sand gets into a roof 
space, it causes problems. The last thing I want is Dr Ridden coming back in six or 12 months’ time claiming for 
a complete ceiling refit from the minister. Could the minister please look at this urgently?  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [9.18 am]: I thank the member for Joondalup for 
bringing this issue up again. If I were in the member’s place as the local member, I would do exactly the same. 
The government does pay for things like this, and the way it does that is through the contract. Any contract we 
have with a private sector body that has the responsibility for building stuff will contain contingency fees and a 
risk element that will allow that contractor to undertake repairs, maintenance and whatever, if it causes, through 
its actions or negligence, the need for repairs or improvements to the house. For example, if John Holland’s 
actions in building that new hospital caused the total destruction of a house opposite, obviously it would be 
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responsible for compensating the owner or rebuilding the house. Part of the risk that a government bears in 
contracting to the private sector to build something, as opposed to doing it itself, is that it contains elements that 
the taxpayer does pay for.  

I know a bit about how the fellow feels. With my house in Mandurah, I had dust falling—it has gone now—for 
probably two years. The Mariners Cove development is across the road from where I live in Mandurah. It is a 
newly redeveloped subdivision that is due southeast from where I live. Every time the sea breeze comes in, it 
blows straight across that site into the houses across the road. I have a barbecue out the back that is black, and I 
could write my name in the dust that covered it. At the front of the house, the bottom rims of the garage roller 
door were covered in dust all the time, but particularly after a strong south-easterly breeze. I know how annoying 
that can be, so I understand Dr Ridden’s frustration. I have to say that I have not seen any evidence of dust being 
able to get into my house to damage carpets or the air conditioners, so I am a little surprised to hear he has those 
issues. However, there are different ways to get action and to try to help a constituent, which is obviously what 
the member for Joondalup is trying to do. Bringing the matter before the minister to hopefully embarrass the 
company to do something is within those mechanisms.  

I have been given some information about what has happened. Dr Ridden wrote to John Holland alleging 
damage to his property and seeking payment of $17 000. The letter goes through the detail of what he is seeking, 
which includes $6 000 for refurbishing his lawn, $4 291 for replacing the air conditioning unit and $4 490 for 
replacing the carpets. They are the major components of it. An issue to do with cracking of the house was fixed. 
The areas that generated dust last year were areas of bulk excavation for the car park, but they have all been 
bitumen car parks since June–July. The member says that there are car parks still to be sealed opposite, which 
seems to slightly contradict what is written in the document before me. John Holland says that it was proactive in 
minimising dust generation at the time using industry best practice, including those things that the member went 
through about screens and watering and so on. The John Holland site manager advises that in his 20-year 
experience the amount of dust generated at Joondalup has been less than for the average project. That is not 
necessarily an answer because it leaves all sorts of variables available. The reality is that the council has 
requirements for dust control and people can have council staff assess that. The problem is that the dust is not 
necessarily there at the time council staff are available to do that sort of testing. John Holland conducted letter 
drops and listed some of the things that it did.  

John Holland also made some comments about the property. It said that the owners seek $6 000 for 
refurbishment of the lawn, yet photos of the street show that the lawn was in a suboptimal condition before the 
commencement of redevelopment works. People have also been parking on the verge of the property, which 
does not help. Of course, as the member and I know, although we would like to own those verges, they are not 
actually ours; verges belong to the council. We own only the land up to the front boundary of our property, not to 
the road. However, it is pretty unreasonable if people parking on the verge had damaged it, but John Holland 
said that it was not flash to start with.  

The normal life cycle of an average quality air-conditioning compressor unit is five to nine years. From John 
Holland’s observation during a site visit, the compressors in question appear to be quite old and replacement is 
more likely due to age than excessive dust. During a previous inspection, which was documented by John 
Holland, Mrs Ridden noted that the carpet was old and that she had been trying to get Dr Ridden to replace the 
carpet for a while without any luck. What John Holland is saying is that, in a sense, this has been a bit 
opportunistic. It has not had any other complaints from people in the street. Although the member may have, 
John Holland certainly has not, and there has been no active work to be done.  

As I said, the state government does not pay for these things in the contract; it is the responsibility of John 
Holland. Quite clearly, it is John Holland’s legal and moral responsibility. All I can do is offer somewhat 
gratuitous advice as an experienced local member about the options available to deal with an issue such as this 
and what I would say to the constituents. There are three options. One option has been taken by the member 
today; that is, to try to embarrass John Holland by going to the minister and coming to the Parliament so that 
John Holland will say, “This is too hard, we’ll pay.”  

The second option is to make a legal claim and go to the Small Claims Tribunal. In doing that, the constituents 
have to show evidence, normally pictorial evidence, of the property before and after to show the damage done. 
The third option is for the local member to act as a mediator. If the member has been to the property and seen 
evidence that strongly suggests to him that the carpet is damaged as a result of dust or that there is significant 
dust, he can get the John Holland people into the house, while the member is present so that they have to defend 
it to him, to go through and examine those things.  

I often find that is the best method and that normally some sort of compromise can be reached. Provided the 
member is convinced that it is obvious damage, he should be able to convince the company that it is obvious and 
find some compromise that will result in it paying some degree of compensation. 
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MULLALOO — SUBSIDENCE ISSUES 

Grievance 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef) [9.23 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Housing and I start by thanking 
him for taking this grievance on relatively short notice.  

My grievance relates to a constituent family who live in Leo Place, Mullaloo, whose house has severe cracking 
and movement caused by subsidence. The house next door has also experienced very severe cracking, although 
the owner has not raised the issue with me. I have inspected both properties and can attest absolutely to the 
severity of the problem. In my view, the movement is so severe that the owners are putting themselves at risk by 
living in the properties. The house slab at the property in question has literally cracked in half through the middle 
of the owner’s bedroom with one half of the house slipping away. I point out that the crack runs right under the 
bed and through the bathroom.  

The local authority now owns the block immediately to the rear of both these properties. This block originally 
had a house on it, but it was so badly damaged by subsidence that an agreement in the past was reached with the 
insurer and with the local authority—I think it was the City of Wanneroo at that time—to pay out the owner and 
to demolish the house. The council owns this block and I understand that it is noted that construction should 
never take place on it. When my constituents applied to build on their block, the local authority, knowing full 
well the subsidence problem that existed in the vicinity, made as a condition of approval that the block be 
excavated to a depth of five metres at the time and then refilled with compacted soil to the original level. 
Five metres is the equivalent of more than two Aaron Sandilands. This was done, but as time has told, it did not 
present a stable base. After moving in, my constituents noticed cracks that have grown exponentially over the 
years to monumental proportions.  

Last year, the constituents had plans drawn to demolish and repair and renovate the front of their house where 
the cracking and movement is most severe. They engaged a builder but he could not do any of the work because 
the Housing Industry Association would not give him insurance, based on the previous subsidence history of that 
vicinity. Over the years, my constituents have engaged engineers to fix the problem. About eight years ago, 
engineers noted loose compaction and even voids under the house. They recommended microfine grout be 
injected under the house to help stabilise the sand. This work was carried out but has also failed to stop the 
deterioration of the building. My constituents engaged yet another engineer last year whose report noted that it is 
clear that there are extensive areas of very loose uncompacted natural sand below the site. This engineer also 
believes that there is most likely an underground cave or hollow in the vicinity and that the sand is constantly 
trickling away and there is now absolutely no way to stop this.  

My constituents have been to their insurers and to the local authority. Neither wants to accept responsibility. My 
constituents have tried to repair and renovate their home, but they cannot do so because no builder can get 
insurance and they cannot sell. They are in the ultimate catch 22 and their case is falling through the cracks. 
They are willing to do whatever is necessary to have a home in this beautiful spot they have bought, but every 
door they approach has been shut to them through absolutely no fault of their own. They have been to builders 
and engineers, some of whom—I have also talked to these builders—would genuinely like to help, but they 
cannot get insurance to even commence the works. My constituents have also been to the HIA to try to resolve 
this matter but they have got absolutely nowhere. Inquiries to the local authority have been similarly fruitless.  

I do not suggest in any way that this is the government’s fault; in fact, I would say, based on my evaluation, that 
it is not. It is not the state government’s fault in any way, nor is it necessarily within our immediate 
responsibility. However, my constituents need help and have reached the point at which they have nowhere else 
to turn. In March 2007 when a family swimming pool disappeared down a sinkhole in a Woodvale property, a 
submission was taken to cabinet by the then lands minister and the government stepped in and purchased the 
property. I think the minister may be aware of that case. Accordingly, my constituents contacted my office and 
we have been working with them on this issue for more than 12 months, trying to help them with the local 
authority and with the HIA, and they have now asked me as their local member to raise this matter in Parliament. 
I understand that raising this issue this week is fortuitous because a segment on the television program Today 
Tonight on Monday evening showed two properties in Secret Harbour that had severe cracking caused by 
subsidence and the minister’s department made an offer to purchase those properties. After watching that 
program, I would say that, if anything, the Leo Place subsidence is even worse and, from my own assessment, 
has resulted in even worse damage. I ask the minister to please examine my constituents’ home with a view to 
assisting them wherever possible, because at this stage they have nowhere else to turn. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Minister for Housing) [9.29 am]: I thank the member for raising this issue. I 
have done some research over this week into the issue of subsidence and it would appear that, unfortunately and 
almost entirely unpredictably, it happens every couple of years. Certainly, it has happened every couple of years 
in the past few years. The two properties the member refers to would be the fourth and fifth properties that I am 
aware of. As the member pointed out, in 2007 the former government effectively purchased a property where 
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subsidence had occurred. I think the rationale was that the house was on a subdivision that the Department of 
Housing had been involved in. We also had the situation in Secret Harbour, which was again entirely 
unpredictable and terrible for the people concerned. I think it is incredibly unfortunate that a person can own a 
family home or investment property that cannot be lived in and there seems to be no recourse. It would also be 
very stressful for the people involved. The member for Ocean Reef is right; historically, the way that the 
government has dealt with this issue has been quite ad hoc. There is certainly no certainty. It is not the fault of 
the owner or the builder. If it was the fault of the builder, remedy would be available. Generally, cracking or 
damage to property that is the fault of the builder is due to improper compaction by the builder and remedy 
would be available. We live on a coast that has a lot of limestone deep underground and these occurrences are 
often entirely unpredictable. The fact that five metres had to be excavated—which for a West Coast Eagles 
supporter is about two and a half Nic Naitanuis—replaced with fill and compacted, and subsistence still 
happened, is quite unbelievable.  

What is the solution? I have been thinking about a solution during the week. Perhaps the solution is that the 
government, as it has in the past, purchase the properties, effectively bowl them over and, as the member 
indicated with the block behind, never build on them again in the vast majority of cases. As the member pointed 
out, standard insurance policies do not cover this sort of unpredictable event. A useful way to move forward 
would be for us to seek some advice, probably from the Building Commission in the first instance, about the 
possibility of looking at one of two avenues for providing remediation to people in the future and how that could 
apply to the member for Ocean Reef’s constituents. Perhaps one of those avenues would be for the Building 
Commission to look at the introduction of a very modest levy through the building approvals process. That levy 
could be clearly tagged as providing funding for this sort of entirely unpredictable event. A pool of funds would 
then be available for government to purchase these properties and provide relief to people. This is not an 
everyday occurrence. As I said, historically it is a little ad hoc and government agencies generally run for cover, 
because the Department of Housing is required to buy the properties. It is a bit ironic that the Department of 
Housing buys properties that cannot be used for housing. The Department of Commerce rightly points out that 
there is not really any legislation to cover this issue. However, I think we need a commonsense approach.  

The second avenue that we will get the Building Commission to look at is the capacity to alter the compulsory 
insurance contracts that householders must take out. Those contracts in the first instance cover only the builder 
going into financial difficulty. I am not sure whether that can be done. I am not sure whether insurance 
companies are prepared to insure for that sort of risk. I cannot imagine that actuarially the premium would be 
very high, because it is such a rare event. We need to look at those two avenues and we will. Although I am not 
the Minister for Commerce, I am sure that from a housing point of view, we can follow it up because, inevitably, 
it ends up with us. We will explore the levy and insurance options. Insurance may not be the best option because 
it will not help anyone who is in this situation in the foreseeable future. It seems to me that there is often not a 
long time between construction and when the issue arises. Who knows what size cave, for example, this sand 
could be trickling down into, but it must be significant if it encourages sand that has been compacted to a depth 
of five metres to trickle down and create this problem. It is quite astounding when we think about it. I do not 
think the problem in that case sounds solvable in an affordable and/or practical way, which is very unfortunate. 
We will have the Building Commission look at the levy and discuss with the insurance companies what can be 
done. The best I can offer the member out of that is to provide him with further advice on where to go. I do not 
think that a suitable solution is to have these matters dealt with on an ad hoc case-by-case basis, because that is 
very stressful for the people involved.  

The case that was highlighted earlier this week on television really related to a dispute about the price. The 
Department of Housing made an offer, which the owners accepted. Obviously, the owners accepted that offer 
reluctantly. We really need to try to avoid that sort of situation. As I said, it is only a handful of people who are 
affected. If we can come up with a mechanism that provides a remedy, that would be good. The mechanism 
needs to be about funding and how we determine the value of the property, because that will always be a bit of a 
sticking point. Clearly, from a commercial point of view, the property value is nil. In fact, some may argue that 
because the house has to be demolished and that cost is incurred in acquiring the property, the property may have 
negative value. I give the undertaking to the member for Ocean Reef that we will certainly look at this very 
important issue that he has highlighted. We do not want to be stuck with this ad hoc situation. If we can move 
down the path of the levy, for example, there may be a possibility that that can be applied to the situation that the 
member’s constituents are in. I have to get more advice on that.  

MIRRABOOKA WATER TREATMENT PLANT 

Grievance 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [9.35 am]: I refer to comments made by the member for Ocean Reef; I 
appreciate that the new unit of measurement will be the “Sandilands”. As a Dockers supporter, I think that is an 
excellent unit of measurement.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: He’s in a moon boot.  
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Size 18.  

My grievance is to the Minister for Water and it relates to the Mirrabooka water treatment plant. I raised this 
matter last year. I have not said it yet in this place, so I put on the record that I appreciate the previous Minister 
for Water’s approach to the issues I raised with him. He took those issues very seriously. Although I may not 
have agreed with some of the minister’s general policy stances, I appreciated the fact that he took the issues I 
brought to him seriously and worked constructively to help the residents of my electorate.  

I raised this issue last year, and at that time the former minister said he would look at it. This issue relates to the 
buffer zone around the Mirrabooka water treatment plant. As I said last year, there is a 200 metre buffer around 
the Mirrabooka water treatment plant. That buffer impacts on a significant portion of land on Alexander Drive in 
the Paradise Quay area. That portion of land on Alexander Drive has been designated as a site for an aged-care 
facility. One issue confronting both the proponents and the City of Swan is that the buffer significantly reduces 
the size of that proposed aged-care facility. As members know, the issue of aged-care facilities is very important. 
We all see a growing need in our communities for high quality aged-care facilities in the suburbs, especially 
where people have lived over the past decade or 20 years; people want to remain in that community if possible 
because they have a network of friends and they know the area.  

This site is a very good site because it is close to the shops and is on a main transport corridor—that is, 
Alexander Drive. Frankly, the site has been set aside and considered for an aged-care facility since 2002. A lot of 
progress was made last year when the City of Swan purchased that land from the state government at a 
discounted price. We had some great progress. The biggest issue that now confronts the facility is the water 
treatment plant buffer. There was some correspondence between the Water Corporation and the City of Swan in 
April last year, which I talked about in my grievance in June last year. The correspondence basically said that the 
Water Corporation could reduce the buffer if a couple of things happened first: either the water treatment plant 
was moved or the type of chlorine used was changed. As I understand it, the type of chlorine used stops people 
from being able to live within that buffer. There can be parks and recreation within that buffer, but people cannot 
live there, which impacts on the plans for an aged-care facility.  

The proposed cost would be between $750 000 and $1 million, which is a significant amount of money, but that 
money would free up that land and allow hundreds of older people to be housed. In my opinion, the benefit 
would far outweigh the cost. Considering the issue of housing affordability across the metropolitan area, this 
would be a low-cost option that would allow a lot of people to be housed. As I said in my previous grievance, 
there are 3 000 people in Ballajura aged 55 years and over, and many of them want to remain in that community. 
This land could be freed up at a minimal cost. The City of Swan has been trying to negotiate other options, one 
of which is to get some land cleared across the road, but this buffer seems to be the biggest issue preventing 
the development of this appropriately sized land.  

I have looked at some of the other priorities that have been funded in the budget. The Water Corporation has 
been allocated $8.9 million from the consolidated fund for the relocation of some pipes and underground 
drainage works for the Perth Waterfront project, which is fine. The Water Corporation is doing that because it 
needs to relocate those pipes to allow the waterfront project to continue. I would argue that suburban aged-care 
facilities are as equally important as that project. Again, we need more aged-care beds and we need people to be 
able to spend their retirement years in their local community.  

Another priority in the 2011–12 budget is the super town concept, the planning of which has been allocated 
$85 million. That seems to be a lot of money to spend in one year on the planning of super towns. I am not sure 
whether that will be spent in one year; I think that is a bit optimistic. Also, $140 million has been set aside in the 
Western Australian Land Authority budget for projects such as the revitalisation of Claremont north, which is an 
urban renewal project. All those things might be valid, but I cannot see how the expenditure of $1 million to free 
up this land would not be a priority. As I said, we should consider the cost–benefit of this, and that the cost of 
developing new land all throughout the area, whether to the north, south or east, is enormous. This is existing 
land; all that would need to be done would be to reduce the buffer to make it work. I believe that, given the 
current circumstances, it is wasteful to have that bit of land, located so close to the city on a main transport 
network, basically not able to be used for this purpose. When I asked the minister in April whether he was 
considering the proposal to relocate the buffer or change the chlorine used in the facility, his one-word answer 
was no. I asked him to reconsider that and consider providing funding and ask the Water Corporation to change 
the chlorine it uses. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Water) [9.42 am]: I thank the member for West Swan for 
once again raising this issue, on which I have done a fair bit of research; this was a grievance raised last year. I 
do not disagree with much of what the member has said. I have some experience in aged care, and this would be 
a very good location for an aged-care facility. As the member said, it is close to shops and transport corridors 
and is in a park setting, so it is quite a good location. Its one problem is that there is a buffer there, and buffers 
are there for a reason. The water treatment plant has been there for 25 years, I understand—I have not visited this 
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one—and it would have had a buffer put around it to protect Western Australia’s important water asset. The 
Minister for Planning is not in this place, but I think that is a very important measure in the Western Australian 
planning system. Buffers are extremely important and essential. I understand that over the past 15 years the 
Water Corporation has worked on this buffer and reduced it to 200 metres from the chlorine treatment plant, 
which is a statutory requirement for the treatment of water. The chlorine is stored as a liquid, but it vaporises as 
it goes through the water purification process. We need to make sure that people are not close to chlorine gas 
because it can be dangerous. 

The question comes down to quite a simple issue. One solution, as the member mentioned, is to relocate the 
chlorine storage facility a little to the west—obviously, the 200-metre buffer will remain—so that the buffer will 
be further away from where the City of Swan is proposing to put an aged-care facility. The other solution, as the 
member mentioned, is to change to a different type of chlorine such as sodium hypochlorite, which does not 
vaporise. I am not familiar with that process; I am familiar with the other process. I have been advised that if that 
were to be done, there would be no need for a buffer. That would be quite a good economic situation in an area 
where there may be a lot of residents, because that might increase enormously—by some tens of millions of 
dollars in fact—the value of the land around the facility. The member probably knows the area better than I do, 
but looking at the plan,  no development has happened, fortuitously, inside the buffer; there have been instances, 
unfortunately, such as with Cockburn Cement, of some development being done inside the buffer, but in this 
case the buffer has worked.  

Of the two solutions suggested by the Water Corporation, the most expensive is to use a different type of 
chlorination process. It has been worked out that that would cost about $700 000, so to amortise that and allow 
business to continue as usual, it would need $6 million or $7 million to run that process forever and a day. The 
cheapest solution would be to relocate the chlorination facility on site so that the buffer would move. I have an 
old figure for that of $1.2 million; the member mentioned that it would cost between $750 000 and $1 million. 
Regardless of what the figure is, the question gets down to: who pays? I agree with the member that aged care 
facilities are important and that we do not provide enough. I actually have a personal view that the metropolitan 
regional scheme should allocate land to be used for future aged care facilities. I have a particular problem in my 
electorate of Nedlands, which has a quite high-age demographic of people who are getting to the stage of having 
to go into a nursing home and not able to stay in Nedlands but having to go to Gosnells or somewhere to find a 
place. I appreciate that the member is saying there is not even an aged-care facility in her area, and that this is an 
opportunity for aged care to be provided on that site.  

In my experience of the economics of aged-care facilities, land is not really the issue. I have been involved in 
trying to source land for aged care around the western suburbs—I was not successful—and the aged-care 
providers were prepared to pay $20 million for land at Lake View, or whatever it was called.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not believe that a price of $1.2 million in an overall net present value analysis for 
land for an aged-care facility is a very high price to pay. In fact, if the City of Swan wanted to make some money 
out of that land, I think it would get a nice return if it paid the $1.2 million and leased the land to an aged-care 
provider. If it chose to go down another route, the aged-care provider would easily find $1.2 million to get that 
extra bit of land. I believe there is a solution but the question is: who pays? Why should the Water Corporation 
pay?  

The member mentioned the waterfront development. The Water Corporation will not move the pipe at the 
waterfront development. The proponents of the waterfront development have to pay the Water Corporation to 
change that pipe.  

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGIONAL COUNCIL — WASTE PROCESSING FACILITY 

Grievance 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [9.50 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Local Government and it relates to 
the Southern Metropolitan Regional Council’s waste processing facility. As the minister knows, this facility has 
been the bane of the local community, mainly because of odour pollution, since it was developed some seven 
years ago and continues to be so. The Department of Environment and Conservation is investigating at least two 
major odour incidents that have occurred so far this year that may breach the SMRC’s operating licence. The 
DEC has also had an environmental protection notice on the SMRC facility since 2008, which remains in place 
today. The SMRC has been very heavy-handed with members of the local community when they have 
complained or tried to address the issue of odours. That is not what I want to address today. I understand that that 
matter lies primarily with the Department of Environment and Conservation.  

I would like to address three concerns today: first, the overall governance of the SMRC and its failures that I 
think relate to regional councils generally; second, the risk that the SMRC is going to laden the local ratepayers 
and potentially the state with a large, stranded asset and heavy debt; and, third, I would like to urge the state 
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government to take a more active role in developing an overall waste management strategy for the metropolitan 
and Peel areas.  

As members would know, the regional councils are owned by the local councils. In this case the SMRC was 
effectively started up by the cities and towns of Canning, Melville, Fremantle and East Fremantle, with to some 
extent the participation of Rockingham, Cockburn and Kwinana. They underwrite its investments. City 
councillors sit on the board and are chairmen of the regional council, and therefore the ratepayers and the cities 
are liable for the decisions and the assets and liabilities of the regional councils. It is clear that there is some gap 
in the decision making; that is, even though city councillors sit on the regional council’s board, they act as 
individuals, not as representatives of the city councils. Therefore, they have a limited ability to act on behalf of 
the city council in procuring information and enforcing action by the regional councils. The regional councils 
float somewhere between the state, city councils and other areas of governance in the limited ability of 
individual city councils to enforce accountability of these regional councils. The only way they can really 
enforce it is to leave, and that is part of the problem.  

I think regional councils are in no-man’s-land. Even though some regional councils that I have looked at manage 
very well, the SMRC has not; indeed, it has been captured by its management. A major problem is that when this 
plant first started seven years ago, it received a $55 million loan through the WA Treasury Corporation to build 
the plant. It used up most of that loan to build the plant. Since then it has incurred ongoing, growing losses. Over 
the last five years of operation, it has incurred $16 million worth of losses. Despite operating for five years and 
having depreciating assets, its outstanding loan remains at $53 million. More importantly, it has pushed its losses 
onto the ratepayers of the councils, while the waste charges per tonne have risen from $36 a tonne to $150 a 
tonne, an increase of more than 300 per cent over five years. As a result of this, a number of the councils are 
leaving. The City of Canning left this year, effectively from 1 July; the City of Rockingham, which puts its 
recycled waste through its facilities, has indicated it will leave in 12 months; and the City of Melville is looking 
at its whole relationship with the SMRC with a view to potentially leaving. That means that the regional council 
has lost 30 per cent of its throughput and asset base and could lose up to 60 per cent in a year. It makes it 
unviable. A few years ago the SMRC built a materials recycling plant. It was operating effectively. However, 
two years ago it burnt down. It sent its waste recycling to other places and that waste has been very effectively 
recycled by other private sector ventures. It recently received an insurance payment for the burnt plant and it 
plans to rebuild the materials recycling plant. Rather than pay down its heavy levels of debt, it will rebuild the 
plant when the plant is not needed. More importantly, the SMRC has gone to the city councils and indicated to 
them that it plans to charge $80 a tonne for processing recyclables, when the rate in the marketplace is $30 a 
tonne. In other words, it will gouge the city councils to the tune of $50 a tonne and rip off ratepayers.  

It is clear to me that this plant has failed to operate to expected standards, has failed technology and has incurred 
large amounts of debt. It will end up with a large, stranded asset, loading onto ratepayers over $50 million of 
debt, which is guaranteed by the state. This is a disaster. I ask the minister if he could consider sending in an 
administrator to the plant to straighten it out. Clearly, the technology does not work and some day the SMRC or 
its owners, the city councils, will have to make a decision on some alternative to the composting plant in the 
facility. I have no confidence that it will make a rational decision as to the choice of technology or, more 
importantly, the location of it. I also ask the minister to perhaps consider, though it may not be in his area, 
putting forward a proposal for the state to adopt more of a guiding hand towards waste management in the 
metropolitan area. It needs an overarching strategy. The councils, regional or otherwise, cannot do it themselves, 
and I think it is a mess. 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury — Minister for Local Government) [9.57 am]: I thank the member for 
Riverton for his grievance. He has raised a few issues that I will attempt to answer.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI: I am trying to answer the member’s grievance. The Southern Metropolitan Regional 
Council was established on 10 November 1991. As the member pointed out, there were seven original members: 
the cities of Canning, Cockburn, Fremantle, Melville and Rockingham and the towns of East Fremantle and 
Kwinana. The region covered by the SMRC originally encompassed 654 square kilometres in the south 
metropolitan area, with a combined population of 380 000 people, who generated about 200 000 tonnes of 
household waste per year. The SMRC has an operational role in the planning and coordination of the removal, 
processing, treatment and disposal of waste for the benefit of communities within that overall boundary.  

In 1998 the SMRC adopted a regional waste management strategy that led to the development and 
implementation of a regional waste collection system and a regional resource recovery centre designed to 
recover about 85 per cent of all household waste. That recovery centre is supposed to be the largest waste 
processing facility in Australia. I am not sure whether that is right but that is what I am led to believe. It is owned 
and operated by the SMRC, whilst the land on which it is located is leased from the City of Canning. The SMRC 
employs about 90 personnel, 25 of whom are administrative and 65 of whom are operational.  
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As the member said, residents from the City of Canning have expressed ongoing concerns about the odour 
issues. They are claiming detrimental effects to their health, allegedly caused as a consequence of the operations 
of the Regional Resource Recovery Centre. In July 2009, the Department of Health reported, in its summary 
report, its findings on the potential health problems and the risks that were posed to that residential area by that 
recovery centre. That report focused primarily on the health effects and the management of odour. The 
Department of Health found that emissions from the compost plant were not a direct threat to people’s health. 
However, the Department of Environment and Conservation is the responsible regulator of that facility and 
monitors that facility for compliance, which includes odour. 

In February 2009, the City of Canning announced its intention to withdraw as a member of the South 
Metropolitan Regional Council and as a partner in that recovery facility. Under the terms of the agreement, the 
City of Canning had to give one full financial year’s notice of its intention to withdraw, and it withdrew on 
1 July 2010. The City of Rockingham has recently announced its intention to also withdraw from the recovery 
facility. However, the City of Rockingham is not a joint venture partner in that recovery facility. The member for 
Riverton mentioned the City of Melville. I am not sure where the City of Melville is at with this matter, and I 
will wait with great interest to see what it will be doing.  

The member for Riverton mentioned his concern about the lack of governance and the lack of business plans. 
The member will be pleased to know that I am about to sign off on legislation that will require every local 
government, including regional councils, to prepare 10-year forward capital and operational plans as a minimum. 
Those plans will result in a single document, based on community engagement. In the case of the South 
Metropolitan Regional Council, that long-term strategic plan will link assets with financial management.  

I turn now to the member’s concerns about the profitability of the South Metropolitan Regional Council. Very 
few local governments and regional councils fund their depreciation expenses. Local governments are required 
to deduct depreciation from the calculation that is used to determine the deficiencies in their operating costs that 
are to be made up from rates. However, I am aware that some councils cash back their depreciation into a reserve 
account. That is a very wise thing to do, and I would advocate that, because that can then form part of their asset 
replacement program in the future. As part of the capacity-building initiatives that I have implemented in local 
government, both asset management and financial management will play an important role in the thinking of 
local governments and regional councils, because, as the member would very well understand, that will make 
them think about whole-of-life costings. This is very important, and this is where a lot of local governments and 
regional councils get into difficulty, because it is easy to build something; it is the ongoing maintenance and 
management that causes problems. Although the SMRC has reported operating deficits for each of the past five 
years, these are after deprecation losses. If those losses are adjusted for depreciation, an operating surplus has 
actually been achieved for each of the four years since 2006–07. With regard to governance, all regional local 
governments are responsible to their member councils, and ultimately to their communities, for what goes on in 
their operations. This includes the South Metropolitan Regional Council.  

As I have said time and again, waste management is far too important to be left to local councils. I have said 
publicly that an overall strategy needs to be put in place to deal with this matter and to address the deficiencies. 

EDUCATION AND HEALTH STANDING COMMITTEE 

Ninth Report — “Changing Patterns in Illicit Drug Use in Western Australia” — Tabling 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [10.04 am]: I present for tabling the ninth report of the Education and 
Health Standing Committee, entitled “Changing Patterns in Illicit Drug Use in Western Australia”. 

[See paper 3433.] 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Before I start, I thank our principal research officer, Dr David Worth, and our research 
officer, Lucy Roberts. I also thank in particular Mr Neil Guard and Ms Julia Knapton from the Drug and Alcohol 
Office, and Professor Steve Allsop from the National Drug Research Institute, who all greatly assisted the 
committee in preparing this report for Parliament. 

Illicit drug use is a serious problem, with social, health and economic costs. However, although it is a serious 
problem, I am pleased to say, in presenting this report, that we have some good news for Parliament, because the 
patterns in drug use show that there has been a decrease in the use of some illicit drugs. In presenting this report, 
I will talk a bit about the effect of illicit drugs, particularly on children and families. I will then talk about some 
of the recommendations of the committee. 

The report shows that between 2001 and 2007, the use of illicit drugs has decreased in Western Australia. 
Cannabis use went down from 17.5 per cent to just under 11 per cent; amphetamine use went down from 5.8 per 
cent to 4.2 per cent; ecstasy use went up slightly, from four per cent to 4.1 per cent; cocaine use went up slightly, 
from 1.5 per cent to 1.8 per cent; and heroin use went down from 0.3 per cent to 0.2 per cent. That is good news. 
Unfortunately we do not have any more recent data than the data that was provided in the 2007 National Drug 
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Strategy Household Survey. Although that data shows that there has been a decrease in the use of illicit drugs, 
unfortunately the data also shows that in some areas there is still a major problem with illicit drug use. That is 
the case particularly in the Kimberley. In the Kimberley, the use of cannabis and amphetamines is much higher 
than anywhere else in the state. The number of Indigenous people who use cannabis is twice the number of non-
Indigenous people who use cannabis. So, a lot of work still needs to be done. 

When people talk about illicit drug use, they often talk about harm minimisation. There are three aspects to harm 
minimisation. One aspect is disruption to the supply of illicit drugs. There is good news in Western Australia, 
because the police in Western Australia have been very effective in curtailing drug-related crime and reducing 
the supply and trafficking of drugs. The police in WA have discovered a large number of clandestine drug 
laboratories. So, the police are doing a very good job.  

Reducing the demand for illicit drugs, primarily by prevention programs, is the second aspect. This is where I 
believe we need to put more funding and place more emphasis. We should have more programs that target, in 
particular, children. One of the magistrates who appeared before the committee said, “Children have no 
protective powers if they do not have an education”. Major Jenny Begent of the Salvation Army says — 

… kids learn behaviour. It is in front of us every day. … They learn how to solve their problems by 
watching adult behaviour … Often using alcohol and substances is one of the ways they learn how to 
deal with issues. 

In looking at reducing demand for drugs and alcohol, we have to start with toddlers. We must start educating 
students about drugs and alcohol at a preprimary or primary school level. We need to educate children and we 
need to educate their families. We know that many children are born with problems because their parents are 
drug users. We need to do more to reduce the demand; we need to make more of an effort to prevent drug use.  

The third part of harm minimisation is to provide harm-reduction programs. Western Australia has a wide mix of 
drug treatment programs, but, again, we could do more in this area, particularly with our school health nurses. In 
other states they are involved in drug education and in some parts of the WA they have a minor role, but a lot 
more could be done. Of course, that is very difficult when we do not have the full complement of school nurses. 
I will come back to that point.  

We need to ensure that children are protected at home and at school, because children living with parents who 
are drug users can suffer from poverty, inadequate supervision, domestic abuse and inappropriate adult 
behaviour. They may have inadequate accommodation or may experience frequent changes in accommodation. 
A report from the United Kingdom entitled “Hidden Harm – Responding to the Needs of Children of Problem 
Drug Users”, states that one way to assist children is for every family with a child under five years of age to have 
a named health visitor. The health visitors were to be made aware of families within their area. That role could 
be fulfilled in Western Australia by our community or child health nurses. Even though this Parliament was 
made aware in 2008 that 105 full-time equivalent child health nurse positions were vacant, these positions have 
still not been filled. There is a huge gap that can still be addressed. In Scotland, school health nurses are actively 
involved in the planning, delivery and evaluation of measures to prevent the use of drugs, alcohol and tobacco. 
School nurses provide advice, information and support to teachers, children, teenagers and their families. Again, 
this is where we have another gap, because the government was informed in 2008 that 135 full-time equivalent 
school health nurse positions were vacant, and they still have not been filled. Drug use and drug dependence are 
big problems. We need to do more for prevention and treatment, because we know that the community wants 
something done about this problem. From the results of the National Drug Strategy Household Survey, we know 
that the community does not want illicit drugs legalised. Ninety-five per cent of Australians oppose the 
legalisation of heroin, amphetamines and cocaine and 79 per cent oppose the legalisation of cannabis. 

I have said that the police do a wonderful job. Our Drug Court is another body that does a wonderful job. A 
study in New South Wales compared 309 offenders one year after attending that state’s Drug Courts with a 
match group that did not. It found that Drug Court attendees had a lower frequency of reoffending. Therefore, we 
need more drug courts, not only in Perth, but also in our regional centres. We also need more people in our 
regional centres helping people who have problems with illicit drugs. We also need more drug support staff in 
our prisons. We know that a lot of people are in prison because of alcohol-related violence and criminal activity, 
that 50 per cent of heroin users will go to prison at some time and that illicit drug users are often readmitted to 
prison on a regular basis. In 2005–06 only about 10 per cent of prisoners who needed rehabilitation programs 
were able to access them. That is another gap. Hopefully we can work with those prisoners when they are in 
prison, and when they are released have them followed up by the Drug and Alcohol Office to ensure that they 
remain drug free.  

I have spoken about working with disadvantaged families. We should be working with people in these 
disadvantaged families antenatally to try to get future parents to cut back on their drug use, and child health 
nurses should work with children from infancy to early childhood—zero to four years of age. When children are 
identified as part of a family with parents who use drugs, there could be family home visiting at both primary 
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and secondary school levels by either the school health nurse or the community health nurse. We have to give 
more support to children living in those families. If we do not give those children support, they may get behind 
at school, may not attend school, may not be employable and may then possibly turn to drug use themselves later 
in life. 

The main problem we found with illicit drug use was cannabis use. Cannabis is the major drug problem in WA. 
Although the proportion of Western Australians using cannabis has gone down from 17 per cent in 2001 to 
10.8 per cent in 2007, cannabis users are not seeking treatment. People do not appreciate the problems associated 
with cannabis use, particularly mental health problems. People are aware that tobacco is full of toxins, but a lot 
of people unfortunately do not appreciate that cannabis goes a step further. Not only does cannabis have more 
toxins than tobacco, but also it can cause mental health problems. Young cannabis users are now binge smoking, 
and that can affect them when they smoke and for the rest of their lives. We need to focus on a campaign to 
encourage people, particularly children, not to take up cannabis. That is one of the things that the committee 
would like to see in the review of the Cannabis Control Act.  

The committee then looked into cocaine use, the figures for which have increased slightly.  

When the committee looked into heroin use, it found that there was a problem with the number of people using 
prescription opioids. Therefore, we need more medical specialists in the community, in the tertiary hospitals and 
in the secondary hospitals who can deal with pain management because more and more people rely on 
prescription opioids. A few problem opioid users are exacerbating the problem because they are selling their 
prescription drugs on the black market.  

Amphetamine use has gone down. One of the things we have been reading about recently, particularly from the 
liquor industry, is that the reason we have so much violence is because of amphetamine use. That is not the case, 
because binge drinking and violence is not just a problem in WA. As we said when we presented our Kimberley 
report, alcohol is a problem in all other states and it is a problem overseas. In countries such as Germany, the use 
of amphetamines is one-tenth that of Australia, and in France it is one-twentieth; however, there is still that link 
between alcohol and violence. Today we are focusing on illicit drug use, but any suggestion that the problem of 
violence out there in the community is because of amphetamines needs to be corrected; the main problem we 
have is alcohol. That is a diversionary tactic by the liquor industry and those people supporting the industry. 

I bring the Parliament’s attention to the fact that 26 June is International Day against Drug Abuse and Illicit 
Trafficking. I hope the state government will coordinate a campaign for this day by providing the police with 
funding to advise the community what to look for in drug users and what to look for in clandestine drug 
laboratories. As part of the campaign, the community could be encouraged to call the police with their concerns. 

The data we presented in our recommendations to this Parliament, unfortunately, is slightly out of date; it is 2007 
data. Accurate data needs to be presented to this Parliament on an annual basis so that funding can be made 
appropriately to deal with the problems of illicit drug use. I have mentioned before that we need to particularly 
look at the effect of cannabis on young people. The committee would like to see additional drug and alcohol 
counselling positions in our tertiary and secondary hospitals, with services operating seven days a week, 
especially at peak times, for people who are admitted with illicit drug or alcohol problems. The committee would 
like to see, as I said before, more pain medicine specialists. It would like the government to tell Parliament what 
it is going to do to try to decrease the use of inhalants by children.  

Several years ago a federal parliamentary report recommended that in dealing with illicit drug use we move to a 
recovery model; that is, rather than keeping people on methadone or other drugs for many years, we try to get 
people being treated for drug dependency off those drugs. That is another recommendation from this committee. 
Rather than putting patients on alternatives to heroin—yes, they go on other substances like suboxone or 
naltrexone—we put more of an emphasis on trying to make the community more free from illicit drugs. 

The committee would also like to see more behaviour-oriented programs. That could come back to putting in 
more work with our school health nurses. We need to make sure that doctors, nurses, all allied health 
professionals, teaching staff and student teachers are taught about the signs and symptoms of illicit drug use so 
that when they detect problems at school, they can report this to someone, and all nurses and all health 
professionals would have the ability to give brief counselling to someone who is identified as using drugs or 
alcohol in large measures and then refer them to a specialist in the area. 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [10.24 am]: In the mid-1990s, while serving as a pastor in Willetton, I was 
asked by Dr George O’Neil to establish a drug rehabilitation support group for heroin addicts taking naltrexone 
tablets. I set up a support group for these people and another one for the families of the addicts. My leading the 
group, which over time gave support to people recovering from a variety of drug addictions, including cannabis 
and speed, gave me insights into the painful journeys of addicts and their families, which no amount of reading 
or research could have provided. It is a tragedy that the incredible pain and trauma that drug addiction causes 
begins for 77 per cent of addicts with taking their first dose of drugs for no other reason than curiosity, and soon 
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enough they find themselves addicted. This highlights the fact that our primary focus must be on preventing the 
production and sale of illicit drugs and on teaching our young people the devastating effects of drugs not only on 
themselves but also on their extended family and friends. We need to equip our young people to say no to drugs. 
Thankfully that message is getting through, with the younger generation having lower drug-taking rates than 
their older counterparts, and indeed from 1998 to 2007 the number of people using cannabis in WA has halved. 

One of the interesting things that was repeatedly submitted to the committee was that young people who have a 
strong, stable family are much less vulnerable to drug taking. Being part of a faith community also results in a 
much-reduced likelihood of drug taking. Anything we as a government can do to strengthen the biological 
traditional family and give kids a sense of belonging will pay dividends in reduced drug taking. Another 
interesting finding is that prevention programs that target the whole family rather than just children are far more 
effective in reducing drug use. 

Although it may seem self-evident that the focus of treatment should be to move a person towards a drug-free 
lifestyle, that view is not shared by many in the drug policymaking elite. There are two very different 
philosophical approaches to dealing with people on drugs. There is the harm-reduction approach, which basically 
says that it is a person’s right to take drugs if they choose to do that, and we as a society have the responsibility 
to make it as safe as possible for the drug taker so that the focus is on reducing the harm they cause to 
themselves and to the wider community. This philosophical approach has been vigorously promoted by the 
International Harm Reduction Association and its supporters, who also advocate the legalisation of all illicit 
drugs. The harm-reduction school is amply resourced through various George Soros-funded groups such as the 
Drug Policy Alliance, which, with help from his Open Society Institute and MoveOn.org, spearheads almost all 
drug-legalisation efforts not only in the US but also in Australia. The alliance operates a well-funded, well-oiled 
publicity machine that monitors the world media and, within hours of anyone opposing its stand, issues media 
releases to present its pro-legalising agenda. Dr Alex Wodak from St Vincent’s Hospital in Sydney is the doyen 
of this well-funded movement in Australia.  

The harm-reduction approach gave rise to the methadone program. Heroin addicts in this program are provided 
with a daily dose of a long-acting opioid called methadone, which is very cheap. The average dose costs 40c. As 
a short-term measure to help addicts come to terms with the issues in their life, this can be a very useful strategy, 
but the harm-reduction approach has resulted in over 1000 people being on this so-called treatment for 10 years 
or more here in Western Australia. Tragically, 90 per cent of people in Australia on methadone remain on social 
security benefits as their primary source of income, and at least 70 per cent of those on methadone top up with 
other drugs and so remain trapped in a cycle of addiction. 

In many parts of the world, there has been a backlash against the harm-reduction approach. Sweden abandoned it 
in 1980s, and it now has the lowest drug-taking rate in Europe. The newly elected government in Britain has 
moved to what is now referred to as the “recovery model”. The recovery model focuses on moving people 
toward the goal of living a drug-free lifestyle. As a committee we want to see greater emphasis on this approach 
here in Western Australia, and we have made various recommendations to that effect.  

That people can recover from drug addiction, given the right environment and input, is clearly evidenced from 
the outstanding work done by Teen Challenge, which started in the US in the late 1950s and is now replicated in 
over 1 000 centres throughout the world, including the one in Esperance. Research shows that five years after 
completing their 12-month program, 70 to 85 per cent of people have remained totally drug-free and have re-
entered mainstream society. We owe it to those addicted to drugs and to their families to do everything in our 
power to help move them to a drug-free lifestyle rather than keep them in the cycle of addiction. 

I am thankful the committee has recommended that people on pharmacotherapy treatments not stay on that 
program ad infinitum, but that a clear program must be established to reduce their intake over time, with a view 
to helping them move to a drug-free lifestyle. 

From the evidence presented to the committee, there is a clear problem in the medical education of doctors in the 
drug and alcohol area. Western Australia is the only state without an alcohol and drug clinical teaching facility 
attached to its hospital system. As a result, the universities are beholden to the Alcohol and Drug Authority to 
provide this service. Although the ADA provides personnel for lectures to medical students, it provides only 
very, very limited clinical placements. As it is, our hospitals treat the lion’s share of drug and alcohol cases in 
their emergency departments, and once stabilised, very few qualify for admission to the Drug and Alcohol Office 
treatment facility, known as Next Step Specialist Drug and Alcohol Services, because the DAO criteria require a 
person to be in almost perfect health. A person with mental health issues is not eligible to enter that facility. We 
were told that, as a result, hospital staff have pretty much given up referring people to Next Step and instead ring 
the Fresh Start Recovery program, which is the rehab service run by Dr George O’Neil, who, being a very soft-
hearted man, never says no. 

Professor Gary Hulse expressed deep concern at the very limited number of medical students who are placed at 
Next Step, albeit the committee did not take the time to further explore his suggestion that the Next Step facility 
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be attached to a major teaching hospital—where other facilities, such as an intensive care unit, are available—so 
that the full range of people’s drug problems can be dealt with. I believe this is an issue that should be further 
explored either by our committee or by the Ministers for Health and Mental Health, because Next Step is clearly 
very limited in what it is doing, and this puts significant pressure on our tertiary hospitals, which continue to do 
the lion’s share of the work that the ADA was set up to do. 

One of the most exciting developments in opioid addiction treatment in the past 10 years has been Dr George 
O’Neil’s development work on naltrexone implants. The scientific evidence published in peer-reviewed research 
journals indicates that with a little more research, there should be sufficient data to satisfy all the criteria for 
Therapeutic Goods Administration registration. 

The former Minister for Mental Health, Dr Graham Jacobs, should be congratulated on agreeing to fund a 
researcher to review the data, and to advise government as to the further research needed before a successful 
TGA application can be launched. It is disappointing that the DAO bureaucracy took over 18 months to make 
such an appointment, and that the appointment of another person to do a clinical audit has still not taken place 
two years after the DAO was instructed to do so by the minister. It is disappointing that Edith Cowan University 
has withdrawn its tender for this clinical review out of frustration with the DAO stonewalling. For far too long, it 
appears that the DAO has seen Dr O’Neil’s work as a threat, rather than an innovation worthy of every support it 
can offer. Sadly, the harm-reduction advocates have gone to great lengths to denigrate the work of Dr O’Neil. I 
suspect the reason is that if naltrexone implants achieve TGA registration, they will inevitably replace the 
methadone and buprenorphine substitution therapies. After all, why keep someone addicted to opioids, with all 
the associated problems of having to go to the pharmacy every day or every second day, when one implant will 
keep the craving away and make it impossible to get a high from using any other opioid for between six and nine 
months. Given that the data shows that the death rate among people on methadone is far higher than those on 
naltrexone implants, there is every possibility that naltrexone implants will become the gold standard for opioid 
addiction. And that will totally destroy any justification for the legalising of any opioid drugs so eagerly sought 
by the harm reduction lobby. 

I look forward to the results of the current review of the extra research needed before a successful TGA 
application can be launched. 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [10.34 am]: I will start by thanking our long-suffering committee team. Dr David 
Worth is an amazing researcher and I really appreciate the opportunity to work with him. Going back, Michael 
Burton, Renee Gould, Tim Hughes—I am sure it is not the committee’s fault that there have been so many 
researchers on this inquiry—Alice Jones, John Seal-Pollard and, now, the wonderful Lucy Roberts. I thank them 
all for the efforts they put in to help the committee produce this very complex report, “Changing Patterns in 
Illicit Drug Use in Western Australia”. To our chair and members of the committee team, thank you very much. 

I will refer in particular to drugs and their role in the increase in the number of people in our prisons. I will draw 
on a number of parts of the report, in particular recommendation 24, which is, I think, the last recommendation 
the committee makes. Recommendation 24 states — 

The Minister for Corrective Services and the Attorney General report to Parliament by December 2011 
on what processes have been put in place to ensure the closer cooperation of the Courts and the 
Department of Corrective Services in managing the diversion programs offered to convicted children 
and adults in Western Australia. 

To preface the reason for that recommendation as succinctly as I can, I will talk about the Western Australian 
Network of Alcohol and Other Drug Agencies, known as WANADA, which stated in evidence given to the 
committee — 

… the workload associated with DCS clients is significantly higher than for clients in the general 
community with drug-related problems. 

Of course, WANADA is the peak body that has direct responsibility to monitor and report on how the network 
of alcohol and drug agencies in our state is coping with the workload it is presented with. It has constantly stated 
that the Department of Corrective Services is not adequately funded to pass on money to WANADA to allow the 
agencies within WANADA to do a good job of helping clients with drug problems. These are very particular, 
specific problems, and need a particular, specific type of intervention. I quote — 

The importance of these NGOs to the successful operation of the DCS diversion programs was made 
clear to the Committee: 

we are obliged to fulfil the orders of the court, or to work within the orders of the court. Quite 
often those orders may place requirements or impositions that are very difficult for us to 
deliver on … Sometimes the court places conditions that say this person has to attend a 
program or be given a certain sort of intervention, and the program or intervention does not 
exist. It puts our staff in an untenable position because they are either required to try and do 
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something, and they make referrals that are a waste of space, or they are breaching the person 
because the person cannot comply with that sort of requirement because it does not exist. 

That is the reality of what is going on and the gaps between the Department of Corrective Services, the drug 
agencies, the Department of Health, DAO and the like in our state at the moment. As far back as 2009, 
WANADA went on the record, stating — 

“The state government needs to face facts – at least 37% of all crime is drug-related,” … “Treatment 
leads to less crime so fewer prisoners. We need the government to address this major cause of crime 
with prevention and treatment, rather than the victims of crime and taxpayers having to cop the 
consequences of non-treatment later.” 

… 

“Alcohol and other drug agencies are struggling to meet the demand with the current number of Justice 
referrals,” … “Meanwhile, many offenders are not able to access the treatment they need to change 
their offending behaviour.” 

The state faces a major problem and I would welcome more investment from this government in those 
preventive strategies—as the committee’s report suggests. In support of the committee recommendation that the 
state government look into intervention and prevention programs, I would like to cite the Life Education 
Australia program, which, as it happens, is located in my electorate.  

The committee’s report states — 

In 1974 the Life Education Centre was set up … at the Wayside Chapel in Kings Cross. Life 
Education WA is the State’s largest non government provider of drug and health education to primary 
school children and an important part of this work focuses on prevention programs. The Committee 
heard it is now “being approached by preschool and kindergartens because our focus is in the early 
stages—teaching children about respecting themselves and their bodies.” 

… 

In Western Australia Life Education focuses on pre-primary and primary schools, while in other 
jurisdictions secondary school programs are also offered. 

As stated in the report, the modules that Life Education teaches — 

… incorporate the topic of illicit drugs through activities which assist students to: 

• explore the potential harms from illicit drug use; 

• assess the rules, laws and policies in relation to the use of illegal drugs; 

• access and assess information products and services in relation to illicit drugs; 

• describe the short and long term effects of illicit drug use in the community; and  

• identify skills and strategies for dealing with group-related illicit drug use harm.  

The figures available to us finish in 2008, and they are the ones we have referred to. We are not sure what is 
happening with drug use in the state at the moment because those figures are not currently accurately collected. 
When the Gallop government ran programs, there was a significant drop in the use of illicit drugs. We are hoping 
to see that that drop has continued. The Gallop government withdrew funding from Life Education in 2003—a 
very long time ago. That could have been because there was a significant drop; I am not sure.  

The Life Education program seems to bring a very good and valuable set of strategies for primary school 
interventions in our state. I encourage this government to look at the good work Life Education is doing. I 
believe Life Education is currently putting submissions to the state government to provide work over four years 
to reach about 65 000 students throughout the state.  

In conclusion, this has been an exhausting report. Although I was not able to join the committee on its overseas 
travel, I know there are very many problematic areas in the illicit and licit drug sphere. All areas deserve 
constant monitoring and resources—probably more than they are getting at the moment. I encourage this 
government to read the ninth report of the Education and Health Standing Committee carefully. The report 
contains some very sound recommendations about the way we should go forward, in particular to start counting 
trends in drug usage in the state at the moment and how that might be changing. Thank you very much for the 
opportunity to commend this report to the house.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [10.42 am]: I, too, would like to comment on the Education and Health Standing 
Committee’s ninth report, entitled “Changing Patterns in Illicit Drug Use in Western Australia”. I am a very 
recent member of this committee. It is indeed a privilege to have the opportunity to sit on this committee to deal 
with areas that interest me. The committee made 17 findings and 24 recommendations. I would like to tell the 
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house about the areas the committee is dealing with and the scope of the work. Essentially, the list of illicit drugs 
includes cannabis; amphetamines; methamphetamines such as ecstasy; analgesics; cocaine; tranquilisers; 
hallucinogens; inhalants; heroin, and, indeed, the impacts of methadone; and some legal drugs, or licit drugs, that 
are used illicitly.  

To step back a little, I think finding 1 is encouraging. It is important that we do not become complacent. 
Finding 1 states — 

Data from the 2007 National Drug Strategy Household Survey indicates that the level of use of most 
illicit drugs has reduced in both Australia and Western Australia since 1998.  

The committee identified that there is a four-year time lag in the information we can get from such reports. 
Recommendation 1 states — 

As part of its annual reports, the Drug and Alcohol Office collate and publish the data on the use of 
illicit drugs in Western Australia for the preceding year.  

It is important for us in Western Australia to know the latest data and trends.  

I now turn to the issue of harm minimisation. Finding 4 addresses the very contentious issue of harm 
minimisation. On the streets, “harm minimisation” suggests that, okay, there is the use of illicit drugs; we will 
essentially allow that to occur but we will try to reduce the harm. It is really important to recognise the finding 
that suggests that harm minimisation in Western Australia is about not only reducing the risk, but also dealing 
with supply and demand. The term “harm minimisation” is often interpreted in different ways by different 
stakeholders. A really important part of the strategy for this committee was to look at ways to reduce supply and 
demand in this war against the use and abuse of illicit drugs.  

As a country member representing large parts of the Goldfields, and having read in the report about the reduced 
use of cannabis, I know that there are certain spikes in Western Australia. Significantly, one is in the Kimberley 
and the other is in the Goldfields. In part, finding 5 states — 

… data show that its use remains a significant health and justice issue, particularly in regions such as 
the Kimberley and the Goldfields. The Government expects that new cannabis laws will further lower 
the consumption of cannabis in the State, particularly among young users who access the cannabis 
intervention requirement … 

As the former Minister for Mental Health, it was a great desire of mine to support people who infringe. Support 
is about education on use and abuse; it is about moving to a drug-free life and not going on a downward spiral. It 
is really important that we follow those people up and provide wholesome education and wholesome methods to 
deal with this problem in order to make a difference. Finding 1 states that the level of illicit drug use is going 
down; however, there is a peak in the use of amphetamines. Finding 6 of the committee’s report states — 

The high level of consumption of amphetamines and ecstasy by Western Australians over the past 
decade has created a significant demand on the State’s health, Police and Justice systems. The State 
now has one of the highest amphetamine usage rates in the world. 

Finding 7 states — 

The misuse of prescription opioids has become a significant problem within Western Australia and the 
number of people misusing them is now at a similar level to the number consuming heroin.  

That was probably the basis of some of recommendations 6 and 7, which referred to the Minister for Health—he 
is not in the house at the moment, but I hope he is listening—and recommended that he fund a minimum of eight 
full-time equivalent pain medicine specialists and supporting staff across Western Australia in the state budgets 
from 2012 to 2014. This is about treating people with chronic pain, so that they do not misuse and abuse opiates 
in dealing with their chronic pain. That is very important.  

I am obviously going to run out of time, but I want to put the whole issue of heroin into perspective. We are 
talking about 0.2 per cent of people in Western Australia. When we talk about substitution, which is essentially 
the methadone program, of which buprenorphine and Suboxone are a part, we include the issue of psycho-social 
rehabilitation and opioid blocking programs such as the well-publicised George O’Neil Fresh Start Recovery 
program with naltrexone implants. It is really important to have accountability in all the issues and in the 
different modalities of treatment for drug addiction. That includes the Fresh Start Recovery program. The report 
referred to the need to have research and clinical audits. As the member for Southern River has said, it may well 
be that George O’Neil’s naltrexone implants will be the gold standard in the treatment of heroin addiction, but it 
has to get Therapeutic Goods Administration approval. It is really important that this process is accountable.  

The follow-up issues in drug treatment are very important. Recommendation 9 reads — 
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All opioid treatment programs need to provide to the Drug and Alcohol Office follow-up short and 
long-term (greater than five years) data on all patients to assist in evaluating the effectiveness of these 
programs, including rates of abstinence.  

That is really important. What happens to these people when they have the first treatment, but they get lost to 
follow up? Are they still off drugs in five years? What has happened to them? It is really important in evaluating 
our treatment modalities that we have that information.  

In summary, we are going in the right direction but we have more work to do. We have to be accountable and 
look at the outcomes. We have to have updated and current figures to assess treatment. It is a difficult area. We 
must have education. The report refers to that, but I have not been able to cover it all.  

I draw recommendation 8 to the attention of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The committee recommended 
a plan to deal with the use of inhalants by Western Australian schoolchildren aged 16 to 17 years. I commend 
this report to the house. 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [10.53 am]: It gives me great pleasure today to support the ninth report of the 
Education and Health Standing Committee, titled “Changing Patterns in Illicit Drug Use in Western Australia”. 
First of all, I would like to thank the staff. I do not know how Dr David Worth did it. The amount of pressure put 
on Dr Worth was at times unreasonable, but as always he has been very professional, and his research ability has 
been tremendous. I have been working with Dr Worth for a while. I know that Dr Worth is leaving us soon, but 
he has been a tremendous asset. I would also like to thank Michael Burton, Renee Gould, Timothy Hughes, 
Alice Jones, John Seal-Pollard and Lucy Roberts, who have all been part of our team. This report has been a 
huge undertaking. We have heard a huge number of witnesses. We have travelled and been to conferences. This 
inquiry has resulted in a much better picture about drug problems, not only in Western Australia, but also all 
over the world. There is no easy fix. No-one is going to get up today and say that they have the answer. There is 
no answer to this at the moment. We have to keep chipping away at the problem. It is an enormous problem that 
affects not only young schoolchildren due to people going into schoolyards trying to sell drugs, but also 
teenagers and adults. Even seniors are affected by drugs—not necessarily illicit drugs, but prescription drugs. 
This is something that affects the whole community.  

One of the interesting points to come from the inquiry is that cannabis use in Western Australia halved between 
1998 and 2007. I would like to congratulate the Gallop and Carpenter governments for their input into this, 
because they took a lot of pressure over some of the decisions they made, but the proof is in the pudding. Even 
though cannabis use has dropped in Western Australia, it is still a big problem in the community. The committee 
travelled to the Kimberley, and we heard of instances in which a whole lot of ganja, as they call it up there, 
would come into a town such as Fitzroy Crossing and, instead of using it over a period of time, they would sit 
down and smoke it until it all went. Members can imagine what that is doing to people’s bodies and minds.  

The use of other drugs has increased, including amphetamines. As Dr Jacobs just stated, WA has one of the 
highest rates of amphetamine use in the world. This is a huge problem. The chairman of our committee said that 
violence is a result of alcohol and amphetamine use. However, until amphetamine use became prevalent, if 
someone went to a nightclub and got into a fight—not that I ever did—and someone hit the ground, that was it 
and everyone would walk away. Now, young people are so fuelled up on amphetamines that they will take on 
not only their mates, but also the police. Alcohol is a problem, but the mixture of alcohol and amphetamines is 
an even greater problem.  

The issue that surprised me the most was the use of opiates. The report reads — 

Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme figures show the number of opioid prescriptions almost tripled, from 
around 2.4 million in 1992 to seven million in 2007. The RACP estimates that between 5–10% of these 
opioid prescriptions are being misused.  

People go to their doctors for prescriptions. The committee has recommended that doctors be given more 
training on alcohol and illicit drug addictions so that they can pick up whether someone has an issue with pain or 
has an addiction problem. Once they get these painkillers, some seniors sell them for huge amounts on the black 
market. They probably get them cheaply on the PBS and they can sell them for probably $150 a tablet. A lot of 
people use those tablets instead of heroin. That is a huge problem that probably slips under the radar of a lot of 
people. The reports states — 

According to DAO, the total prescriptions for oxycodone in Western Australia increased 13% in 2008, 
with nearly 131,000 scripts filled. In the first 5 months of 2009, 59,888 scripts were filled, … 

The misuse of these prescription drugs has become a significant problem in Western Australia and the number of 
people misusing them is now at a similar level to the number of people who consume heroin. This is one of the 
hidden problems, and it was great to see that the committee was able to sniff that out—to eke that out!  
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The report referred to harm minimisation. We will probably disagree on this as everyone has their own idea on 
what this should be. The World Health Organization stated that the way it looks at stopping drugs is through 
addressing supply, demand and harm reduction. We look at harm reduction in many ways. I notice that the 
United Kingdom has introduced a road to recovery strategy, which is interesting. I note that in Scotland, with a 
population of five million people, there are 55 000 drug addicts and 550 drug deaths a year. In 2006–07 the UK 
had 320 000 addicts, which was nearly double the number in 1998, of which 210 000 needed some sort of 
treatment, mainly methadone. People told the committee about getting off methadone. Someone told us that 
there are problems when people are taken off methadone. If someone is not taken off methadone quickly enough 
or goes back to drugs on the street, there can be real problems with brain damage. A witness in the UK said that 
it is not healthy for an addict to go from methadone to abstinence and maybe back onto street drugs and then 
through multiple rounds of detox programs, because it may cause serious brain damage. I think getting people 
off methadone is a great idea, but we must take everything into account; we cannot simply say, “Get everyone 
off methadone.” There must be a program for users to go through.  

I am concerned about the lack of data. Most of the data that the committee looked at was probably four or 
five years old. There is the Fresh Start Recovery program and other programs, but we have no follow-up and we 
do not know what happens to people down the track. I think, and the committee suggests, that every year the 
Department of Health should have a follow-up program to find out where all this money is going and whether 
the programs are working. I am a little concerned about the amount of money that is going to Fresh Start when 
so many other groups also need funding, particularly the groups working on the street. A lot of money has been 
put into Fresh Start over the years and I know it is doing a good job, but, as a taxpayer, I am concerned about the 
amount of money that is going into that program.  

The committee looked at an injecting centre in New South Wales. Many people say that we should not have 
injecting centres. The injecting centre was put in after the final report of the royal commission in New South 
Wales because a lot of illegal shooting galleries were operating in Kings Cross. The injecting centre was being 
run only on a trial basis, but the new government is now running it on a full-time basis. I am not saying that we 
should have an injecting centre in Western Australia, because I do not think there is the demand. However, it is 
something we should look at in the future. The people using those injecting centres are not young kids; they are 
people aged 30 to 35 who have had the problem for a long time and are going into a safe place instead of 
injecting on the streets. Another issue that came up was the need for more support services at these centres. We 
would need to look at that.  

I urge everyone to read this report. A lot of hard work has gone into this report and there are a lot of great ideas 
in it. I congratulate the staff. We are not going to fix these problems straightaway, but a report such as this will 
go a long way in helping us with this cause against illicit drug use in Western Australia.  

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [11.03 am] — by leave: I promise this will be a very short contribution. I 
want to pick up on two things relating to the report titled “Changing Patterns in Illicit Drug Use in Western 
Australia”. I want to add some clarity to recommendation 7, but the first thing I want to pick up on is a comment 
by the chairman of the committee, the member for Alfred Cove. Those who are saying that there is a problem 
with amphetamine violence—I am one of those people who are saying it—are saying not that it is in isolation 
from alcohol, but that it is in combination with alcohol. I think the member for Albany highlighted that point. Let 
us not make this a competition between how evil alcohol is and how evil amphetamines are. The problem is that 
people are going out and abusing amphetamines—very often prescription amphetamines—on weekend benders 
when they are full of grog and they become agitated and violent. That is a really serious problem. In fact, people 
can drink more grog because they are taking amphetamines.  

It might be worth having a listen to the archives of the “Friday free-for-all” on Mornings with Paul Murray and 
some of the things Jane Marwick has said about the problem of amphetamines, particularly prescription 
amphetamine abuse, when used in combination with alcohol and how it changes the behaviour of some young 
people when they go out. Jane Marwick did an informal survey of young people in pubs because of stories she 
was hearing from her 19-year-old daughter. It is not a case of either-or; alcohol and amphetamines are both 
problems in isolation, but together they are a potentially lethal combination.  

The other thing I briefly want to comment on is recommendation 7, which states — 

The Minister for Health request the Department of Health to examine the need to expand the 
pseudoephedrine monitoring program to include both prescription opioids and benzodiazepines. 

This recommendation relates to my budget reply speech that I made yesterday when I highlighted the issue of 
prescription drug abuse. I spoke at some length about the article that appeared in The West Australian of 11 April 
titled “Doctors like dealers for prescription drug addicts”. The article highlights the problems with a range of 
prescription drugs, including sleeping tablets, OxyContin, stimulants and other drugs. There is a very simple 
solution to this problem and it is outlined in this statement by Lenette Mullen, who is the president of the 
Western Australian branch of the Pharmacy Guild of Australia —  
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Every doctor and every pharmacy in this State has stand-alone computers, but these computers don’t 
talk to each other so there is no simple centralised record of who is getting what … 

If we simply made pharmacy computers able to talk to one another, when someone wants to be dispensed a 
prescription for whatever drug it might be—it could be stimulants or sleeping tablets—the pharmacist would 
know whether that person has already been dispensed a month’s supply the day before, for example. If we had 
computers that spoke to each other across the state, we could stop people from filling prescriptions for the same 
drug at multiple pharmacies. All these scripts are dispensed by pharmacists and we can catch the oversupply at 
this bottleneck. A statewide computer system would go an awfully long way. It would not stop the problem of 
people faking the symptoms of various conditions and seeking prescription drugs, but they would be able to get 
the drugs only in therapeutic doses. The problem is that people are going from doctor to doctor—they are doctor 
shopping—and then they are pharmacy shopping. People go from pharmacy to pharmacy to pharmacy. If we 
simply had a system that allowed computers in one pharmacy to talk to computers in another, we could solve the 
problem. Lenette Mullen has been advocating that system on behalf of the Western Australian branch of the 
Pharmacy Guild of Australia for a very long time. I know Lenette and she is a very sensible woman. The 
pharmacists certainly do not have a vested interest in this system; they are making the recommendation for the 
public benefit. Pharmacists would obviously get fewer sales, but they would have a safer customer base.  

I raised this issue with the Minister for Health yesterday and he interjected on me to say that I should take it up 
with Hon Nicola Roxon. I thought he interjected to say that he would take it up with Hon Nicola Roxon. Frankly, 
it will not have a great deal of effect if I take the issue up with Hon Nicola Roxon. The Minister for Health needs 
to grab this issue. It is a really simple solution and it is an easy sell. The Minister for Health can go to the federal 
Minister for Health and Ageing and say, “I have a way of saving you money and making people healthier.” 
Stopping this pharmacy-shopping process would cost a limited amount; we only have to develop some software. 
The system would save an enormous amount because these drugs are subsidised by our taxes via the 
pharmaceutical benefits scheme. I applaud recommendation 7, but I do not think it goes quite far enough. I 
suggest that, to make it more specific, the program should apply to all potential drugs of abuse and addiction, all 
Schedule 8 drugs, and it should allow computers at one pharmacy to talk to computers at another. If there are 
privacy concerns about that and we need to make some adjustments to laws or regulations, I am sure it is not 
beyond the wit or wisdom of this Parliament to make those adjustments.  

Thank you for the opportunity to make this contribution.  

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 

Eleventh Report — “ACPAC 2011: A Report on the 11th Biennial Conference of the Australasian Council of 
Public Accounts Committees” — Tabling 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [11.09 am]: I present for tabling the eleventh report of the Public Accounts 
Committee, entitled “ACPAC 2011: A Report on the 11th Biennial Conference of the Australasian Council of 
Public Accounts Committees”. 

[See paper 3434.] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The Australasian Council of Public Accounts Committees, commonly known as ACPAC, 
is the governing body that oversees the arrangements for the biennial conference of public accounts committees 
and like committees in the Australian states and territories, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea and the Solomon 
Islands. These conferences are valuable opportunities to exchange views and experiences between the different 
jurisdictions. Although the parliamentary systems across these jurisdictions have much in common, the varied 
approaches of their public accounts committee equivalents to common issues is often most instructive. The 
formal presentations and informal sharing of experiences between the PAC members and staff provide a much-
needed professional development opportunity.  

Following the 2009 conference in Wellington, New Zealand, the chair of the Western Australian PAC became 
the chair of ACPAC and responsible for arranging the next conference here in Perth. In April 2011 Perth hosted 
a highly successful ACPAC conference. The theme of the conference was “Seeking Improved Performance for 
PACs”. From the start of planning for the conference, we recognised that the timing of general elections across 
so many jurisdictions meant that many delegates would be new PAC members and possibly also newly elected 
members of their respective Parliaments. We thus set out to provide a conference agenda that would cover the 
important fundamentals of the work of a PAC. The Perth conference had a larger international PAC delegation 
than past conferences. Western Australia was able to use the conference to build on our relationships with South 
Africa, Namibia, Indonesia, Malaysia and Timor-Leste, whose delegates were new attendees to an ACPAC 
conference.  

The written and verbal feedback from delegates was overwhelmingly positive. The high attendance rate at all the 
sessions also demonstrated that delegates were engaged with the conference topics. It was most satisfying to 
have our work produce a conference that made such a good impression on our delegates, particularly our 
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international visitors. This will hopefully have ongoing benefits to Western Australia in our relationship with 
these countries. As an example of that, I touch on a conversation I had with the chairman of the Audit Board of 
the Republic of Indonesia who said how impressed he was with the conference and how he saw the need to have 
similar opportunities for Indonesian members of Parliament and his auditors. He employs about 3 000 auditors 
across Indonesia. He is a very significant person within the structures of Indonesian government. His position is 
recognised within the Indonesian constitution. He was full of praise for the conference that he attended in Perth.  

The Auditors General held a separate conference on the first day using an adjacent room and joined the ACPAC 
conference for the second day. This arrangement furthered the important and productive relationship that 
generally exists between the PACs and the Auditors General across the jurisdictions. The Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations—EFOC—of the Legislative Council partnered with PAC in the key 
decision making and funding of the conference. Hon Giz Watson, MLC, was the co-chair and assisted with the 
running of the conference sessions. Thanks must go to all the members of PAC and EFOC who supported the 
conference from its organisation through to participation in the conference session and events.  

The success of the conference was very much due to the organisational skill and many hours of hard work by the 
Public Accounts Committee secretariat: Dr Loraine Abernethie, our principal research officer, and Mr Mathew 
Bates, our research officer. Their contributions covered conference planning, bookings for delegates and guest 
speakers, liaising with the EFOC secretariat and arranging venues, facilities and catering. The publicity material, 
brochure, signage and conference booklet were also produced in-house, unearthing the unknown professional 
design and production skills of Mathew Bates. They did a great deal of work to arrange sponsorship and specific 
travel arrangements for some of our international delegates. This attention to detail ensured that, from arrival to 
departure, our sponsored delegates were able to fully participate and enjoy the conference and their experience of 
Perth. The fact that all the sessions ran to time and showed a high level of engagement by the participants was a 
direct result of the detailed planning and organisation put in place and executed by Loraine and Mathew. In a 
conference of this size and complexity, it would be expected that some little things might not go to plan. The fact 
that everything flowed so smoothly and without incident is a great testament to the commitment and hard work 
of both Loraine and Mathew, and I and other members of the committee are most appreciative of the wonderful 
job they did.  

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [11.14 am]: I, too, would like to say a few words on the Public Accounts 
Committee report tabled today relating to the eleventh biennial conference of the Australasian Council of Public 
Accounts Committees. This is the second conference of this kind that I have attended. The first one was in New 
Zealand, which was a very good conference. This conference held in Perth, Western Australia, took it to another 
level, thanks to the good work of the Public Accounts Committee members and also to the outstanding 
contribution by the committee staff, Dr Loraine Abernethie and Mathew Bates. They did an outstanding job and 
need to be commended at the highest level for the work that they did. 

The feedback from the participants in the conference was that it was of an exceptional standard. They all gained 
a lot out of it. Some of the members have been to more than three conferences and they said that this one was of 
a different standard. That was very good feedback, and that can be seen in the report. I recommend that all 
members take the time to look at this report. There is a lot to learn. The sessions were of a high standard and 
were very informative, and I definitely got a lot out of them. There were sessions on parliamentarians and 
politicians, balancing independence and cooperation, opposition-led committees, engaging the public, emerging 
democracies, accountability in the growth age, reports from various Auditors General and jurisdictions, moving 
beyond key performance indicators, and freedom of information and access laws. All of those sessions are 
relevant to the work that we do in this Parliament, irrespective of which committee members are on or whether 
members are even on a committee. The learning that we can gain from this report and from looking at the slides 
is immense. We also had a keynote address by Bernard Salt, a well-known demographer, from KPMG. He did a 
session on “Managing and monitoring the rise of a big Australia: how demographic change is shaping the public 
spending agenda”. That was very informative and of a high standard. I encourage members to take a quick look 
at the report. It is well worthwhile. I will be reading through the material one more time because it was of such a 
high standard. Again, I thank everybody who supported and participated in this conference. I commend the 
report to the house.  

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 

Twelfth Report — “Revised Follow-up Process to Auditor General Reports” — Tabling 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [11.17 am]: I present for tabling the twelfth report of the Public Accounts 
Committee, entitled “Revised Follow-up Process to Auditor General Reports”. 

[See paper 3435.] 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: When the Auditor General reports to the Parliament with advice for an agency or agencies 
that is intended to help improve their performance, it is not the Auditor General’s role to enforce or follow up on 
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the agency’s compliance or implementation of his recommendations. For some years the Public Accounts 
Committee has taken on the role of following up with agencies to see how they have responded to the Auditor 
General’s recommendations. Generally, agencies accept the relevant recommendations from the Auditor 
General’s report and are diligent in making the suggested improvements. In some cases, however, the agency’s 
response does not clearly show that the recommendations have been adequately addressed. This may be due to 
the Public Accounts Committee not having the resources and expertise to fully understand the issues within the 
agency and the import of the actions it has taken. The Public Accounts Committee seeks advice from the Office 
of the Auditor General to penetrate into the workings of the agency and to judge the adequacy of its response. 
The workload of correspondence from the follow-up of a particular Auditor General’s report may continue for 
several years, with a paper chase developing between the Public Accounts Committee, a particular agency and 
the Office of the Auditor General. The responses from some agencies obscured the issues rather than giving 
confidence that the recommendations had been taken on board and led to improved performance.  

After attempts to improve the efficiency of our process, the Public Accounts Committee still questioned the 
effectiveness of the existing follow-up process and decided to change it. This report outlines the new follow-up 
procedures that will be used by the Public Accounts Committee. It is intended that the Public Accounts 
Committee will be less caught up in a bureaucratic paper chase and will hopefully more easily establish the 
extent of the benefits agencies have derived from following the recommendations of the Auditor General’s 
report. This will place a greater up-front load on the Public Accounts Committee to establish which issues 
contained in the Auditor General’s reports are most worthy of a detailed follow-up. This follow-up will then be 
reported to Parliament with a request for the responsible minister to advise his or her satisfaction with the 
progress made by the agency. If the Public Accounts Committee decides to give greater attention to a particular 
agency and its response to the Auditor General’s report and recommendations, it is likely to involve a more 
focused and intense inquiry. As with any new approach, the Public Accounts Committee will monitor the 
operation of the revised process and make adjustments when it considers there is a need to do so.  

In closing, I express my appreciation to the members of the Public Accounts Committee, and particularly our 
staff, for their support and input into the development of this new approach to enhance the work of the Auditor 
General. 

WATER SERVICES BILL 2011 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr W.R. Marmion (Minister for Water), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Water) [11.20 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The purpose of the Water Services Bill 2011 is to consolidate and modernise existing water service legislation, 
which will make it clearer and easier to use, streamline regulatory processes and address gaps in current 
legislation. The bill will improve the ability of licensees to provide high-quality and efficient water services to 
their customers. At present, legislation dealing with the regulation of water services is found in 10 separate acts. 
Many provisions in these acts are duplicated, convoluted and out of date, and reform is necessary to bring them 
in line with the significant changes that have occurred in the water services industry over the last 15 or 20 years. 
The complex nature of the current legislative regime has resulted in high costs associated with administration 
and compliance. Reform of the legislation is urgently needed and is supported by the water services industry, 
customers and regulators. 

The regulatory process will be streamlined under the bill and all water service providers will be given the same 
powers to provide services as those of the Water Corporation. Under the present legislation, it is necessary to 
grant powers to service providers entering the market through the making of extension of enactments 
regulations, made under the Water Services Licensing Act 1995, which extend and amend powers and 
obligations set out in other water service legislation. This is a drawn-out process that necessitates the creation of 
regulations to confer some or all of the powers of the corporation, as required. This excessive red tape has 
resulted in an anticompetitive environment, as it creates an unnecessary and expensive hurdle to new service 
providers wishing to enter the market. 

Part 2 of the bill will replace the provisions dealing with the licensing of water service providers by the 
Economic Regulation Authority, as presently set out in the Water Services Licensing Act 1995. Part 2 of the bill 
will also give the minister the ability to make water industry codes. At present, the minister’s policy setting role 
is being hampered by a lack of enabling statutory instruments, and the Economic Regulation Authority has the 
sole jurisdiction to set water licensing conditions. The capacity to make water industry codes provided by the bill 
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will enable the minister to set the policy and technical standards to be applied to the industry, which will be 
enforced by the Economic Regulation Authority. The codes provide a flexible new regulatory tool that will 
enable the achievement of social, environmental and economic objectives in the water sector. This addresses a 
key gap in the current arrangements whereby the minister has only a limited capacity to provide policy guidance 
to the water services industry or the Economic Regulation Authority. 

This bill will introduce new customer protection mechanisms to the water service industry. The first of these 
measures, set out in part 3 of the bill, is the capacity to appoint a supplier of last resort. Under the bill, the 
Economic Regulation Authority will have the capacity to appoint a supplier of last resort who will be required to 
provide a water service, should the existing provider no longer be capable of providing it. This scheme will 
ensure the continued provision of safe and reliable water services to the community should a licensee 
unexpectedly exit the market or prove unable to continue to provide a service. 

Another consumer protection mechanism that is to be established under the bill is the establishment of a water 
services Ombudsman scheme, which will be supported by the office of the state Ombudsman. This is set out in 
part 4. The scheme will ensure that consumer complaints are independently investigated and resolved. The 
Department of Water currently performs a consumer complaints function. However, this is deficient as the 
department has no ability to ensure that the recommendations given to service providers are complied with. The 
Ombudsman’s service will be provided as an adjunct to the existing Energy Ombudsman of Western Australia, 
which provides a complaints investigation service for energy customers. 

Part 5 of the bill will consolidate and replace provisions dealing with the delivery of water services contained in 
several other acts. These include the Country Areas Water Supply Act 1947; the Metropolitan Water Authority 
Act 1982; the Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage and Drainage Act 1909; the Rights in Water and Irrigation 
Act 1914; the Water Agencies (Powers) Act 1984; the Land Drainage Act 1925; and the Country Towns 
Sewerage Act 1948. The provisions deal with general matters applying to all types of services such as the 
capacity to interrupt services, infrastructure contributions, the protection of works, and some provisions that 
relate specifically to water supply, sewerage or drainage services. 

Part 6 of the bill consolidates and replaces the provisions dealing with powers in relation to the construction of 
water service works, and part 7 will consolidate and replace existing provisions relating to interests in land. Part 
8 deals with powers to enter land for regulatory purposes and the provision of services. These provisions are 
presently contained in the Water Agencies (Powers) Act 1984. 

Part 9 of the bill sets out how legal proceedings can be undertaken to prosecute offences. Part 10 deals with 
administrative matters. These include the functions of the Economic Regulation Authority under an act, 
primarily the administration of the water services licensing regime, and the appointment of inspectors and 
compliance officers. 

Part 11 of the bill covers miscellaneous matters including, importantly, the making of regulations to set charges 
for water services. This part also reproduces limitation of liability for certain actions by water service providers 
and officials in respect of the provision of water services and other specified matters. This continues provisions 
presently contained in the Water Agencies (Powers) Act 1984. 

The regulation-making provisions of the bill enable regulations to be made in order to displace provisions of the 
Commonwealth Corporations Act 2001 and the Personal Property Securities Act 2009. The particular provisions 
that are envisaged to be displaced are those relating to the seizure of property. The aim of these provisions is to 
ensure that the authority is not prevented by someone with a property interest in the work seeking an injunction 
from the transfer or use of such works assets, or undertaking actions concerning those assets. The actions that 
could otherwise be prevented include appointing a supplier of last resort. There is a requirement under the state 
and commonwealth legislation agreement that parties are to be notified when proposed legislation contains such 
a displacement provision. This notification has been given. 

The Water Services Bill 2011 will deliver much needed reforms to the water services industry in Western 
Australia, increasing the efficiency and quality of service provision and offering greater protection to customers. 

I commend the bill to the house.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman. 

WATER SERVICES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2011 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr W.R. Marmion (Minister for Water), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister.  
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Second Reading 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Water) [11.30 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The principal objective of the Water Services Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2011 is the reform of 
legislation governing the operations of the Bunbury and Busselton Water Boards. The bill will also repeal 
legislation made redundant by the Water Services Bill 2011 and make associated necessary consequential 
amendments. Legislation governing the water boards—the Water Boards Act 1904—is outdated and prevents the 
boards from providing a full range of water services, as well as hampering their efficiency and hindering the 
activities and development of the Busselton and Bunbury Water Boards. Modernisation of the legislation will 
remove undue restrictions and enable the boards to more effectively provide water services to their customers. In 
recent years, the boards have been increasingly constrained by the limitations of their act and their inability to 
expand into related profitable areas of operation. By contrast the Water Corporation Act 1995 is a modern 
government trading enterprise act. It established the Water Corporation as an entity with a significant degree of 
independence and set it a commercial focus. Ministerial oversight of the operations of the corporation is 
provided for through statements of corporate intent and strategic development plans.  

The bill amends the Water Corporation Act 1995 to cover the operations of the Bunbury and Busselton Water 
Boards and repeal the Water Boards Act 1904. This will enable the boards to provide the same range of services 
under the same governance arrangements as the Water Corporation. By contrast to the current situation, the 
boards, subject to their water service licences, will be able to provide services anywhere in the state; provide a 
full range of water services including sewerage, drainage and irrigation; make a profit; participate in joint 
ventures; acquire subsidiaries; provide consultative, advisory and other services for profit; pay dividends to the 
government; and receive community service obligation payments where applicable. In order to maintain the local 
character of the Bunbury Water Board and Busselton Water Board, the bill requires that at least half of the board 
members be residents in the areas of operation of the board. The bill also enables the government to create new 
water corporations. This emulates the power under the Water Boards Act 1904 to create water boards.  

The second purpose of the bill is the repeal of provisions and acts, and the amendment of provisions made 
necessary by the Water Services Bill 2011. Presently, some acts contain provisions dealing with water services 
matters and water resources matters. For example, the Country Areas Water Supply Act 1947 deals with the 
provision of water supply services and the protection of water resources. The provisions dealing with water 
services are being repealed as they are being replaced by the Water Services Bill. In the case of the Water 
Services Licensing Act 1995, the sections that deal with the licensing of water service providers are to be 
repealed, leaving only the sections that deal with the regulation of plumbers. This act will be retitled the 
Plumbers Licensing Act 1995. Water services regulation will in future be undertaken under the Water Services 
Act. 

The bill makes an amendment to section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. Under section 18 of the 
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972, landowners must make an application to the Aboriginal Cultural Material 
Committee for approval to do things that may affect an Aboriginal site. This clause will allow licensed water 
service providers to make submissions to the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee as though they are 
landowners. The amendment is similar to provisions enabling licensed energy service providers to make 
applications to the committee as though they are landowners. 

The bill will enable the Bunbury Water Board and Busselton Water Board to operate more effectively and 
provides much needed reform to their governing legislation. The bill also makes minor amendments to various 
other acts to allow for implementation of the Water Services Bill 2011 and repeals redundant legislation. I 
commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr M. McGowan. 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2011–12 BILL 2011 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2011–12 BILL 2011 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 25 May. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [11.35 am]: I rise to speak in the budget debate. I begin by referring to 
some remarks made by the Premier a fortnight ago. He made some comments about homeownership, and talked 
about young people or people getting into the housing market for the first time lowering their expectations. I 
thought his remarks were fairly insensitive and ill-informed, particularly in light of his comments that people can 
get into the market to buy a new home for $200 000. From the hill, he gave his emperor’s advice to all the people 
who want to buy their first home. He said — 
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Be realistic about your expectations and be prepared to buy a fairly humble property first off and 
gradually work your way up as you go through life and your income increases. 

… 

I say to young people ... get into home ownership and be realistic about what you can afford at this 
stage in your life. 

First, his advice is insensitive, and second, ill-informed. I have not seen evidence of young people or other 
people trying to get into the housing market having unrealistic expectations, and I think that that was also the 
general reaction of the public. We would think that the Premier would practice what he preaches to people in the 
broader community about managing their expectations. I refer to comments made by the Premier in the Hansard 
of 23 March about his new office in Hale House, across the road from Parliament House, appropriately named 
the Premier’s palace. He said — 

… the cost of refurbishing Hale House is estimated at $17 million. That is it! The alternative, as I said 
in question time, would be to lease two floors of accommodation comparable with the current Premier’s 
office, which would probably have a value of around $2 million a year. It is better that the state actually 
owns buildings in which it is accommodated, and it seems pretty sensible to me that we should have a 
decent Premier’s office and a decent cabinet room. 

Further in that debate he went on to say — 

Another point is that the government of the day had no choice.  

That is a direct quote. Finally on this point the Premier had this to say — 

Therefore, the Premier’s office and the cabinet room had nowhere to go. We had a choice of renting 
similar and expensive accommodation in the city and refurbishing it, or restoring a government-owned 
heritage building and making that the permanently owned office for the Premier and the cabinet of the 
state. 

Therefore, the Premier told the Parliament two things. First, the cost of refurbishing Hale house—the Premier’s 
palace—for occupation by him and the cabinet would be $17 million. Second, he told people of Western 
Australia that there was no choice. He said, “We have to leave the Governor Stirling Tower; we have nowhere 
else to go. Is it not reasonable that we move my office and the cabinet offices into this new $17 million 
premises?” If what the Premier had said to the Parliament were true, it would perhaps have a bit of validity. 
However, it was not true. The Premier has misled the house again. He has misled the house about both the cost 
of the premises and whether or not there was an alternative to them. Bearing in mind that this is the Premier of 
the state, I made a freedom of information request to Treasury for documents related to this matter in order to 
find out the truth about the Premier’s statements. Lo and behold, I received a letter from the Department of 
Treasury and Finance dated 30 June 2010 and signed by Tim Marney, Under Treasurer of Western Australia. 
The letter is from Tim Marney to Mr Peter Conran, the Director General of the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, and it says this — 

Dear Peter 

… 

Our proposal for the Premier, the Ministers in Governor Stirling Tower, and your department is outlined 
in the diagram attached. 

It goes on to say — 

These relocations will enable us to commence refurbishment in mid 2011, and then relocate some 
Ministers in Dumas House to other floors—so we can establish new accommodation for the Premier on 
floor thirteen. We feel that floor thirteen could also be used for Cabinet meetings and a media centre. 
Floor fourteen could be used as a State Reception Centre.  

Let me read that out again so members understand what the Under Treasurer advised the head of the Premier’s 
department —  

These relocations will enable us to commence refurbishment in mid 2011, and then relocate some 
Ministers in Dumas House to other floors—so we can establish new accommodation for the Premier on 
floor thirteen. We feel that floor thirteen could also be used for Cabinet meetings and a media centre. 
Floor fourteen could be used as a State Reception Centre. 

In other words, there is direct evidence from the Under Treasurer, one of the most respected public servants in 
Western Australia, that there was an alternative option and no doubt a cheaper option than the Premier’s palace. 
It was a cheaper, affordable, high-quality, good option for the Premier’s office and a cabinet room and a state 
reception centre in a publicly owned building known as Dumas House, over the road from the Parliament. It 
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directly contradicts what the Premier had to say in this house, that he had no choice in relation to where to locate 
his office, the cabinet room and the state reception centre. It directly contradicts it. 

Bear in mind that government-owned Dumas House is having $56 million spent on it. It has had $26 million for 
a refit, $21 million to make sure it is compliant with modern safety standards and so forth, and $9 million has 
been spent on remedial works. It is already having $56 million spent on it to make it suitable for government 
ministers to go in it. Yet we find the Premier of the state does not want to go into that building. We find the 
Premier of the state ignores Treasury’s advice on where his office, the cabinet room and the state reception 
centre could go. The public of Western Australia is being ripped off to the tune of $26.9 million for the 
Premier’s fantasy of his own palace over the road from this building because he did not want to go into a 
building with his other ministers. I can understand why he may not want to go into a building with his other 
ministers. I can understand why he might want to keep some distance from his ministers. As is well publicly 
acknowledged, he stands a little bit above them. I think it is pretty obvious from the rolling of eyes during 
question time that often he regards them with a little bit of contempt, but that is no excuse for this incredible 
profligacy, this incredible waste of money in building his own palace when he had alternative, government-
owned office accommodation available to him. There is no excuse for that. Furthermore, it is no excuse for 
misleading this Parliament about that matter, which he directly did in Hansard. What is more, he misled the 
Parliament about the cost. On 23 March, 2011 he said —  

… the cost of refurbishing Hale House is estimated at $17 million. 

That is it. If we look at budget paper No 3, “Economic and Fiscal Outlook”, page 181 states — 

To accommodate the relocation of the Office of the Premier and Cabinet Services, the Government will 
spend $17 million … on Hale House for construction and site costs and some fit-out … and up to 
$8.5 million for planning and contingency fees and remaining fit-out costs. 

It is $17 million plus $8.5 million. Then what do we find? Page 135 of the same document states — 

An additional $1.4 million will be spent over two years …to relocate the Department of Education from 
existing accommodation at Hale House. 

If all those figures are added up—the planning, contingency and fit-out costs, $8.5 million; the construction and 
site costs and so forth, $17 million; and the relocation of the public servants in there who work with disabled 
children, another $1.4 million. Therefore, when the Premier tells the Parliament the cost will be $17 million, it is 
not true. It is $26.5 million, according to his own budget.  

The Premier has misled this Parliament in relation to two matters. There was an alternative option. He could 
have gone into Dumas House with his other ministers. He did not want to do that. Between receiving the Under 
Treasurer’s letter in the middle of last year and making his announcement earlier this year, he decided that he 
would not accept that advice and he would go for a far more expensive option costing the public, not $17 million 
but $26.9 million extra. What arrogance and pomposity! He has all the hallmarks of Louis XIV; he thinks he is 
the Sun King and he can just create palaces and buildings to suit himself. No wonder he is commonly known 
around Western Australia these days as the Emperor, when he creates an unnecessary palace for himself and then 
does not tell the truth about the cost of that palace. The arrogance and pomposity of the Premier is absolute. 

I have thought about the Premier and what his excuse might be. He cannot get away from misleading on the cost, 
he cannot get away from misleading on the fact that there was an alternative, but he might say that the 
government is putting other agencies into Dumas House, so therefore the Premier could not go in there, and 
needed to get a different group of accommodation. The Premier was going to make those other agencies, those 
public servants, have to suffer and go into a building with some of his ministers, while the Premier would go 
elsewhere. That might be his excuse, but where it falls down is that some other government agencies are going 
into the leased Optima Centre in Herdsman, near the office of The West Australian. That is where some other 
government agencies are going. Elements of the Department of Treasury and Finance are going there. The 
Department of Training and Workforce Development is also going there. The entire department is taking up 
more than two floors of that massive building. It is moving out of another government-owned building, the 
Department of Education building, “Silver City” in East Perth. A government agency is being moved out of a 
government-owned building; therefore, costing $10 million to move into the Optima Centre, when that space 
was basically available for any other government agency that the Premier is moving into Dumas House. That 
space was available. The Premier’s incompetence, mismanagement, obfuscation, misleading, lack of truth-telling 
in relation to this issue has been breathtaking, and he needs to be held accountable for that. 

The people of Western Australia are suffering from massive increases in their cost-of-living pressures. They are 
suffering from in the biggest increase in state debt in the state’s history, and here is the Premier going about his 
own office accommodation in such an appallingly profligate way. That is what this government has done. The 
Premier needs to be held accountable for that. That is wrong, it is inappropriate, it is arrogant and it is pompous. 
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What is more, the Premier did not tell the truth to the Parliament of Western Australia. For that, he should be 
condemned. The letter from Tim Marney is all the evidence that is needed in regards to this matter. 

The last excuse the Premier might try to use is, “Oh well, we moved other agencies into the Department of 
Education building in East Perth, and therefore we save money in that way.” On 13 April 2011 I asked the 
Minister for Education: what are the savings from moving other offices from outstations into the Department of 
Education building in East Perth? The minister replied that the annual total rental and outgoings for the leased 
premises—the savings from moving offices at 8 Bennett Street, East Perth, into the Department of Education 
building—was $208 000. The government is spending $10 million for the Department of Training and 
Workforce Development to go the Optima Centre, and it is saving $208 000 in rental outgoings from moving 
other outstations of the Department of Education into “Silver City” in East Perth. What sort of management is 
that? It is appalling management—absolutely appalling management. It pales next to the Premier deliberately 
misleading this house on two important matters. There is no excuse in relation to this matter. All we really know 
is that the Premier thinks he is so important that he needs his own office complex and palace—that is all we 
know—and that he wanted to have it separate from the rest of his ministers for obvious reasons. 

I turn to another topical issue; namely, the issue of gifts. I have not spoken on that in this place at any great 
length. However, during last night’s news and on the radio this morning I heard the Premier speak on the issue. 
My questions in this place discovered that over eight months $800 000 worth of gifts were given to senior public 
servants and ministerial staffers, $745 000 of which was for 250 flights and attendant accommodation for senior 
health department officials, including doctors and the like, to travel to not only exotic locations such as Paris, 
Milan, New Orleans, Stockholm, Tokyo and London—you name it; dozens of places—but also all over the 
country, including business class accommodation and everything thrown in for trips to Sydney and Melbourne. It 
was all sponsored by the pharmaceutical companies from which the Department of Health purchases 
pharmaceuticals. I raised the issue thinking it an issue of significant probity; that is, the government has a health 
department budget of $5 billion or so and spends an enormous amount with pharmaceutical companies. I thought 
there might have been some reaction about the probity of that, yet I heard the Premier say on television last 
night, “I am going to crack down on those chocolates and I am really going to get into those bottles of wine. The 
chocolates have got to stop. Those chocolates going to those public servants—that is just completely 
inappropriate, and those bottles of wine—well that is inappropriate as well!” I think the Premier got the wrong 
end of the stick. The real issue is, of course, the massive scale and number of gifts, and sometimes the expense, 
and who it is providing them to the department. We now learn that the Minister for Health found out about this 
in August last year, funnily enough because of the questions I asked in this house. What has he done since then? 
Gifts received in seven of the eight months covered by my most recent questions were received since the 
minister found out. That is, hundreds and hundreds of flights have been undertaken and accommodation utilised 
since the minister found out about this problem, and what has he done in the interim? Nothing. Yesterday, the 
poor bunny, Mr Snowball, taking his lead from the Premier, said that he was going to crack down on the 
chocolates and wine. He said that he would crack down on the chocolates and wine because there is no way we 
can have health department officials eating chocolates; it is highly inappropriate. But what is he doing about the 
flights and accommodation? Obviously, once again taking his lead from the Premier, nothing! He is doing 
nothing in relation to them! I think there is a serious question about probity issues. It might also be noted that if 
the Premier is upset about wine, he should check his own department, because officials in his own department 
are receiving bottles of wine. Perhaps the Premier ought to look a little closer to home, if gifts of wine are what 
concern him the most. 

The final issue that I want to deal with today is that of royalties. The Premier and this government have pushed 
an issue in this budget that has, I must say, worked a treat for them in that it has taken attention away from the 
massive increase in state debt and the massive increase in the cost of living for families. The government has 
taken on a battle with the commonwealth over royalties. I think that the state has the right to lift royalties in the 
way that it did. I might say that I think the state should have consulted with the people paying those royalties 
before it did so. I think it a bit arrogant not to at least consult with the companies paying those royalties, bearing 
in mind that they are not all big companies like BHP Billiton Ltd or Rio Tinto. A lot of iron ore miners are not in 
the same position as those big companies and I think the government should have consulted with them. 
However, the state has the right to raise royalties. I think the commonwealth response has been over the top and 
that some of the language it used was not appropriate. The commonwealth took the bait hook, line and sinker. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: At the same time, I cannot help thinking that although the response was not particularly 
bright, there is a little risk to the state in that only a month or so ago the Prime Minister announced a review of 
the GST, to be conducted by a former New South Wales Premier and a former Victorian Premier. There might 
be a little risk because from budget indications, a lot of the state’s future hangs upon that review. The state’s 
approach to the commonwealth on royalties might prompt Mr Greiner and Mr Brumby to not be as agreeable in 
the review as I would hope they would be. The government needs to bear that in mind and work with that review 
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committee to ensure it understands the state’s position. It also needs to work with the commonwealth to sort out 
this matter of royalties. However, some of the language has been, quite frankly, ridiculous. I have a copy of The 
Australian, dated yesterday, in which the Premier of Western Australia is quoted on matters of the GST and the 
deal negotiated by his Premier when he was Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, 11 years ago. He is reported as 
saying about the GST that — 

“If it falls down to 33c as the Treasurer and state Treasury are predicting, the relationship between 
Canberra and Western Australia becomes secondary to other relationships. Our links with southeast 
Asia, China and Japan actually become more important to us than our links with Canberra.” 

Frankly, how ridiculous! What is he? The Manchurian candidate? Seriously, can members imagine reading in the 
Great Hall of the People that the Premier of Western Australia thinks the relationship between the People’s 
Republic of China and its politburo is more important than the state’s relationship with our own federal 
government? To use a term the Premier overuses, how un-Australian! How un-Australian to say that our 
relationship with the Chinese will become more important. It ignores the fact that GST is but one component of 
the revenue the state gets; the other component is, of course, all of the commonwealth–state agreements in each 
of the major portfolio areas and the direct capital grants that the state receives, yet the Premier completely 
ignores that. I suggest to both sides, state and federal, that they calm some of the rhetoric and work together. I 
also suggest to the commonwealth that it has been sucked in by the Premier. He is a wily customer. He has been 
around a long time—some 20 or so years. He has had his ups and downs. He was on his way out and then he 
came back, and good luck to him; he became the Premier of Western Australia. But he is a wily customer. He 
has been through the wringer, the same as John Howard—and he was a wily customer.  

The Premier needs to answer a few questions about the mining resource tax. I know from reading some of the 
articles in The Australian that he was in the picture at an early stage. I am aware that at 5.00 pm on 17 or 18, or 
perhaps 19 April last year, the Premier was in meetings, in Wayne Swan’s office, with Ken Henry, Tim Marney 
and Wayne Swan. He was fully advised about the then resource super profits tax. Further meetings were 
scheduled with Ken Henry, Tim Marney and some senior commonwealth bureaucrats, including a fellow by the 
name of Ray or perhaps another fellow by the name of Parker. There were also meetings with the head of the 
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet and the head of the Premier’s department, Peter Conran, and 
Terry Moran. I know that all those meetings took place. I also know that the then Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd, 
had a number of conversations over the telephone with Mr Barnett about the then resource super profits tax—the 
now mineral resource rent tax. I know that federal Treasurer Wayne Swan, and Kevin Rudd and Colin Barnett 
met in Mr Barnett’s office to discuss the tax. There was a heavyweight interrelation between the parties last year 
during the conversations and dealings about working together on the then resource super profits tax. I want to 
know what was discussed. I know the Premier is wily; I want to know whether he led the commonwealth down 
the path of thinking he would be supportive. I want to know whether he said he would work with the 
commonwealth and not actively oppose the tax, but only make observations. I think the Premier needs to explain 
exactly what his role was early on, before he realised that opposing the tax would be politically advantageous. I 
also want to know why the Premier did not tell the public at the time about all those interactions between him, 
Kevin Rudd, Wayne Swan, and senior state and commonwealth bureaucrats. I want to know all those things—
why all that went on and why the commonwealth might have thought the Premier would somehow be 
supportive.  

Of course the Premier of Western Australia is important in this debate. As we all know, minerals predominantly 
come from Western Australia, so the views of the Premier of Western Australia would be very important in this 
whole debate. I can see why they went to all the trouble they did. It is obvious Mr Rudd and the Premier of 
Western Australia had a good working relationship. I cannot help but think, in the light of hindsight, Mr Rudd 
might have wanted to reconsider some of his relationships, that one amongst others. Mr Rudd and Mr Swan 
might have thought that somehow the Premier was somewhat supportive because of all that interaction. The 
Premier needs to tell us what went on at that point and why he engaged in that level of consultation with the 
commonwealth. Having said that, the commonwealth’s response was over the top. It needs to pull back on some 
of the rhetoric and realise that Western Australia is a sovereign state. We carry a lot of the load for the 
commonwealth and the people of Australia. We need to be rewarded appropriately with the revenue we produce 
as a state to ensure our success continues.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.00 noon]: A government that claims a mantle of strong financial 
management does not bring down a budget that claims two separate sets of accounts. A government that claims a 
mantle of strong financial management bases its expenditure on what the revenue actually is, not on what it 
would like the revenue to be. A government that claims a mantle of strong financial management does not 
increase expenditure by 36 per cent over three years. A government that claims a mantle of strong financial 
management does not increase debt levels to areas so risky that there is no room for another world economic 
event that may impact the state’s revenue sources. A government that is so blasé about honouring its own 
election promises does not deserve and does not have the moral authority to serve a second term in government. 
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That is what this government has now lost. Its complete and utter disregard for its own election commitments 
mean it has lost its moral authority for a second term, and it does not even know!  

I dare say there has never been a Treasurer who has got to his feet in this place and presented two sets of 
books—one for the bank and one for the tax man. One says debt will be $22 billion and the other says debt will 
be $18 billion. What an extraordinary turn of events! The Treasurer has bought into the Premier’s style of 
accounting. He has accepted, endorsed and signed off on the Premier’s style of accounting. We have already 
heard from the member for Rockingham that the Premier cannot be trusted when it comes to financial 
management. The Premier is the man who, when the issue of the floor in the GST was raised in the Parliament in 
the late 1990s, said, “It’s not an important issue; we can talk about that later.” 

I do not like the fact that I pay a huge amount of tax, but do I spend on the basis that I would like to receive more 
money back in my hand? Do I go out and say, “No, I’m not on that tax rate, I’m on a lower one; therefore I 
would like more money in my pocket”? “I may not be getting it, but I don’t spend that way.” That is not the way 
a government should manage its accounts. Everyone accepts that the GST is a debacle. Everyone accepts that 
Colin Barnett’s GST deal is unfair to Western Australia. But the reality is that we spend according to our 
revenue base and revenue projections. We do not create a new set of books—an alternative set of figures—and 
say, ‘That’s what we would like it to be, therefore, rating agencies and banks, don’t worry about what the debt 
levels say, focus on what we hope it to be at some point in the future.” What an absurd approach to financial 
management for this state. We face a 36 per cent increase in expense growth over three years. There are some 
advocates for small government, but I tell members what: they do not exist any more, not when the government 
increases expenditure by a third in three years.  

I want to come back to debt because the government has placed this state in an enormously risky financial 
position. Debt levels are at $22 billion, $4 billion alone in the upcoming financial year, all based on the hope, 
wish and a prayer that world events—whether Chinese, United States or European debt—will have no impact on 
our economic growth across the forward estimates. Now, maybe that is not a bad assessment to make, but I tell 
members what: when debt is at that level there is no wriggle room in the event finances start to look shaky. Last 
year I made the point, in a lengthy debate in this place on state debt, that where debt is being held in government 
is also starting to change. When the member for Cottesloe became Premier there was no net debt in the general 
government sector—none. Under the forward estimates in last year’s budget, by 2014 up to 28 per cent of net 
debt will be held in the general government sector. Now, based on one set of the government’s books, net debt 
being held in the general government sector is increasing to over 31 per cent. That means we are using debt for 
core service delivery. We are starting to see debt increases in education, police and child protection. That is what 
is driving a larger and larger percentage of the debt growth—not the projects that the Treasurer and the Premier 
talk about, not these grand projects the Premier likes to open at the very least; we are starting to see 31 per cent 
of debt held in the general government sector.  

We know the Premier knows what this ultimately means because, back in 1991, he said in this place — 

I put to the House that what follows is that as debt servicing costs grow this Government, or a future 
Government, will have no choice but to cut expenditure. That cut will typically be in the social areas. 
That will be the only choice available. That is the budgetary problem of a growth in debt.  

The government itself may trumpet this budget as a people’s budget but we know the Premier: when it comes 
down to it, if the floor is not delivered, if the second set of accounts contained in the budget do not come to 
fruition and the debt level actually reaches $22 billion, what we will see is cuts to social services; not, as the 
Treasurer said, a wind back of infrastructure spending. The money the Premier is putting into social services will 
be cut back to protect the debt position of the state. We know that is the reality. He knew that back in 1991, and 
he knows that now. As published in The West Australian of 4 September 2010, the Premier stated — 

“In reality you don’t have to pay back the debt, what you have to do is make sure the debt is (under) 
control and as a guide I’m intending keeping our total level of net debt below $20 billion,” …  

A number of misrepresentations were made in that comment in September last year. Firstly, ultimately we have 
to pay back the debt. Any moron knows if money is borrowed, it has to be paid back. Secondly, it is under 
control. The government knows its debt level is not under control. The reason it knows that is because it has had 
to produce two sets of books—one saying debt is at $22 billion, breaching the Premier’s commitment that is not 
even a year old. In September last year he made the commitment that debt will not balloon out past $20 billion. 
He therefore produced another set of books saying, “It’s okay; when we get our 75 per cent floor in GST”—the 
deal the Premier should have negotiated in the 1990s—“debt will only be $18 billion”, despite the fact this whole 
suite of commitments across the forward estimates have not yet been brought to book. It is completely ludicrous. 
I am stunned that the Treasurer, in his first budget, would agree to sign off on such an appalling way to manage 
the state’s finances.  

I also made comment about the moral authority of this government in light of its blasé commitment to its own 
election promises. We saw an example of that today in The West Australian. The member for West Swan has 
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raised time and again the Ellenbrook train line. It is officially gone. A commitment that helped deliver the 
member for Swan Hills to this place is now gone! It is not even in the forward estimates. I read media reports in 
Geraldton saying people there are most put out, member for Geraldton, that there is no money for the completion 
of the 330kV Pinjarra–Geraldton line, despite the fact the Premier goes on about the importance of magnetite in 
the Mid West and the Oakajee port.  

I am disappointed that the former Minister for Water is not in the chamber as I am about to mention the 
desalination plant in Karratha. How quick a commitment can be broken! How quick a government can shoot out 
a media release, and here it is, dated 25 October 2010. There are three mug shots: the Premier, the former 
Minister for Water, and the Minister for Regional Development. In announcing the desalination plant that media 
statement reads — 

“However, the only option that would deliver a major new water source in the timeframe required was a 
seawater desalination plant and it has the advantage of being climate independent.”  

It went on to say — 

“The Government has been working for some time on the development of a new desalination plant as 
one of the options and is sufficiently advanced in planning to be confident of commissioning in the first 
quarter of 2013,”  

Yet, here we are, barely six months later, and that has gone. It is no longer a priority and no longer a 
commitment by this government to the people of the Pilbara. I have not heard a word from the member for North 
West about that broken promise. The promise about Royal Perth Hospital delivered the member for Mount 
Lawley into the Parliament. That has gone! The Under Treasurer pulled the pants down on the Premier a couple 
of years ago about the funding for that. 

The promise of a 60c gross feed-in tariff became a 40c net feed-in tariff and is now a 20c net feed-in tariff before 
it slowly disappears out the back door under the somewhat useless guidance of the Minister for Energy. Many 
opposition members have pointed out the broken promises on fees and charges. Nowhere in the rhetoric of the 
Liberal Party did I see that electricity bills would rise 57 per cent in three years. Nowhere did I see that the 
increase in water charges over three years would be up near 40 per cent. That was not mentioned. As the Premier 
says when he is talking about his 33 per cent return on the goods and services tax, we cannot expect the state to 
be able to respond to that sort of withdrawal of revenue. The Premier cannot expect pensioners and families 
across Western Australia to respond in such a short period to what is a blatant attack on their own budgets. That 
is why this government does not yet know and has not yet woken up to the fact that it is rotting from the head 
down. It has broken its promises and lost its moral authority, yet it continues on, arrogantly dismissive of the 
concerns of the people of Western Australia.  

I want to make a couple of quick comments on the Australian dollar. When we first went into opposition and I 
became shadow Treasurer, I spent a lot of my first year observing the way the Treasury and the government 
assessed the Aussie dollar. Treasury put out a very good discussion paper on the exchange rate and that 
ultimately led to a change in the way that the government assessed the Australian–US exchange rate. That was a 
good change to the long-run average with, basically, the spot price turning to the long-run average across the 
forward estimates. For the life of me, I do not understand how the government got to a US97.5c exchange rate 
for 2011–12. The Aussie dollar has been trading above $US1 since late last year—not US97.5c. Let us look at 
the figures from Macquarie Bank, Morgan Stanley and others. Morgan Stanley forecast a peak at $US1.12 over 
the next 12 months, coming back to $US1.05. Bloomberg does not have it come back under $US1 until well into 
2012. RBS Morgans has the dollar going up to $US1.20 before coming back, but maintaining well above $US1 
for the next 12 months. Yet this government has assessed our dollar at US97.5c.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is even worse because the year-end average for the 2010–11 year is 98c and the estimate 
for 2011–12 is 97.5c, so it is lower than the current financial year!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is correct, and I thank the member for Cannington. We have this situation in which we 
are expected to believe that the Aussie dollar is already on its downward trend. We have talked about the impact 
of China on the Aussie dollar and commodity prices. We know all that! What has not been so closely followed in 
this place has been the impact of the United States. Are we expecting the US exchange rates to rise significantly 
over the next 12 months, or indeed the next two years? No, we are not. I dare say that there will be more 
quantitative easing in the US and huge deficits in the US over the next couple of years. That will keep the 
Australian dollar strong. Yet the problem that the government has is that at the same time as it is saying that 
everything has changed and the structure of our economy is fundamentally different, it is not altering the way it 
is assessing these things. The government is not asking the Department of Treasury and Finance to do its own 
assessment of the dollar. It is simply looking at the spot price and averaging that out over forward estimates. I 
understand that the government has to have some process, and I understand the difficulty of assessing that. 
However, now is the time: the Aussie dollar has changed dramatically; it is no longer, as it once was, closely 
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linked to the 10-year US bond rate. It is different. Things have changed because the nature of the world economy 
has changed, and that is unlikely to change over the next two years. The government is simply refusing to 
acknowledge that when it comes to this budget. They are my last general comments on the budget. 

I am stunned that the Treasurer would adopt the Premier’s financial management in this budget, and I want to 
quote the Treasurer. I have referred to 36 per cent expense growth over three years, and clearly the government 
is worried about that. We have another 7.9 per cent coming in 2011–12. In the budget speech, the Treasurer 
states — 

Expense growth in 2011–12 includes the impact of higher recurrent Royalties for Regions spending, 
additional funding for the not-for-profit sector, higher operating subsidies to the electricity utilities, the 
transfer of assets associated with the Ord–East Kimberley Expansion Project, and funding for the latest 
round of voluntary separations. Excluding these factors, expenses are estimated to increase by 4.9 per 
cent in 2011–12.   

Now we have the two sets of books that the Treasurer runs. The Treasurer comes in and says, “If we take out all 
the expensive stuff that we are spending money on, our expense growth is only 4.9 per cent.”  

What the hell is going on in the financial management of this government? It is simply absurd for the Treasurer 
to think he can come in here with some sort of spin, like some suffering business with an administrator appointed 
that says to the bank, “It is okay, this is a debt level,” and then run off and say to the tax man, “Gee, debt is 
terrible.” We have two different figures for expense growth. What is going on? This government inherited the 
best set of finances that any government has inherited over the last 30 years in Western Australia and it has gone 
about dismantling the practices in managing the state’s finances and leaving to government members in this 
place—the member for Cottesloe will be gone from this place shortly—a $22 billion debt that will ultimately 
mean cuts in social services, as pointed out by the Premier back in 1991. It is time for some of the ministers in 
the cabinet to start assessing what that may ultimately mean for Western Australian taxpayers in the future, 
because it is not a good sign.  

I want now to come back to specific comments about education. Never before has so much been expected from a 
minister who has delivered so little. The member for Churchlands used to sit high up there on her perch 
pontificating, rather sanctimoniously, about the performance of the Labor ministers in the Gallop and Carpenter 
governments, so upon joining the Barnett-led government and becoming the Minister for Education, never 
before was so much expected from a minister. She was the bastion of accountability—right up to the moment she 
became accountable! Her performance as education minister over the last two and a half years, both in this 
chamber and outside, has been nothing short of a disgrace. Her sense of urgency on a range of different issues 
impacting on the education sector, parents, families and students has been absent. She has shown no sense of 
urgency. Time and again during the short time I have been shadow education minister I have come in here and 
she has simply refused to answer questions. She gets up bewildered that she has been asked about an issue, is 
unable to answer it and sits back down under instructions from the Premier sitting to her right. On the issue of air 
conditioning in Building the Education Revolution buildings, the minister sat for a year before parents and 
citizens associations across this state beat down her door. She finally came out, blinking in the lights of the 
media, to make a decision.  

The issue of year 7s in high school was raised by the minister two years ago. The minister created the 
uncertainty. What do we have now? In October last year she said, “I’m two to three months away from a 
decision.” Here we are and the minister did not even say this week that a decision may be made in this calendar 
year. One of the first issues I pursued as shadow education minister was the Aboriginal tutorial assistance 
scheme. The reason I pursued that was I believe it is a good program that results in more Aboriginal kids 
graduating with their WA certificate of education. It assists Aboriginal kids across Western Australia who are 
struggling with their grades at the various levels. We have seen a remarkable increase in the number of 
Aboriginal kids graduating with their certificate of education. The reason I pursued that issue was that it became 
apparent that the upper secondary years, years 11 and 12, which are a crucial two years, had not received their 
funding. We were a quarter of the way through the academic year, and they had not received funding for the 
tutorial assistance scheme. I raised the issue with the minister and what did she do? She got up and blamed it on 
the commonwealth and then made the announcement that funding has been increased from 33 weeks to 40 
weeks. That is good; it covers the whole year. It is a pity we are nearly 25 per cent of the way through the year. It 
has become apparent that it was not the commonwealth’s fault; it is indeed the Minister for Education’s fault that 
funding was not flowing.  

I put another question to her. She came in and apologised and said, “Yes, that is right”, but she refuses to 
confirm that the funding had not been increased to 40 weeks. What do we find when the budget comes out? We 
find out that the minister has made a 25 per cent cut to the Aboriginal tutorial assistance scheme. Previous years 
the funding was for 33 weeks, but the minister has cut it to 25 weeks, a 25 per cent cut, on the back of the fact 
that she waited till the academic year was 25 per cent over before she made the announcement of those cuts. 
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Aboriginal kids are now getting less tutorial assistance despite the minister railing in here year after year about 
results in Aboriginal education. I want to quote the then Independent member for Churchlands on 2 June 2005, 
referring to Aboriginal language and numeracy — 

This is probably the most urgent issue facing the Department of Education and Training. 

What has the member done since she became Minister for Education? She has cut funding and she has not 
delivered any results.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Western Australian College of Teaching is no mystery to the Minister for Education. 
She was closely involved in the drafting of the legislation and drafting her own legislation when the Premier was 
the Minister for Education. The minister knows what is in the detail of the Western Australian College of 
Teaching Act 2004 and the problems in that legislation. She has had the “Review of the Western Australian 
College of Teaching Act 2004 Report” since June last year. She has had that report for a year. One of those 
recommendations would have dealt specifically with the problem confronting over 70 teachers now on leave 
without pay. Those teachers, who were foundation members of WACOT, now find themselves forced to go back 
to the beginning of the application process. On page 86 of that report one of the recommendations deals 
specifically with that issue. Where is the minister’s response to this report? She has had the report for a year. Her 
response has gone through the same black hole in the ministerial office as the year 7 issue, the air conditioning 
issue and the ATAS issue. What is the minister’s position on all these issues? I made the comment yesterday that 
if the minister does not get on to this matter, WACOT faces an existential threat.  

If members look at the table on page 10 of the report, they will see that a survey was done of teachers as part of 
the review. Nearly 1 000 teachers responded to the survey. Regardless of the purpose of the legislation, 
87 per cent of teachers thought the most important role of WACOT is to “promote importance of teachers”. The 
net number of teachers satisfied with WACOT’s performance in that role was 13 per cent. Only 13 per cent of 
teachers thought that WACOT is doing a good job. The comments say that WACOT is not relevant to the role of 
teachers and should be disbanded, yet year after year we seem to have this situation in which teachers find 
themselves completely and utterly left out in the open and must go back and apply again. They are excluded and 
get a phone call to say, “You are not registered. Get off the school property or you will get a $5 000 fine”. Every 
one of those teachers impacts on classrooms of kids. Where is the minister on that? Where is the minister’s 
response to this WACOT review? She has had the report for a year. It is time the minister made her comments 
very clear. She needs to either explain why WACOT will continue in its current form or bring amendments into 
this place to make WACOT do what it was intended to do. The Minister for Education was very involved in the 
proposal for teacher registration.  

I questioned the minister the other week about the school salary pool. She had no idea, or a complete reluctance 
to answer the question. We are effectively seeing a cut of 18 per cent to the school salary pool, which is the 
money that principals have for discretionary spending. For example, a teacher may want to get a school breakfast 
program or a specific literacy program going. The money comes from the school salary pool for those sorts of 
projects. The minister is seemingly unaware—I do not believe that she is unaware—that she has cut that pool of 
funding by 18 per cent. That is simply not acceptable. If the minister is going to come in here and say, “The 
independent public school scheme has been such a huge success. Look at all these applications. Schools are not 
being forced to apply for independent status”, she should not then make it more and more difficult for public 
schools to come up with their own innovative local ideas, which the school salary pool is there to support. The 
minister should not force schools to think that the only way they will get this sort of discretionary funding is if 
they apply for independent public school status. That is not schools coming along and making their own 
applications on the merits; it is simply out of desperation as the money to run their own locally identified and 
locally run programs starts to dry up.  

I come back to the Aboriginal tutorial assistance scheme. As I pointed out, this was a very substandard 
performance from the minister, particularly in light of the comments about results in Aboriginal education that 
she made over many years sitting in this place as an Independent member. I put a number of questions on notice 
about ATAS, one being whether the corporative executive of the Department of Education had received any 
submissions on upper school ATAS. What answer did I receive from the minister last Thursday? No, the 
corporate executive received nothing. Imagine my surprise when I went back to my electorate office on Friday 
and found the return of an FOI to the Department of Education containing none other than submissions to the 
corporate executive about the funding of upper school ATAS. On the one hand I have the minister telling me one 
thing in the Parliament and confirming that in questions on notice when she has had the chance to research the 
matter, and on the other hand the department through the FOI process is good enough to provide me with those 
very submissions that the minister denies existed. I note the submission dated 4 April 2011 to the corporate 
executive, being Sharyn O’Neill, David Axworthy, Juanita Healy and Kim Wards—senior people in the public 
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service in the Department of Education—from Robert Somerville, the former Director of Aboriginal Education. 
The government has sacked him, removed that role, and moved him on. The submission states — 

CURRENT SITUATION 

… 

Funding for 2011 was submitted to the Deputy Director General on 14 December 2010.  

The minister came in here and said that she was still waiting on census results. The department had been 
providing submissions for funding for upper secondary ATAS in December last year! It had gone into the 
minister’s office. She was rushing around looking for cuts and upper secondary ATAS was front and centre. Yes, 
I am upset by this, simply because she is cutting a good program—was intending to cut it until exposed—that 
was achieving results, despite the fact that she had spent years as an Independent member of Parliament pursuing 
results in Aboriginal education. I quote the minister again on 2 June 2005 — 

All members should demand that the government make literacy and numeracy for Aboriginal children a 
top priority until the attainment levels of Aboriginal children equate to those of non-Aboriginal 
children. It may take a long time to reach that stage, but we must keep trying until we make a 
difference. This Parliament should demand that the government re-examine the area and allocate 
appropriate funding and effort until the attainment levels of Aboriginal children reach those of non-
Aboriginal children.  

It is interesting to note that in the same submission to the corporate executive that the minister denied even 
existed, the point is made that — 

There has been no per capita increase in the Aboriginal Education ATAS budget since 2008.  

It is amazing what happens when an Independent member absconds to the executive government; the standards 
she previously set in Aboriginal education suddenly, in the face of a three per cent efficiency dividend, slip down 
the way. The minister has targeted cuts to the most vulnerable students in our society. If it was not for the fact 
that she was exposed for her hypocrisy on that issue, I daresay that those cuts would have been finalised and 
upper secondary ATAS would not have received one penny; it certainly would not have received the increase to 
40 weeks a year that the minister said she would provide. The minister makes the odd flippant remark, “You 
have a lot to learn about education, member for Victoria Park.” Yes, I do; I have been in the job for three 
months. I would hope that I have a hell of a lot to learn about the administration of the Department of Education 
and education support services. What I do know is that this minister has comprehensively failed in her duty to be 
a proactive minister, be on top of her brief, be involved in education, and ensure that those students who are not 
up to scratch are getting the services that they need to perform. 

We are seeing a minister who has been completely and utterly captured by her department. This minister used to 
sit up the back of the chamber and rail against the former Labor government. All I get in answers to my 
questions on notice is rubbish. I asked her how many Aboriginal kids in years 8 and 12 have completed school. 
Her answer was “define ‘completed’”. Back in our days we answered those questions. The minister has not 
performed. She has announced her retirement. She has less than two years to take a strong and proactive role in 
education in Western Australia. A lot of decisions will still be hanging around waiting to be made when the next 
minister comes into this place. Students in every electorate of the members of this place will suffer while this 
minister continues to blunder along, procrastinate and refuse to deal with the reality that things are not all right. 
Independent public schools are not the only answer to every question that is put to her in education.  

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [12.31 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to comment on this budget. The 
electorate of Fremantle provides an interesting case study on the impacts on the booming economy and allows 
some valuable insights into the two-speed economy of Western Australia and the impacts that it is having. The 
escalating international demand for WA’s minerals has seen a dramatic ramping up of mineral production and 
exports that has outstripped the ability of our regional ports to handle them. In the past 18 months a number of 
companies have sought to bend government policy on bulk mineral exports by experimenting with proposals to 
ship these bulk minerals out of the port of Fremantle. Despite Kwinana being the appropriate port for bulk 
commodity exports since the 1950s, the upgrades at Kwinana and other ports have not been able to maintain 
pace with the surge in mineral exports in recent years, which has created this bottleneck. As a result, more 
exporters are looking at Fremantle for purposes for which it was not intended.  

First we were subjected to the disastrous Magellan Metals lead carbonate experiment. It was disastrous because 
this company continuously breached the ministerial conditions set by the Minister for Environment, yet it still 
seems to have its sights set on the port of Fremantle for future lead carbonate exports. We have just had the 
threat of bulk iron ore exports through Fremantle and now there is a proposal for the bulk export of mildly 
radioactive rare earth through Fremantle to Malaysia. This has sparked international protests. The economic 
pressures are forcing companies to try to fit a square peg into a round hole, and the negative impacts of these 
proposals will fall squarely on the people of Fremantle if we allow them to take place.  
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The Fremantle port is continuing to grow as our economy strengthens, with annual growth rates in container 
trade averaging around eight per cent per annum. With this growth, trade and associated traffic at the port and 
surrounds could nearly double in the next decade. Traffic congestion associated with truck movements from the 
port has reached a critical point in Fremantle. It is one of the biggest issues facing my electorate and it looks sets 
to worsen without intervention. It has become clear that a second port to the south is needed to alleviate the 
pressure on Fremantle, and a comprehensive freight rail network needs to be planned, too, for the future.  

Another aspect of the dark side of the mining boom has been the problems it has brought to the housing sector, 
with rental prices skyrocketing in the metropolitan area to the point where some people are simply being forced 
onto the streets. They are literally being priced out of the property market. I know this is the case because my 
office deals with many people desperately seeking accommodation for themselves and their children. I am not 
talking about the stereotypical homeless person with substance abuse issues or mental illness; I am talking about 
single parents with children who are forced to sleep in their cars. I welcome the announcement of $5.4 million in 
the budget for the creation of a homeless shelter in Perth. As homelessness is such a big problem in my 
electorate, I urge the government to plan for a second homeless shelter in the electorate of Fremantle. The 
impacts of homelessness in Fremantle have literally spilled out onto the streets recently, with antisocial 
behaviour by congregations of homeless people on the rise. Businesses are contacting my office, sending me 
photographs of homeless people sleeping in the doorways of their businesses. As it is getting colder, this is 
increasing as people are coming into the City of Fremantle seeking whatever shelter they can get. It is an 
absolute tragedy. A homeless shelter for Fremantle would go a long way towards breaking this pattern of 
homelessness, despair, alcohol abuse and antisocial behaviour. I call on this government to seriously consider 
funding this proposal. A tiny fraction of the $442 million state budget surplus could be used to create a second 
homeless shelter near Fremantle which, with appropriate services, would greatly reduce the suffering of 
homeless people and contribute to a reduction in the antisocial behaviour that is becoming really prevalent on 
our streets. 

I have said a lot about the dangerous state of the Fremantle traffic bridge. An engineers’ report commissioned in 
2004 said that it is at risk of collapse. The dredging of the river over many decades has lowered the riverbed by 
three metres and left the main support pylons for the bridge only partially embedded. This has made the bridge 
extremely susceptible to collapse in the event that a vessel on the river were to collide with the pylons, with the 
potential for over 200 fatalities, according to the report by Shawmac Pty Ltd. As we are all very well aware, the 
potential for a vessel to collide with a bridge in Fremantle is very real, as it happened on 3 May this year. The 
collapse of the bridge could endanger river users and vehicles on the bridge and create a range of secondary 
emergencies, which I do not think the government is aware of, such as gas pipelines, power lines and fuel oil 
pipelines on the bridge rupturing, creating gas and oil fires. If members in this place think I am painting too 
dramatic a picture, they should read this report for themselves, because this is what the engineers say could well 
happen. The potential for fatalities, oil and gas fires and environmental impacts are all described in detail. The 
inconvenient truth is that this bridge is a ticking time bomb and it must be replaced.  

I was pleased to see the increased funding for public transport in the budget but I was also disappointed that 
there is still no provision for light rail. Light rail is the transit system of the future and our car-dependent cities 
urgently need to develop alternatives for mass transit. In the next 10 years oil production will have peaked and 
we will be constrained by our dependence on automotive transport systems that will be subject to soaring fuel 
prices. We need to be making provision for systems that allow us to break our dependency on cars. I have 
developed a light rail plan for my electorate of Fremantle, linking the proposed Cockburn coast development 
with its 10 000 new residents to the heavy rail at Fremantle. This plan utilises the contaminated land at the 
former South Fremantle land tip site as a transport node and light rail station and follows a route along Hampton 
Road, reducing traffic congestion and linking a range of public services such as schools and hospitals with the 
historical and tourist precincts. I would like to see this proposal evaluated and implemented to ease congestion in 
Fremantle.  

John Curtin College of the Arts is a premier public school in my electorate striving to boost the prospects of 
some of the state’s most gifted and talented students in dedicated arts disciplines. It is the only selective arts 
college in Western Australia. The simple fact is that this school is in poor repair and it is struggling to cater for 
the specialist needs of its gifted students. For example, the gifted and talented education music students make do 
with a demountable annexe placed on the school as a temporary structure more than two years ago, and it is still 
there. This demountable houses three concert bands, one orchestra and small ensembles, not to mention all the 
GATE music students. Up to 60 students are in there at a time. I have been told by the teachers that because it is 
a demountable without appropriate acoustics, it breaches sound regulations and they have to wear earplugs. What 
a complete disgrace. Most of the school buildings date back to the 1950s and were not built for the purpose of 
teaching students in WA’s specialist arts college. They were not designed to cater for gifted and talented 
students. They were not designed for the technology age that our children are being raised in. It is a testament to 
the staff that the college delivers the excellent outcomes that it does under these difficult conditions. This 
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outdated college needs an overhaul. We need to be inspiring these students, selected as some of the most creative 
in Western Australia, with an artistic sense of space. I invite the Minister for Education to look at the design of 
the Central Los Angeles High School, a school of visual and performing arts, to get an idea of what I am talking 
about. I am talking about a visually creative arts space—an inspirational space to nurture and develop the 
creativity of our gifted kids. We need to think outside the box. I see a role for the Minister for Culture and the 
Arts to play, too. These are the students who feed into the Western Australian Academy of Performing Arts and 
who will provide the creative juices for Western Australia’s future arts community. It is in all our interests to 
deliver these selected arts students the best education we possibly can.  

I urge the government to take a close look at John Curtin College of the Arts and create an iconic school with 
newly built facilities that will cater for the progressive programs it is delivering. Those programs require modern 
technology such as editing and television studios, rehearsal space, recording studios and new science 
laboratories. New buildings will be even more important if the year 7s integrate into the college in the near 
future. I urge the government to drag the college out of the 1950s, just as it is doing with Applecross Senior High 
School. That public school has received $56 million for an overhaul in this budget. I take nothing away from that 
school; I congratulate it for securing the funding. That is the scale of investment that is needed to bring John 
Curtin College of the Arts into the twenty-first century. It has been in the queue for a long time and surely its 
turn has arrived. I call on the government to take this matter seriously, to be proud of the only specialist arts 
college in this state and to create an atmosphere that inspires these gifted kids who will feed into our future arts 
community. 

The former Labor government’s decision in 2004 to endorse the Reid report signed the death warrant for the 
Fremantle Hospital’s emergency department. That decision is only just starting to hit home in my electorate, and 
the Liberal government has continued with that plan. Under the plan, Fremantle Hospital loses its tertiary status 
and its emergency department. That is hardly a good outcome for my constituents. Fremantle is unique. It is 
Western Australia’s port city and tourist destination. Accidents happen at the port. What will happen to a wharfie 
who is crushed by a container or someone who is involved in a boating accident in the harbour? A boating 
accident was reported in The West Australian just today. What will happen if there is a traffic accident on the 
bridge or, God forbid, the bridge collapses? What will happen if an incident occurs at a Fremantle nightclub or 
someone has a heart attack in Fremantle? I could spend all day coming up with emergency scenarios. My point is 
that when time is of the essence and someone’s life depends on getting emergency treatment and every minute 
counts, the new health system will fail the people of Fremantle. More than 40 000 people a year attend the 
emergency department in Fremantle. Do members really expect that all those patients will go to Fiona Stanley 
Hospital? At its worst, this decision means that it is highly foreseeable that people in Fremantle seeking 
emergency treatment could die as a result of the government’s decision. An ambulance from Fiona Stanley 
Hospital will have to be driven from Murdoch to Fremantle to pick up the patient. That will take about 20 
minutes if there is no traffic on the road. The ambulance will then have to be driven back to Fiona Stanley 
Hospital, which is another 20-minute trip if there is no traffic. It will probably take an hour to get an emergency 
patient from Fremantle to Fiona Stanley Hospital. When every minute counts, this will be a disaster. My 
Fremantle constituents only stand to lose by this decision. I believe that the losses could be even greater than the 
former Labor government and this government have gambled on. Surely in a civilised society like ours we 
should place a greater value on human life than on the bottom line. I call on the government to rethink its health 
plans and to keep the Fremantle emergency department open. I make this call because the people of Fremantle 
deserve no less. 

I will turn briefly to other statewide issues that deserve some mention in this place. It is disappointing to see that 
the state government has reduced the residential net feed-in tariff from 40c per kilowatt hour—the current rate—
to 20c per kilowatt hour. The feed-in tariff scheme has been successful. The demand from householders has been 
greater than anticipated, yet the government is cutting it back. This is a great policy that is working. We should 
be celebrating the uptake of the photovoltaic systems, keeping the financial incentives in place to assist 
householders with their escalating power bills and helping them to reduce carbon pollution.  

I have spoken many times in this place about the management of our native forests. The state budget shows once 
again that the Forest Products Commission is something of a black operation. There are no details about the 
trading status of the statutory authority, its financial benefits or its profitability. All we are told is that the FPC 
will be upgrading its computers. Big deal! I am not interested in that. I want to know about the value of our 
native forests. This is the same sort of non-disclosure that happened last year. Meanwhile, our native forests 
continue to be logged, clear-felled and woodchipped without accountability. It is the right, not the privilege, of 
all Western Australians to be informed about the management of our common asset—our native forests. I find it 
absolutely incredible that forest coupes such as Arcadia and Chester are still on the chopping block of the FPC, 
given the parlous state of the agency. It is well known that the Arcadia coupe is inhabited by rare mainland 
quokkas. The community has been saying for years that it should immediately be added to the adjacent 
Wellington National Park. It makes no sense for the government to keep the Arcadia and Chester coupes on the 
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block. We need to look at the economics of carbon accounting and at the ecological benefits of our forests. I call 
on the government to bring to an end once and for all the involvement of the FPC in native forests and stop the 
scam, and to refocus the FPC on the management of plantation timber, which can meet all our future timber 
needs. 

I will briefly comment on the apparent lack of action by the government on the draft legislation to protect 
Margaret River from coalmining. Every day the government delays on this issue causes real hardship for the 
people of Margaret River. The indecision affects business investment and confidence in Margaret River, and has 
placed the plans of many in the region on hold. We hear so much in this place about the need for a climate of 
certainty and stability for industry to make sound investment decisions in Western Australia, yet it seems that 
this requirement for certainty is not extended to the people of Margaret River. They need legislation that will 
protect them from the wide range of impacts that can be expected from coalmining operations. We know what to 
expect from these mines because it commonly occurs in other coalmining areas. The people of Margaret River 
can expect visual blight from coal dust, groundwater contamination, surface water contamination, ground 
subsidence and the possibility of rock fracture in the bed of Margaret River itself, leading to a possible 
catastrophic drainage of that river system.  

The people of Margaret River are not prepared to accept these risks. They want this government to rule out 
coalmining through legislation that protects the current land users in that region. Strong protective legislation 
must also outlaw the operation of coal seam gas activities in that region. The devastation being wrought by this 
industry on prime farmland in Queensland and other states should send a very grim warning to this government. 
Our water supplies are increasingly precious. Any proposal by a mining company that threatens our water 
supplies should be opposed. Numerous mining leases in the region could be activated at any time. The 
community cannot be subjected to an endless series of battles. I call on the government to expedite the 
introduction of that legislation to protect Margaret River from the coal industry and the coal seam gas industry 
once and for all. 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef) [12.48 pm]: I thank members very much for the opportunity to address 
the budget today, and I thank the Treasurer for the budget. The electorate of Ocean Reef did particularly well in 
the Liberal–National government’s first two budgets, having met all our election commitments. I 
therefore approached this budget with a degree of trepidation, knowing that those commitments had already been 
met.  I was very pleasantly surprised when I saw that the widening of the Mitchell Freeway north, which was one 
of my key requests, had been addressed in the budget. The Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman) knows about 
that issue because he also addressed it in his response to the budget. I refer in particular to the addition of a third 
lane running from Hepburn Avenue to Hodges Drive. I believe that is not only a transport issue, but also a work–
life balance issue. Those of us who drive to the northern suburbs—I know that the Acting Speaker is in this 
situation—easily spend up to 20 minutes of our working day sitting in a traffic bottleneck, particularly the 
bottleneck at Hodges Drive. The result of these works coming through—of course, this year’s budget just makes 
a start on them—will easily mean an extra 20 minutes of family time that northern suburbs residents can enjoy at 
the end of each of their working days. That is just one of the big ticket items in this budget that the electorate of 
Ocean Reef, and indeed the northern suburbs as a whole, will benefit from.  

Another benefit I take this brief opportunity to mention is the Joondalup Health Campus redevelopment, which 
continues to roll out. I believe another $64 million is devoted to it in this year’s budget alone. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4152.] 

MARTIN BENNETT — COMMUNICATIONS 

Statement by Member for Mindarie 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [12.50 pm]: Holding onto the statement made by Mr Sean Cowan to Western 
Australia Police, I issue the following challenges. I challenge Martin Bennett to deny that on 1 October 2008 his 
client Wookey received a phone call from Cowan alerting him to the fact that Cowan was about to publish the 
following morning an article revealing Everett and Wookey’s relationship. I challenge Martin Bennett to deny 
that his client Wookey telephoned his other client Everett and alerted him to the call. I challenge Martin Bennett 
to come out and deny that his second client Everett did not then, from the email address Curiosity1, send an 
email saying, “Hi Sean, things do go bump in the night. Think about it. Regards, the cat.” I challenge Martin 
Bennett to come out and deny that his client Everett received an email from Cowan saying, “You have lost me, 
I’m afraid.” I challenge Martin Bennett to come out and deny that Everett then sent a Cowan an email saying, 
“As I said, things go bump in the night.” I challenge Martin Bennett to come out and deny that he is sitting on a 
massive conflict of interest in the middle of a high-profile police investigation into five federal offences. I call 
upon Martin Bennett to come out and deny that this conflict of interest, sitting within the firm of Bennett and Co, 
has got the capacity to blow his and his partners’ reputations to smithereens. 
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FOOD ALLERGY AWARENESS WEEK 2011 

Statement by Member for Wanneroo 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo) [12.52 pm]: I would like to recognise the achievements of one of my 
constituents, Mrs Rona Chiera, for her efforts in raising awareness about food allergies. Rona’s twin daughters 
have a rare and painful genetic disorder called Ehlers Danlos syndrome, which, amongst other things, means that 
they have allergies to certain foods. One twin has outgrown her allergies, but one of her girls is still very 
sensitive to the known allergy triggers found in peanuts, egg and wheat. Rona has been promoting Food Allergy 
Awareness Week since 2007 at Ashdale Primary School and has raised over $2 500 towards this cause. Last 
year, the neighbouring Madeley Primary School also came on board to help raise funds. Their fundraising event 
is a free-dress event called No Uniform Today, or NUT for short. NUT is now being trialled nationally to 
promote allergy awareness throughout Australia. I commend Rona for her volunteering efforts and community 
spirit, as well as both Ashdale and Madeley Primary Schools. 

WALDRIDGE RETIREMENT VILLAGE — BIGGEST MORNING TEA 

Statement by Member for Forrestfield 

MR A.J. WADDELL (Forrestfield) [12.53 pm]: I would like the house to recognise Mrs Kaye Smith for the 
wonderful work she did yesterday organising the Biggest Morning Tea at the Waldridge Retirement Village, 
which I attended. Unfortunately, I had to leave early because they kicked off at 10.00 am and started drawing the 
raffles at 10.30 am. I had to leave about 11.45 am to attend this place and the raffles were still going on. I thank 
Mrs Smith and the Waldridge Retirement Village social committee members Audrey, Pam, Emily, Kay and 
Valerie for the wonderful work that they did. We also need to send a big thanks to local businesses based in 
Forrestfield that made some significant contributions and donations. They include Forrestfield Community Bank, 
Jim Kidd Sports, Forrestfield Physiotherapy Centre, Williams Meats, Dawns Fashion Boutique, Bakers Delight, 
Forrestfield Photographics, Shelbys Café, Amcal Chemist, Edinburgh Newsagency, Pet Inspirations, Miller’s 
Fashion Club, Forrestfield Video and Lets Talk Clothing. When Mrs Smith first approached me to partially 
sponsor the Biggest Morning Tea, she said she had a goal to raise over $2 000 to beat last year’s raised amount 
of $1 900. She informed me this morning that they had raised over $2 000. She and the Waldridge Retirement 
Village need to be congratulated, as does everyone who attended the event. 

NORTH BEACH RUGBY CLUB 

Statement by Member for Carine 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [12.54 pm]: Today I ask the house to recognise a remarkable association in my 
electorate; namely, the North Beach Rugby League Club. Established in 1951, the North Beach Rugby League 
Club is a highly dedicated and hardworking sporting club within my electorate, providing a home for rugby 
league within the City of Stirling. The club is celebrating its sixtieth anniversary this year, which is an 
extraordinary feat for a local sporting organisation. To celebrate this fantastic achievement, the club conducted a 
week of activities from 6 to 14 May, with many ex-players and members travelling from interstate to take part. 
The senior participants have a rich and successful history dating back to the club’s formation, junior member 
numbers are on the rise and the women’s league is increasing in popularity. The North Beach Rugby League 
Club is proud of its continual success, consistently producing players who participate at premier levels of the 
sport. The club is committed to engaging children in a pastime they love and ensuring a safe environment to play 
rugby league and league tag. 

Sporting groups such as this are the heart and soul of our local community, and they could not be successful 
without fantastic volunteer workers. President Dale Lofts and Secretary Bree Frecklington are just two of the 
many important people who have kept this club running for the past 60 years. I really thank them and all the 
club’s volunteers and members for making my electorate such an exciting one. I would also like to congratulate 
the club’s newest life members, Mr Steve Buck and Mr Martin Laurie, as well as club legends Mr Harry Rayner 
and Mr Eddie Campbell. I congratulate the club on its ongoing efforts in encouraging a healthy and active 
lifestyle within the electorate of Carine. I would like everyone in the house to take the time to reflect on the 
club’s fantastic achievements over the last 60 years. 

SENIORS CARD 

Statement by Member for Gosnells 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [12.56 pm]: I want to acknowledge the tremendous campaign waged by 
seniors in my electorate who put their energy towards forcing the Barnett government to expand the eligibility 
for the Seniors Card to encompass seniors who work 25 hours or fewer a week, up from the previous limit of 
20 hours. I want to especially acknowledge Thornlie senior Dr Wolfgang Frick, who came to me because he was 
concerned that the Barnett government was continuing to discriminate against working seniors by denying them 
access to the card. Dr Frick wrote to me in April last year after I accused the government of dragging its feet to 
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save money by burying a review of eligibility for the Seniors Card. Many active seniors of pension age in 
Gosnells and other areas undertake productive work, exceeding the 20 hours previously set by the government as 
the cut-off point for the Seniors Card. This was not fair because the Seniors Card was never meant to be means 
tested; it is purely a recognition of the important contribution older people have made to the state during a full 
working life. 

I would also like to acknowledge the following seniors from my electorate who helped with this campaign: 
Albert and Lucy Calder; Suzanne and Michael Devereux; Doreen and Murray Harrison; Fred and Mavis 
Holland; Geoffrey and Kathleen Robinson; and Charles and Valerie Stephen. Their contribution to this campaign 
has helped it succeed. Thanks to their campaigning effort the government has been held to its election pledge to 
widen eligibility for the Seniors Card. 

TORNADO — CANNING VALE 

Statement by Member for Southern River 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [12.57 pm]: A mini tornado hit Canning Vale last Friday, 20 May, around 
8.00 am or 8.30 am. Some 18 homes around the area of Bengalla Boulevard and Barraberry Retreat, Canning 
Vale were damaged; six were damaged seriously. I was alerted to this around 10.00 am and immediately made 
my way to the area. I found houses with tiles ripped off, and one house where the brick pier carport was lifted, 
snapping the brick pillars, which were not connected by steel bars to the concrete foundations, resulting in 
extensive damage as the carport collapsed. One of the worst affected houses was that of John and Lorraine Davis 
in Barraberry Retreat. Thankfully I had my waterproofs in the car and I was able to help John put a few tiles 
back on the roof to reduce the amount of water running into the house. Many steel patios were ripped out of the 
ground, and some parts ended up lodged in the high tension lines, requiring Western Power to come out. 

I want to commend the City of Gosnells for sending crews immediately. People were out there immediately, 
cleaning up the rubbish and twisted metal. State Emergency Service volunteers also came out—I understand 
36 volunteers in six teams contributed 300 hours to assist residents within the City of Gosnells. I wish to 
commend Gosnells SES local manager Paul Hollamby for his work in coordinating the SES effort, and the 
employers of SES volunteers, who allow them to leave work at short notice to serve the community in this way. I 
take the opportunity to echo the words of Paul Hollamby and remind all homeowners that it is time to prepare 
their homes for the storm season.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  

SWAN URBAN GROWTH CORRIDOR AND EAST LANDSDALE DEVELOPMENT 

Removal of Notice — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Before question time, I advise members that, in accordance with 
standing order 144A, private members notice of motion 4, notice of which was given on 9 November 2010, will 
be removed from the next notice paper unless written notification is provided to the Clerk requesting that the 
notice be continued. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

STATE BUDGET 2011–12 — NET DEBT 

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

Budget paper No 3 describes a so-called spending risk in the road trauma trust fund because there has been no 
decision by cabinet to spend these funds. 

(1) Was this a deliberate strategy to hide the true level of state debt in this year’s budget? 

(2) Will net debt increase by over $200 million if this money is spent? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(2) I know that it is towards the end of the week, but I actually do not understand the question.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You don’t understand the budget papers. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I find it most peculiar. I refer to the road trauma trust fund: it is significant that in this 
budget, this government, under the Minister for Road Safety, is allocating, through to July — 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: From 1 July this year we will be allocating to the road trauma trust fund, from the current 
one-third, two-thirds of all red light and speed camera fines collected, and from July next year we will be 
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allocating 100 per cent. The fund will report to the Minister for Road Safety, who will bring its 
recommendations to cabinet. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would have thought that people would be pleased about that. I am. I think the people 
who have been lobbying for a long time—like the RAC and various academics and experts, Main Roads and 
others, and local country shires—will be delighted that, after years of promises, this government is actually 
going to put the fines collected into the road trauma trust fund. Is this some clever subversive plot to hide state 
debt? No; it is about road safety. 

STATE BUDGET 2011–12 — NET DEBT 

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

I have a supplementary question. Premier, is it not dishonest to include spending in press releases, but to not put 
that same spending in the actual budget? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

Maybe I am a bit dull, but I cannot understand the point of that question.  

TEACHER REGISTRATION 

324. Mr A.P. JACOB to the Minister for Education: 

In light of recent misinformation and scaremongering, will the minister please advise the house of the true 
legislative framework underpinning teacher registration in Western Australia? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Not unless she reads the answer! 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

In the same way the member for Midland reads all her speeches! 

Mr Speaker, I thank the member for Ocean Reef for his question. It is a very important question on a matter that 
has received a lot of media attention in the past few days, during a period when WACOT, the Western Australian 
College of Teaching, is seeking reregistration from about 19 000 members. We must all remember who set up 
the WACOT legislation. It was, of course, the previous government that produced the first legislation in 2003. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Did you support it, minister? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I certainly support the registration of teachers, because I support high-quality teachers and 
I support the safety and security of children in our schools, which is the purpose of registration. However, I did 
not support everything in that bill. 

In 2003, the house was presented with the initial bill and, in 2007, with the amendments. One of the problems 
with the WACOT legislation, as we have discovered and as has been illustrated in the past few days, is that it is 
very complicated and very cumbersome. It certainly needs simplifying, and that is the direction this government 
is heading in.  

Members of WACOT are asked to pay annually for their membership and then every five years for their 
registration—that is two steps that teachers have to go through. I suspect that during this registration period, after 
the first five years of the act being in place, people have muddled up the payment of their annual membership, 
which is paid in March, with the registration that they are now being asked to pay. I can understand how some 
people would muddle up something like that. The other cumbersome part of the registration process is the 
criminal record check set up in the original 2003 bill and later the quite proper working with children check, 
introduced by the same government. Both are hoops for teachers to jump through; both need to be simplified. 

However, the fundamental problem is in the initial setting up of WACOT. It was set up by the previous 
government as an independent statutory authority. This, of course, gives the minister no ability to direct the 
organisation. To put that in the right perspective, in response to a question from me during the original debate in 
2003 when I was expressing concern that the minister could not direct, the then minister, Hon Alan Carpenter, 
said that the clause was basically his decision and that he did not want to provide the minister with the power of 
direction. That goes right back to the beginning of this legislation. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I will come to the review in a moment. Yesterday, we saw — 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! Member for Victoria Park, I said this when I got to my feet twice yesterday. I 
was not going to call you to order when I stood, but I formally call you to order now for continuing to talk when 
I am on my feet. And, member for Victoria Park, the question was not asked by you. I acknowledge that as the 
shadow for education, you have a strong interest in this. I now provide you with the advice that you would be 
better off getting to your feet at some time to ask a question. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

I notice that yesterday the member for Victoria Park’s vivid imagination was working overtime when talking to 
Howard Sattler. He said — 

And that’s the problem, is that the review identified the fact that the Minister can’t even direct 
WACOT. 

We knew that in 2003. If he had dusted off his copies of Hansard, he would have discovered that as well. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Talking about his vivid imagination — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, I formally call you to order for the first time today. I would like 
everybody in this place to give the minister an opportunity to answer the question. It was asked by the member 
for Ocean Reef; it was not asked by anyone else. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Thank you, Mr Speaker.  

The member for Victoria Park’s vivid imagination was working overtime again during his budget speech when 
he drew attention to a question that he asked and that I answered on 17 May; namely — 

Has any submission been put to the Corporate Executive of the Department of Education in respect of 
the operation of the Upper School Aboriginal Tutor Assistance Scheme (ATAS)? 

I answered — 

I am advised by the Department of Education that — 

(1) No. 

He then went on to talk about a freedom of information application that he had made. Again, my advice today is 
that two draft papers were submitted to the education executive. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, member for Victoria Park. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The member is not listening! 

The SPEAKER: Minister, if you continue to name a member in this place, you must expect some interjection 
from them. Member for Victoria Park, my previous advice to you stands: if there are particular elements of this 
discussion that you would like to inquire into, seek the call and I will give you the call.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The member asked me a question about the corporate executive and the FOI request was 
about the education executive—two different bodies. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That is what I have been informed by the director general today. The member was told in 
the FOI schedule — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The FOI schedule that the member received states very clearly that the documents were 
draft — 

Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I formally call you for the second time today. Member for Albany, I 
call you to order for the first time today. Minister, I hope you are going to reach a rapid conclusion to this 
question. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I will, Mr Speaker. The point has to be made that the member was told in the FOI request 
that the documents were draft and they were never placed on the education executive agenda. They are 
two different agendas. 

As the Western Australian College of Teaching currently stands, it is the board that has full responsibility for 
WACOT. The act required a review to be called and put into operation in 2008. The previous government, when 
it was in office in 2008, did not bother, but in late 2008 I asked the Department of Education Services to 
undertake a review. I received the report in June 2010 and I immediately instructed the Department of Education 
Services to undertake a consultation with stakeholders — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Why is it that people come to ask for more questions in question time? Once again, members, 
it is self-evident today that we do not get more questions because of the continual interjections. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I asked the Department of Education Services to consult with stakeholders with a view to 
amending the legislation and I expect to introduce that legislation in the spring session. 

PREMIER’S OFFICE — HALE HOUSE 

325. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

My question without notice is for the Emperor, otherwise known as the Premier. 

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, you have been in this place long enough to know the protocol that 
surrounds this particular element of question time. I instruct you to withdraw that comment and then address 
your question correctly. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I withdraw. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My question without notice is to the Premier. The Premier told the Parliament on 
23 March that he had no choice but to move his offices into Hale House and that the total cost was $17 million, 
yet we now know that Treasury recommended the Premier move into Dumas House with his other ministers. 

(1) Why did the Premier mislead the house that there were no other options when clearly there was a 
cheaper option, and why did he say it cost $17 million to refurbish Hale House when it cost 
$26.9 million? 

(2) Did the Premier want his own palace so he can keep away from his ministers — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! Attorney General, I formally call you to order for the first time today. 
The only person who has the call is the member for Rockingham. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My question continues — 

(2) Did the Premier want his own palace so he can keep away from his ministers or because he has 
delusions of grandeur or because he is suspicious about an office on the thirteenth floor? 

(3) Will the Premier now abandon his over-the-top palace and take up Treasury’s suggestion? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(3) I have answered a number of questions about the decision that this government has taken to establish a 
cabinet office in the Hale House building. I remind members that it is a state-owned property, it is 
heritage listed, it is in a state of disrepair and, regardless, would need probably up to $3 million to 
protect the building, just as a starter. Of course, there were options to using Hale House. 

Mr M. McGowan: That’s not what you said. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Where there was not — 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Members!  
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Mr M. McGowan: You should apologise. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member is being discourteous already, so maybe he just might listen for a while. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members should listen, too.  

What I was referring to is that the government has no option but to vacate Governor Stirling Tower because the 
lease expires and the owner will not renew the lease. Therefore, there was no option for all the government 
departments, some of which have progressively started to move out already. My office will probably be the last 
to leave and will probably do so in the second half of next year. We had no option but to leave 197 St Georges 
Terrace—that is, Governor Stirling Tower. We had no option. As for where my office might be located—it is not 
my office, it is the Premier’s office—and where the cabinet room might be located, there were, of course, a 
number of options. They were looked at very carefully; the Government Architect, the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet and Treasury were involved. Indeed, the Under Treasurer wrote to me—because we 
obviously wanted his opinion—and canvassed four options. One option was to relocate to Dumas House. The 
Under Treasurer also said that there was an option to relocate to an existing ministerial office; in other words, 
kick someone else out. The third option was to try to renegotiate an extension of the lease on Governor Stirling 
Tower, which proved not to be possible. The fourth option was to relocate to what is now known as Hale House 
within the parliamentary precinct. Guess which one of those four options the Under Treasurer recommended? 
Hale House. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I again make the point that one of several reasons for creating a cabinet office, which will 
take up most of the ground floor area, and to have a Premier’s office on the first level was that it is the start—in 
fact, it would probably have normally come last—and part of a progressive project of relocating the central 
agencies of government into government-owned buildings in the parliamentary precinct, including the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet, Treasury, the Public Sector Commission and maybe some others. Why? 
State governments do not pay income tax, so it is always better financially for the state to occupy premises it 
owns on its land. It is a simple reason. The long-term alternative, which members opposite seem to advocate, is 
to continue to rent premium property in the central business district.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: By the time this relocation occurs, the anticipated cost of accommodation for the Premier, 
the cabinet room and the cabinet secretariat in the CBD would be in the order of $2 million a year. Therefore, 
rather than continue using expensive accommodation in the central business district, we have taken the decision 
to restore a heritage building and use it for those dual purposes. The estimate is that it will pay for itself in rent 
savings within 12 years. Thereafter, the state will own at no direct cost a Premier’s office and a cabinet room. I 
think Western Australia actually should have a proper cabinet room and a proper place to receive visitors to this 
state.  

I understand that members opposite think that this is a waste of public money. Okay, they can argue that but 
governments in this state have known for many years that the lease at Governor Stirling Tower would expire. 
Indeed, the previous government looked at other options for accommodation within the central business district. 
Did that stop the Labor Party in government from spending money on a building it knew it would not continue to 
occupy? No, it did not. May I share with members some information? In 2006, $666 150 was spent — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was five years ago! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: At that time the previous government knew the lease was expiring and $666 000 was spent 
on an office on the twenty-first floor for whom? Who do members reckon it was for? It was for the member for 
Rockingham! The previous government spent $666 000 on an office that will be demolished. Well done, 
member for Rockingham! That is good value for the taxpayer! Members opposite did not stop there. Not only 
did they waste $666 000 on a palace for the member for Rockingham, the following year they spent a further 
$848 000 on other refurbishments in a building that is probably going to be demolished and certainly will be 
totally gutted. That is a waste of taxpayers’ money, in contrast to what this state government is doing. 

PREMIER’S OFFICE — HALE HOUSE 

326. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Why has the Premier lectured first home buyers to be modest in their ambitions 
when he shows no such modesty himself? 
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The SPEAKER: That is not a supplementary question.  

Tabling of Papers 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier was quoting the various options from an official document. I ask under the 
standing orders—if the Premier wants to be open and accountable—that that official document be tabled.  

The SPEAKER: I ask the Premier to present that document to me, and I will make a determination.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is letter from the Under Treasurer to me, but I am happy to table it.  

[See paper 3436.]  

HEALTH SYSTEM — INVESTMENT IN JUNIOR DOCTORS 

327. Mr I.M. BRITZA to the Minister for Health:  

Last weekend the Minister for Health announced that the budget contained a significant investment in Western 
Australia’s junior doctors. Could the minister expand on this and what it will mean to our new health system?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

Lots of additional components in the health portfolio were announced during the recent budget presentation, part 
of which was the $565 million inland health package obtained through royalties for regions funding. That is a 
fantastic package to improve health. That announcement somewhat overshadowed the announcement over the 
weekend for training junior doctors.  

We have gone from my day, when I graduated all the way back in 1976, when there were 90 doctors coming 
through, to just recently, when 295 doctors came through the system; and we will be moving to 310 over the next 
few years. That is a huge increase in the number of doctors coming through. All the costs associated with 
training those doctors have been absorbed into the system by previous governments and by this government just 
recently. The Department of Health has had to absorb the cost of training those additional doctors. Sadly, that 
has meant that the quality of training for those doctors coming through has been much more difficult to deliver. 
For example, whereas in the past specialists doing a ward round might have had two or three junior doctors with 
them learning the trade as they go around the ward, nowadays the specialists have a much greater number of 
junior doctors with them. It means that individually each doctor is not getting the training they need. The 
government has announced $75 million of additional funding over four years to help train those doctors. It is not 
about funding for the doctors themselves, but funding for the people who are training the doctors. There will be 
an additional 94 doctors, often they are specialists who are perhaps doing 0.2, 0.4 or 0.6 of a week, and they will 
have their hours increased so we will have more doctors taking the rounds; that is, 94 additional doctors and 44 
additional educators. Those people are often university educators who are training those doctors in some aspects 
of their profession, and part of that will be through simulators, so there will be a significant purchase of 
simulators to allow that additional training of doctors. What is even better is that part of that $595 million 
package will increase the number of doctors working in rural areas—about 40 per cent of the $75 million will be 
spent in the country. That will allow us to pay the doctors in country areas to give more training to our junior 
doctors in country medicine.  

When the leader of the National Party and I were in Northam, there was a great example of a doctor who was 
talking to us who was getting close to retirement. He said that young doctors did not have the skills that we have 
or that we used to have, and that he would be perfectly happy to spend his time in semiretirement training our 
doctors in some of the more difficult but commonly used technical procedures that they have to do when they 
become country doctors. It is a fantastic initiative. I give my thanks to the Premier and the Treasurer who helped 
support, particularly, that funding going through, because it is critical to the quality of doctors coming through 
our system.  

YEAR 7 STUDENTS — SECONDARY SCHOOL 

328. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Minister for Education: 

I refer to the proposal to move year 7 students into high schools and the minister’s response on Tuesday that the 
proposal is “now in the cabinet process”. I also refer to the minister’s comments about the same proposal, which 
she made on 15 March 2011, “The issue is now in the cabinet process. It will be looked at and considered by 
cabinet”; and again on 16 March when the minister stated, “It is in the cabinet process and advice has gone 
forward on all these issues”.  

(1) Why was this proposal not considered in the budget process, given the considerable cost implications to 
the budget?  

(2) When does the minister expect the state cabinet to make its decision?  

(3) Does the minister anticipate that the cabinet process will conclude sometime in the 2011–12 financial 
year?   
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Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

(1)–(3) They are very speculative questions. We are dealing with a very complex issue for year 7s in the 
decision whether or not to move those students from primary schools into secondary schools. It is very 
complex. I make no apology that it is taking a long time. There are a number of issues that need to be 
properly looked at. One of the pluses in it taking so much time is that many people have had the 
opportunity to provide me with their ideas on this. That is still happening. There is no need to rush such 
a fundamental and important decision.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: A rush? It’s been two years. You’re not rushing!  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: It took that long because we were waiting to see what was happening with the Australian 
curriculum framework. Once we found out, we had to examine the curriculum and look at the possibilities. If the 
students in year 7 stayed in primary schools, there are implications for the budget and for teaching, and there are 
implications equally if those students move into secondary schools.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: You don’t know what you are doing!  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Yes, I do.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: What is it?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am looking at a very complex issue. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That issue is now being dealt with in the cabinet process, and the cabinet process will take 
as long as it needs to in order to make the right decision for the children of Western Australia.  

YEAR 7 STUDENTS — SECONDARY SCHOOL 

329. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Minister for Education: 

I have a supplementary question. In October last year the minister said she was two to three months away from 
making a decision. Can we expect the cabinet process to conclude in the 2011–12 financial year?   

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

The cabinet process is one in which we will deliberate and we will perhaps go back for more information. When 
we are ready, that announcement will be made.  

POLICE — ALCOHOL AND DRUG–TESTING BUSES 

330. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Minister for Police:  

Minister — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: You don’t expect an answer do you?  

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I will give you the call. I am formally going to call you to order for 
the first time today.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: It was worth it, Mr Speaker!  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I will continue my question to the Minister for Police. Unlike other members in this place 
like the member for West Swan, members on this side of the house welcome booze and drug buses in our 
electorates. I would be pleased if the minister could inform the house when the two new alcohol and drug–testing 
buses that were referred to in the budget papers will come on line and when we can expect to see those buses in 
the community, particularly in communities like mine in the electorate of Scarborough? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

I thank the member for Scarborough for the question and her genuine interest in road safety, because this is a 
road safety issue. Certainly, the two new drug and alcohol–testing buses will be ordered now that the budget has 
allocated funds for them. I am told it could take a little while to get those two buses fitted out because of their 
specifications. The two new buses will be much more manoeuvrable than the existing buses, and will be able to 
service a lot of areas in regional Western Australia, which in previous years has been lacking in alcohol testing 
in particular; and of course there has been very little drug testing in those areas. We will be doing those tests in 
future.  

Everybody seems to be really happy that we are getting two new drug and alcohol–testing buses, except the 
member for Girrawheen. The member really needs something to moan about, so she is moaning about the fact 
that we promised two new drug buses in our election campaign. We promised those buses because we saw the 
need to try to curb those people who are not only drinking and driving but also taking drugs and driving. What 
have we done? We have allocated enough funding in our third budget for two new buses and recurrent funding 
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over the next four years. We not only ordered drug buses, which is what the member for Girrawheen thinks we 
should have done, but we have doubled up.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is what you promised! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, and we fulfilled our promise.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, you have not!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Do not be stupid, member for Cannington! Take a day off. We have enlarged on our 
promise. We have not only delivered two drug buses, but also combined them with the facility to test for alcohol 
on people’s breath. If the member for Girrawheen would sooner we have a couple of buses only testing for 
drugs, I am sorry, but her credentials in road safety must be questioned. We want to cover as many as areas as 
we can with testing for alcohol and drugs. That is what we are doing.  

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I did not hear what the member said, so I do not intend to respond to it.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: She said that you are disgraceful.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Nobody asked the member for Midland.  

The Liberal Party has done more than fulfil its election promise; it has shown a tremendous commitment to road 
safety. We not only have two drug buses, but we have also made them breath-testing buses, which the 
community wants, but obviously the member for Girrawheen and members on that side of the house are not 
interested in the booze buses; they only want the drug ones. I wonder why.  

FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL — SERCO 

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

We know that Serco is the minister’s preferred tender for services at Fiona Stanley Hospital. Given that the 
Fiona Stanley Hospital tender evaluation team visited a number of hospitals in the United Kingdom last year — 

(1) When was the government informed that the United Kingdom’s Healthcare Environment Inspectorate 
released a damning report on Serco’s Wishaw General Hospital, revealing that six out of eight wards 
failed to meet hygiene standards, and what actions did the minister take? 

(2) Given that there is now a Commonwealth Ombudsman inquiry, a separate federal government inquiry 
and this new report into Serco, will the minister release the evaluations into the privatisation at Fiona 
Stanley Hospital, which has been requested in this chamber and elsewhere on a number of occasions? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(2) No, I have not taken any action and nor do I intend to, because we are going through the process of the 
health team evaluating Serco. When they have done that, they will make a recommendation to me, 
which will go to cabinet, and cabinet will make a decision. The team will have all those facts and that 
information. That will be part of the cabinet deliberations.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Will you release the report at that stage?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I just said probably not, because it will be part of cabinet deliberations. Cabinet will assess all 
the facts and make a decision. I have no intention of doing anything in the meantime. The member referred to the 
report on the UK hospital. I have received information that Serco has put out its own release, contradicting and 
explaining those findings and saying that whatever they were was not inappropriate. I have absolute confidence 
in the ability of the Department of Health and in the team at the Department of Health. It is the same team that 
was doing the job when the Labor Party was in government. We have not changed anybody; the same people are 
doing the same job here in government and were exploring the Labor government’s policy, which was to 
contract out services, and which is totally contrary to the member’s statement yesterday. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That was not our policy. You are dishonest.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Absolutely not. It is there in black and white and tabled in this house.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the Minister for Transport to order for the first time today. I instruct the Leader 
of the Opposition to be very careful with the words he chooses to use in this place.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It sounds like the Minister for Transport is trying to help me here. I just wondered whether 
there was anything he would like to add?  

Several members interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I conclude my remarks and wait for the supplementary question.  
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FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL — SERCO 

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

I have a supplementary question. If Serco is appointed despite these UK reports, will the minister guarantee that 
in any contracts with the government, if there are any hygiene issues in relation to its contract, that will be a key 
performance indicator around which Serco’s contract can be terminated?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I think it would be fairly likely that anyone who had a contract whose responsibility was to clean a hospital 
would have a KPI around the performance of that component of the contract. That might be a surprise to the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition, but that is the case. I have confidence that if we give Serco a contract to clean 
the hospital, cleaning will be one of Serco’s KPIs.  

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — HEADQUARTERS REDEVELOPMENT 

333. Mr J.E. McGRATH to the Minister for Agriculture and Food:  

I refer to the Liberal–National government’s allocation in last week’s budget for a major redevelopment of the 
headquarters of the Department of Agriculture and Food, which happens to be in my electorate of South Perth. I 
will be visiting the facilities tomorrow with the Minister for Commerce. Can the minister please give us some 
details about this redevelopment and how it will benefit agriculture in this state?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

I thank the member for South Perth. I am sure that when he finishes visiting the site, he will be absolutely 
surprised and shocked by the parlous state that the facilities are in. The facilities are certainly not attractive 
enough to be drawing the best scientists, the best researchers and best people to Western Australia to deliver an 
outcome to the farming community in Western Australia. That is why it has been such a fantastic decision of the 
Liberal–National government to allocate $235 million to the rebuild.  

Mr M.P. Murray interjected.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will say it louder—$235 million!  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Collie–Preston, you have an opportunity to ask questions in this place and 
not continually talk and interject on a minister answering a question. I formally call the member for Collie–
Preston to order for the first time today. While I am on my feet, that comment I made also applies to the member 
for Joondalup. I formally call the member for Joondalup to order for the first time today.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The best commentary that the member for Collie–Preston can offer in the media is that this 
government does not make decisions and lacks direction. Can members believe it? This government has made 
more decisions than the Labor Party made in the past eight years when it was on this side of the house. We have 
made some of the most significant investments in the second-most important sector in Western Australia. Our 
record stands on the decisions that we have made.  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not know whether I like what the minister is saying, because I cannot hear it. I 
would like members on both sides of this place to be a little quieter.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There is no doubt that this matter has been talked about for many, many years. I recall 
being in opposition and waiting for a decision to be made to fix the facilities, which are a long, long way from 
what they should be. The decision has been made by this government to put $235 million towards a rebuild on 
the South Perth site. We are getting on and doing it. We have already kicked a lot of goals in the agricultural 
space and this is another goal that will seal the match on the agricultural front.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call the member for Albany to order for the second time today. I formally 
call the member for Collie–Preston to order for the second time today.  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The demolition of some of the decommissioned buildings on the site will start shortly. The 
redevelopment will be a phased process over a few years targeting completion in about 2016. The choice of the 
South Perth site was for a number of reasons; it is the most cost-effective outcome and it is close to the city and 
Bentley Technology Park, which gives us a chance to build on some of those strong commercial relationships 
that are so important to get the best leverage from resources in the agricultural sector.  

We also get a chance to retain some of the better facilities, particularly around the glasshouses, some of which on 
the current site are in a good state, and with not too much investment can be brought up to the appropriate 
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standard. The transition is also helped by the rebuild being on the current site and, of course, being our land we 
are also in charge of our own destiny. However, that does not downplay the strength of our relationship with the 
university sector and with other sectors such as InterGrain and potentially groups such as the Australian Centre 
for Plant Functional Genomics in South Australia. 

Mr M.P. Murray: You mean Monsanto! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Did the member for Collie–Preston hear that one: the Australian Centre for Plant 
Functional Genomics in South Australia? 

We can build a relationship with these sorts of groups and key stakeholders to leverage resources that we have to 
get the best outcome for Western Australia. There is no doubt that the current facility is second-rate. It is the 
wrong image for agriculture and does not encourage the best people into Western Australia. We want to put a 
fresh face on that. We want to make sure that these headquarters are state of the art. We also want to make sure 
that we use this as the base for building and delivering a service to one of the most significant sectors in Western 
Australia—the agriculture community. That is our voice of confidence for going forward in the agriculture 
sector. It demonstrates this government’s commitment to the long-term prosperity and success of agriculture in 
Western Australia—something the opposition did not do when it was in government for eight years. 

STATE BUDGET 2011–12 — NEW RAILCARS 

334. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the minister’s claims in this house on 24 March this year that 30 railcars would cost $330 million. 

(1) Is the minister aware that at this cost, 45 railcars would cost $495 million? 

(2) Is the minister confident that the claim in his media release on Monday that the government would 
invest $164 million to buy 45 railcars is correct? 

(3) Does the cash flow for this program mean that at least one-third of the 45 railcars will not arrive until 
after 2015? 

(4) Is the conflict between the minister’s claim in March and his statement on Monday a massive budget 
black hole, or was he not telling the truth in the Parliament on 24 March? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied:  

(1)–(4) Seriously, Mr Speaker, it is very rare that a government gets criticised for delivering by spending less. It 
is one of the most bizarre arguments I have ever heard. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We will deliver 45 railcars for $164 million, which is a very, very good deal for the 
public of Western Australia. And we get criticised because they are too cheap! 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Why did you — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will get to that. 

I cannot understand the basis of the member’s argument. I met the other day with the representatives from 
Downer EDI and Bombardier Transportation, who will supply the railcars, and I can tell the member that is the 
cost to deliver 15 three-car sets. Fifteen times three is 45 railcars. The cost will be $164 million. 

I want to clear up one other issue. I saw a comment in the paper from the shadow Minister for Transport, Hon 
Ken Travers, that a lead time of two to two and a half years means that these railcars will be delivered in 2015. 
The last time I added two to 11, I came up with 13. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I can tell members that 11 plus two is 13. Delivery of these railcars will commence in 
September or possibly October of 2013. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Did you mislead the house in March or not? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: In relation to the larger sum, the Public Transport Authority had put forward a business 
case, which included, effectively, two components. One was for the you-beaut railcars, which will be delivered 
at a cost of $164 million, and the other was for ancillary investments required to support those railcars. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why do they count for the opposition’s policy but not for the government’s policy? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There are two issues in relation to that ancillary investment. First, I want to make sure 
that we have to spend every dollar that the PTA is saying to me we have to. I think that is incumbent on me. 
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Ms R. Saffioti: It’s underfunded. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is not underfunded at all. Call it a bad habit, trying to save money and deliver good 
value to taxpayers, but that is what we are doing. We are therefore having a look at that. 

Secondly, member for Midland, there is the potential to realise some significant savings from other operating 
areas of the PTA, which will again deliver better value for money for taxpayers. I will be instructing the PTA to 
use those savings to help contribute to that ancillary investment program. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It’s not a lie; it’s a budget black hole. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is not a budget black hole; it is actually good governance. It is ridiculous that the 
member for Midland would come into this place and criticise us for delivering more railcars for less money. That 
is a good outcome for the taxpayers of Western Australia. I shudder with fear if, with that approach, the member 
for Midland ever gets back over to this side and attains the position of Treasurer. 

STATE BUDGET 2011–12 — NEW RAILCARS 

335. Mrs M.H. ROBERTS to the Minister for Transport: 

I have a supplementary question. Was the Minister for Police right about the Minister for Transport in March 
2006 when, according to my notes, he said, “He has shown that he hasn’t been truthful and I think he has shown 
a flaw in his character and credibility”? 

The SPEAKER: That is not a supplementary question, member. That concludes question time. 

PREMIER AND MEMBER FOR SWAN HILLS — ELECTION COMMITMENTS 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Leader of the Opposition in the following terms — 

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today. 

“That this House condemns the Premier and the Member for Swan Hills for their dishonesty on their 
election commitments.” 

The matter appears to me to be in order. At least five members are required to stand in support of the motion.  

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [2.46 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Premier and the member for Swan Hills for their dishonesty on their 
election commitments. 

Mr Speaker, I do not move a motion using the word “dishonesty” lightly. However, I do regard honesty in this 
place as critical, I do regard honesty as critical for accountability, I do regard honesty as critical for democracy 
and I do regard honesty as critical for the workings of this Parliament. Since the member for Swan Hills is so 
very active in interjecting, I hope he will rise to his feet and defend what he said in the election campaign in 
2008. He has to join this debate; he has to participate; and not just by interjection. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I have given the call to the Leader of the Opposition. I have not given the call to anybody else 
to my left or to anybody else to my right. The only person I want to hear from is the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: After three budgets, it is time to measure this government, because I have noticed a pattern in 
the Premier’s behaviour. He says whatever is required to prosper in the media on a particular day, regardless of 
what he said before, regardless of the accuracy of the comment and regardless of what he will say in the future. 
Worse still, the Premier has engaged in a double dishonesty. He makes a promise, he breaks the promise and 
then he denies that he has made the promise. 

Let us go firstly to electricity prices; we know they have increased 57 per cent as a result of this government’s 
decisions. We also know that the financial plan is for those prices to increase 107 per cent by the end of this set 
of forward estimates. Let us look at what the Liberals said in the election campaign. This is an excerpt from the 
text of radio advertisements that the Liberal Party ran — 

Strange but I haven’t seen Alan Carpenter running ads talking about how the price of electricity will 
increase by 72%, 72%. My power bill will almost double. How does he expect us to pay for that? 

Later, the ad goes on — 

Labor just doesn’t know how to manage this state, we can’t afford another 4 years of Carpenter and 
Ripper. I’ll vote Liberal for a better government and a better State. 
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There is no doubt that members on the other side of the chamber will say that there was no direct promise there, 
but there was a very strong implication that Labor would put up electricity prices and the Liberals would not. If 
government backbenchers are not concerned about that, perhaps they will be more concerned about what I found 
in The Sunday Times of 31 August 2008. The Premier was answering readers’ questions. One question states — 

Hi, Mr Barnett. I would like to know what will you do to help struggling families who are finding 
it hard to make ends meet for the future, such as tax cuts, housing affordability, etc, etc? 

Part of his answer states — 

… families in this state face a 70 per cent increase in their electricity bills. That will hurt families in 
WA. I will fix up the problem in Western Power. It will avoid a 70 per cent increase in electricity prices 
and that’s what people are facing right now.” 

That was the Premier’s direct response to a question about cost-of-living pressures during the last election 
campaign. What we have had is dishonesty from the Premier on a fundamental issue whereby he has not 
delivered what he promised during the election campaign he would deliver. 

Let me now turn to the issue of the Ellenbrook railway line. Labor announced a commitment to build the 
Ellenbrook railway line by 2015. On television on that very night, the then shadow Minister for Transport, Hon 
Simon O’Brien, was a bit dismissive of that promise. The next day, the then Leader of the Opposition, the now 
Premier, matched that promise. I watched him on television and thought he looked very uncomfortable. I have 
known him for a long time and I did not think he was telling the truth when I saw him on television. 
Nevertheless, on Channel Seven on 1 September 2008 he said that 2015 is a long time away and that, yes, the 
Liberal Party would build the spur line through Ellenbrook. According to my notes, he went on to say — 

And can I say —  

This is remarkable — 

and remind people that the south metropolitan line was actually started by a Liberal government. 

Give me a break! In the public transport document, the Liberal Party made this promise about the Ellenbrook 
railway line — 

A Liberal Government will provide $53 million over the next four years toward the construction of a 
new rail line to Ellenbrook, to meet needs in the fast growing North Eastern Growth Corridor. 

The Liberal Party election costings document contains the following statement on the Ellenbrook railway —  

This project will provide funding toward the construction of a new rail line to Ellenbrook, to meet needs 
in the fast growing North Eastern Growth Corridor. 

It goes on in italics—perhaps we should have been wary of anything in italics in Liberal Party documents—to 
state — 

Liberals will provide $53 million over the next four years. 

We then come to this budget. There is no funding in this budget for the Ellenbrook railway line. There is no 
$53 million. The member for Vasse’s costings promised $53 million over four years, and it is just not in the 
budget. To add insult to injury, we then had another piece of dishonesty from the Premier. I have read out what 
he said during the election campaign. How can anyone reconcile what he said during the election campaign with 
the following statement reported in today’s The West Australian —  

“My recollection is very clear. At the last election the Labor Party promised to build an Ellenbrook rail 
line,” … 

“I said we would consider that as a second-term project if we won a second term in Government.” 

He did not say that at all; he said something completely different. I have read out what he said. I have read out 
what he said on the television, I have read out what is in the policy document, and I have read out what is in the 
costings document. Any member can compare those statements and see that that man who now occupies the 
position of Premier was dishonest during the election campaign and was dishonest yesterday when he described 
the promise he said that he had made. He was so dishonest that he should be selling fuel additives for Firepower. 
That is the level of his dishonesty. 

On the issue of Royal Perth Hospital, I turn to the costings document. The promise states — 

A Liberal government will retain and transform RPH into a 400-bed trauma facility including a central-
city emergency department. 

It then states — 

Liberals will provide $20 million over the next four years. 
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The Liberals have put the $20 million into the budget papers, but they have not done anything towards 
addressing the words in that promise to “transform RPH into a 400-bed trauma facility including a central-city 
emergency department”. The Liberals have said that that will cost $600 million. They have a defence. They have 
said that it is a second-term promise. It was not explicit in the election campaign, but they have said that it is a 
second-term promise. This financial plan goes more than two years into the next parliamentary term. If they are 
dinkum about the commitment on the Royal Perth Hospital plan, the allocation has to be in this set of forward 
estimates. This set of forward estimates goes more than two years into the next parliamentary term and there is 
no allocation. I say to the government: put up or shut up on Royal Perth Hospital. It is just not putting its money 
where its election commitments are. 

Let me conclude by saying that we cannot trust the Premier. In particular, we cannot trust him on finances, we 
cannot trust his promises in an election campaign, and we cannot trust his announcements in government. He has 
a record of dishonesty on key critical commitments that were extremely significant during the election campaign 
and since. My view is that the house has no alternative but to condemn the Premier for his dishonesty during the 
election campaign and since, and to condemn the member for Swan Hills for his dishonesty during the election 
campaign. The behaviour of both these people is not befitting membership of this place. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [2.57 pm]: I want to take the opportunity of once again dealing with the 
Premier’s palace. It is interesting that the Premier was very reluctant to table the document during question time, 
and, having gone through it, I can see why. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Transport, I formally call you to order for the second time today. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The first point is that during question time I asked the Premier why he said that the new 
palace would cost $17 million when it will actually cost $26.9 million. The Premier did not answer the question. 
He misled the house in March on the cost of his new palace for good reason. He did that because people would 
be quite concerned about that level of expenditure on a new building for the Premier. He has not answered the 
question about why he did that. According to the budget that was just handed down by his Treasurer, the total 
cost will be $26.9 million when we factor in the cost of refurbishing the building, site works and moving the 
staff who are currently there out of the building. I want the Premier to answer that question about why he misled 
the house. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s not question time; this is an MPI. Why didn’t you do your MPI on this? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier does not answer questions during question time, so why does he not answer 
questions during an MPI? 

Secondly, we received this document during question time. It raises a number of questions for the Premier. First 
of all, on 23 March he told this house — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The motion is very clear. It states that this house condemns the Premier and the member 
for Swan Hills for their dishonesty on their election commitments. What the member for Rockingham is 
discussing now has nothing to do with this motion. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, it is not. 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Thank you members! I formally call the member for Cannington to order for the first time 
today. I had hoped that he might have a clean sheet today—impossible! I take the Leader of the House’s point of 
order and I ask the member for Rockingham — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: This matter of public interest is about the dishonesty of the Premier and the member for 
Rockingham canvasses the dishonesty of the Premier in talking about the Premier’s palace. It is well within the 
terms of the MPI for the Premier’s dishonesty on that issue to be canvassed.  

The SPEAKER: That may be the case, Leader of the Opposition, but I have not heard that yet. I give the 
member for Rockingham the opportunity, if he quotes or uses that document, to relate it directly to the MPI. That 
is my instruction to the member for Rockingham. If he speaks about other issues, I will pull him up. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the Speaker for his guidance.  
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Members recall that the Liberal Party released a policy document during its election campaign that outlined its 
economic and financial plan. That document stated that the Liberal Party, if elected to government, would be 
prudent in the use of the state’s financial resources. This matter is not an example of prudence in the use of the 
state’s financial resources. It directly relates to the Liberal Party’s election promise, which I am sure someone 
will run off for me, of prudent financial management, put up by the Premier as a hallmark of the election 
campaign. Is it prudent financial management to drive up the state’s debt from $3.6 billion to more than 
$22 billion? No, it is a direct breach of that promise. The expenditure highlighted in this document is part of that 
extraordinary driving up of debt by this Premier in this term of office. Quite frankly, he should be ashamed as a 
member of the Liberal Party by the level of debt he has driven this state to. He should be ashamed of the 
extraordinary debt binge he drives Western Australia on. Nothing is more indicative of that dishonest policy 
commitment and that amazing level of debt than the Premier’s commitment to create his own palace. The 
Premier said that he had to move to Hale House because that was the best option, but he failed to mention the 
very enlightening Treasury recommendation contained in this document that the Constitutional Centre of 
Western Australia, next door to Hale House, should be used as a reception centre. What is happening? The 
Premier is building a new reception centre as part of his new palace. What is the cost of that? Why is it that 
despite the Treasury’s recommendation in this document that the Premier could use the Constitutional Centre for 
a reception centre, he is building, as part of his plans, an additional building of about 800 square metres, intended 
to be a reception centre, alongside Hale House? Why is he not using the Constitutional Centre as recommended 
by the state Treasury? 

My other point that should be very worrisome to the people of Western Australia is that the Premier’s argument 
that there may be a slight problem with the use of Dumas House is based on the fact that the government will 
build a completely new Dumas House next door.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, two of them. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The government is going to build two more Dumas Houses! Let us think about that. Just to 
refurbish Dumas House will cost $56 million. The Premier wants to build two more such buildings as part of his 
proposal. The Premier has not only ignored Treasury advice to use the Constitutional Centre of Western 
Australia as a reception centre, but also earlier advice. It is interesting that the Under Treasurer makes a 
recommendation one month and suddenly a month later makes a new one and that I did not receive it in the reply 
to my freedom of information request today.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: What are you saying about the way Under Treasurer works? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is an interesting observation more about the way the Premier works than the way that 
the Under Treasurer does.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are questioning the Under Treasurer’s professionalism. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, I question the Premier’s professionalism.  

I find it very interesting that there were a range of choices for new office premises available to the Premier, 
which he denied.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, he did. That is exactly what he said on 23 March.  

A whole range of new buildings need to be provided. My next point is that the Premier again misled the house. 
He said that there was no opportunity for his office to stay in Governor Stirling Tower. The document I hold 
states that the opportunity still remains to stay there. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, it doesn’t. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, it does. On page 2 it states that the opportunity still remains to seek a lease extension. 
The Premier has provided answers to questions in the other place indicating that his office could have stayed 
there. Therefore, the Premier has misled the house entirely on this matter. In one statement after another, the 
Premier has misled the house on this matter. This document merely reinforces the fact that there are a whole new 
set of questions that the Premier needs to answer, particularly about a state reception centre and the use of all 
these other proposed buildings. According to this document, the Premier will move all his ministers out of 
Dumas House, which he is refurbishing, into another Dumas House next door.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: What a load of rubbish! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what this document states. The Premier must provide a new set of buildings for 
government departments. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are absolutely inept; you are attempting to be the Labor leader. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is inept. He is the twenty-two-billion-dollar man. All those Liberal Party 
members sitting at the back of the chamber should know that on the government’s watch, state debt rose from 
$3.6 billion to $22 billion. There is a whole range of other examples of the Premier misleading the house, and 
this document supports the claim that that is the case.  

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Minister for Transport) [3.07 pm]: I make a couple of comments in relation 
to the Ellenbrook railway line. I was there yesterday with the well-liked local member.  

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am going to Port Hedland soon, member for Willagee. I wonder whether I will see 
anyone he has evicted from his caravan park camping under the trees! 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member for Swan Hills will definitely speak; he will come off the leash! He will 
come charging in off the wrong run. So start quaking! I had to calm him down yesterday.  

I quickly make one point. I find it somewhat ironic that in the same debate in which the opposition has criticised 
the government for its so-called debt binge, it is criticising us for not spending $700 million, money that we 
would have to borrow. There is a tad of irony in that. I want to work through some of the details of the 
Ellenbrook railway line; because it is important to put it on the record, but before I do I will go back for a 
second. After an election, there is a presentation of the government’s finances, which in our case was the 2008–
09 midyear review highlighted by the member for West Swan yesterday, the green budgets. After the 2005 
election, the incoming Labor governments commitments were rolled into, I think, chapter 3, of the Economic 
and Fiscal Outlook for that period. The chapter was headed “Election Commitments and Other Expenditure 
Initiatives”. It gives an idea of what money was committed at the election and what was planned to be spent. I 
happened to find this document today and I reflected on some of the commitments made at the time, because that 
is what we are talking about. I just talked to my friend the member for Bunbury, the election for which was hotly 
contested. One of the things the Labor Party promised there and listed in this document was $6.5 million for a 
cancer centre in Bunbury. That never happened.  

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: A promise was also made for a $20 million redevelopment of the Albany hospital. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I draw the speaker’s attention to his instructions to the member for Rockingham that he 
needed to address the resolution before the house — 

Mr P.T. Miles interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo, I have neither given you the call, nor am I able to hear what the 
member for Cannington is saying if you interject. I am going to formally call you to order for the first time 
today. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will just conclude in making this point of order. It would appear to be very weak that 
the minister cannot defend his own behaviour. Given that this is an issue about the behaviour of the Liberal 
Party, it would appear that the member needs to address that issue. 

The SPEAKER: I understand the member for Cannington’s point of order, and I am going to give the same 
opportunity to the Minister for Transport as I gave to the member for Rockingham to capture what this MPI is 
about, with the information that he has at the moment. If he does not do that, member for Cannington, I am going 
to stop him. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As the Speaker rightly pointed out to the member for Rockingham, this debate is about 
election commitments, which is what I am talking about, and their implementation. I look further down the page: 
$20 million for the Albany hospital; I do not think that happened. I turn over the page. There was a commitment 
to Fiona Stanley Hospital; that did not happen. There was a commitment to the Kalgoorlie hospital; that certainly 
did not happen. I have just about run out of commitments; there are too many of them. My favourite one, though, 
because it relates to what we are talking about, was a commitment to—members are not going to believe this—a 
train station in the Swan Valley, called the Swan Valley train station.  

A member: What year was that? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That was in 2005. Do you know what, Mr Speaker? We were up there yesterday. There is 
no train station in the Swan Valley that was built by the then Labor government. One of the commitments I 
found the Leader of the Opposition delivered on was $500 000 to put more money into the Government Media 
Office to help advertising, research and community consultation. Where it mattered to the Leader of the 
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Opposition, he got the money out, he got the rubber on the road, but in a lot of those other areas that mattered to 
people, nothing happened. It was a vacuum. 

In relation to the train line — 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition is very sensitive. How much did the Leader of the 
Opposition promise us the Office of Shared Services would cost? How much did he promise the people of 
Western Australia that it would save? What did the Leader of the Opposition do — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I appreciate that the MPI has created some passion on both sides of this place. I think the best 
way to share that passion might be to give a member an opportunity to speak. I am giving the opportunity to the 
Minister for Transport, not to anybody else. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: In relation to Ellenbrook, as I indicated to the house yesterday, upon coming to 
government we sought advice from the Public Transport Authority about the business case or, at the very least, 
the feasibility studies that the former government had used to support its decision to commit $700 million or 
thereabouts of taxpayer money to a railway line to Ellenbrook. I think that was a fair and reasonable request of 
an incoming government, to make sure we were investing appropriately in infrastructure that was supported by 
an adequate business case. We could not find one, because no justification had ever been developed. No business 
case had ever been developed; no feasibility study had ever been undertaken. What did we do? We went off and 
we conducted a feasibility study. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Because a feasibility study generally gives a rough idea of the appropriateness of the 
planned expenditure. That feasibility study was conducted by a company by the name of Parsons Brinckerhoff 
Australia; it was completely independent of government. The report was headed “Outer North-Eastern Corridor 
Public Transport Strategy—Pre-Feasibility Study”. That looked at all the issues around the railway line to 
Ellenbrook. It looked at two different routes: an eastern route that went up Lord Street and a western route that 
went a slightly different direction to the west. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Tonkin Highway. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Tonkin Highway down to Bayswater station. We had a look at those two alternative 
routes to service Ellenbrook. The study made a number of observations about population growth, because a 
railway is a long-term investment. It made a number of observations about where people living in that outer 
north eastern corridor go to work, because it is important to try to work out how many people will go on the train 
before spending the money to put in the train line. I think that is a fair and reasonable thing. This study was 
based on a number of scenarios to determine passenger volume. It determined that by 2031 in peak hour on the 
eastern route, we would be looking at about 1 400 users of the train. On the western route, the number of users of 
the train at peak hour in 2031 was estimated to be around 2 000. So the former government was going to spend 
$700 million. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Because we, member for Cannington, assumed, albeit naively, that when the opposition 
was in government, this work might have been done. One of the observations of the study was that there quite 
simply would not be the patronage. Let me put that in perspective. At the moment, 8 000 people from the 
Joondalup station travel on the line at peak time. At peak time at the Murdoch railway station alone, 
2 000 people get onto the train. More people would be getting on the train at Murdoch—at one station on a 
line—than would potentially use the entire Ellenbrook rail.  

The study then looked at alternative options, because public transport options in that fast-growing corridor are 
important. It looked at heavy rail, it looked at light rail and it looked at a thing called bus rapid transport—BRT. 
Under the bus rapid transport concept, the buses are taken off the road—it is like the O-Bahn in Adelaide—and 
they have an access way. I will very quickly read what the study concluded —  

The analysis shows that BRT — 

Bus rapid transport — 

is the most appropriate mode for public transport along — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So you changed your mind. 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We actually did some research, if the Leader of the Opposition would listen, that he 
probably should have done in government before committing $700 million. The research showed that there is a 
better way to do it. The better way to do it is through BRT. The Leader of the Opposition may have noticed in 
last week’s budget — 

Several members interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Let me say this — 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Joondalup for the second time today. I formally call the 
member for Cannington to order for the second time today. I formally call to order the member for Forrestfield 
for the second time today. And I will call the Premier to order for the first time today. I am going to give the call 
back to the Minister for Transport. Members on both sides need to acknowledge that there is only one person 
speaking on this matter of public importance. Members may not like what they are hearing; they may like what 
they are hearing. I give the call to the Minister for Transport. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will just conclude on the discussions about the outcome of that study. I think the study 
was a fair and appropriate thing to do. Basically, it recommends the establishment of a dedicated bus expressway 
in the existing rail reserve that runs effectively down Lord Street—or, as locals like to call it, the Perth–Darwin 
highway—and that is what we will start doing work on. That work starts as of this year’s budget. Members may 
see in the budget this year that some significant amounts are set aside to advance — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: What does the member for Swan Hills think about that? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: He thinks this is a good idea. I am sure he will get up and say that in a second. There is 
some money for planning in the budget to advance this project. There is money for planning to advance the 
extension of the heavy rail to Yanchep and to look at a new investment in light rail. There are three new public 
transport platforms for the Perth metropolitan area. That is a very positive, well-thought-out, well-researched 
outcome. That does not preclude, in due course, the establishment of heavy rail into that corridor, by the simple 
expedient of changing the bus corridor to turn it over to heavy rail. It is entirely consistent, at an appropriate 
time, to deliver heavy rail. 

I will quickly touch on a few things, before I sit, because others, including the member for Swan Hills, want to 
speak. I was in the electorate of Swan Hills yesterday. During my visits to the member’s electorate I have 
discovered a number of other matters that are very important to his constituents. One is the intersection of Reid 
Highway and Lord Street—the starting point for the Perth–Darwin highway. 

Point of Order 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Again, Mr Speaker, a point of order on relevance. What does that have to do with the matter 
before the house? 

The SPEAKER: There is no point of order, member for Willagee. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The great warrior who went weak at the knees after one phone 
call from Joe Bullock—I would love to have been a witness to that phone call, member for Willagee. 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I find it surprising that the minister can weave into this debate an attack on a man who 
has been honoured by Australia with an Order of Australia in the military division. 

The SPEAKER: Member, I will make a suggestion. Although I appreciate points of order, the member will 
have to direct the house to the particular standing order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will very quickly touch on these issues that I think are important to the people the 
member for Swan Hills represents. Lord Street and Reid Highway intersection—signals installed. A big tick for 
the member; a big tick for the local community. Drumpellier Drive and Gnangara Road—signals installed. A big 
tick for safety in that area; a big tick for the local member and the people he represents. The dual carriageway 
construction on Gnangara Road between Drumpellier Drive and Pinaster Parade—another big tick for that 
community. That is what I think matters to the member’s constituents; as does—and I will finish with this—the 
very firm commitment from this government to deliver the Perth–Darwin highway, which is a very important 
transport link in that area. It is so important that I wrote to Anthony Albanese. I said, “Dear Anthony, all I asked 
for was some planning money to help start the Perth–Darwin highway.” 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 4145 

 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is what we have to do to build something. We have to plan for it and then construct 
it! 

The federal minister’s reply, again according to my notes, was — 

There is no scope at the present time for the Australian government to fund new works such as the 
planning for the proposed new Perth to Darwin highway. 

So the federal government is not going to help the people the member for Swan Hills represents in this place—
but we are! We have committed money to that planning process so that in due course, when the federal 
government is ready to help the member for Swan Hills’ constituents, we will be ready to build the road for 
them. That is a positive outcome. 

I will close, Mr Speaker, with one reflection of my favourite member of Parliament, the former member for 
Armadale, Hon Alannah MacTiernan. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Campbell Newman of Western Australia! 

It does not matter what side of the house they sit on, they might not have agreed with her politics, but most 
people thought she was a reasonably sound, forward thinker. On 12 March 2008, just before the plan to commit 
$700 million to build a railway that nobody could justify — 

A member interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member will have to ask the then Liberal Premier. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member was in Exmouth; the member for Cannington was running the show! Ask 
him! The political genius! The bloke in the back of the HiAce van. 

I will close with this. According to my notes, the then minister, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, said — 

Plans to build a rail line to service Ellenbrook will not see daylight for at least 10 years. 

This was five months before the election. She is reported as having said that— 

The suburb was beyond the urban front and a rail link was not yet a cost-effective option. 

And she was absolutely right. If only members opposite had heard that in their little leadership team that ran the 
election campaign, they might still be on this side of the house. 

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Cannington referred to Liberal lies, directed at the Minister for Transport. 
I ask that he withdraw his remark. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is commonplace to refer to a political party in adverse terms; he did not refer to any 
particular member. It is commonplace — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, member for Cannington. I did not hear the member for Cannington make those 
remarks. A lot of people were making remarks in this place. I am going to give the member for Cannington the 
opportunity to withdraw if he wants to do so; otherwise, I am going to give the call to the member for Swan 
Hills. 

Debate Resumed 

MR F.A. ALBAN (Swan Hills) [3.25 pm]: Some months ago, the Labor opposition sent the heavy hitters of the 
Labor Party to my electorate and held a forum to tap into the anger in Ellenbrook over the lack of public 
transport. Only five people attended—two of whom were from my office! There is not that much anger in 
Ellenbrook. It must have had something to do with timing. This government had just announced the addition of a 
new bus service in Ellenbrook. Perhaps there is a little timing problem. They did not tap into any anger. Nobody 
mentioned the train. I believe the only thing mentioned was Aveley, which we fixed in no time flat. 

I remember the occasion of the Labor great white hope, the then Premier, Alan Carpenter, visiting the electorate. 
It was not my electorate at the time; I was the candidate, which was not much. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr F.A. ALBAN: Candidates have the ability to promise trains, aeroplanes, aircraft carriers and helicopters—
that is what candidates do. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: That is what they do! They knew that I had potential right from the word go! I just had to be 
given the opportunity. 

I remember my first meeting with the then Premier. He looked me in the eyes and I thought, “Boy, you are going 
to frighten me for the first time in my life.” But he was a worried man. He must have read some polls that said 
this total unknown was going to cause him some trouble. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: It was in the light of the resignation of a very good member—Jaye Radisich. It was also at a 
time when it was clearly evident that the Labor government of the day was totally ignoring the constituents of 
Ellenbrook with the covenant. Not a single member—not one of them!—stood up for the people of Ellenbrook. 
They laid down like a bunch of dogs! That is what they did! 

Several members interjected.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: The government that was supposed to be of the people! I have noticed that in 150 years of 
Labor history, the same snake oil was sold to the people as has been sold since I was elected to this place. There 
he was, the great white hope — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: He had been flat-footed on the covenant. He said, “Oops; but I will have this great big punch. 
I will sort them out with a great big knockout punch to win Swan Hills. This little bloke who is hanging around 
may stand a chance, so I will deliver a great big knockout punch.” 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I formally call you to order for the first time today. I am sure that the 
Leader of the Opposition, when he introduced this matter of public interest, wanted it treated with some respect 
and with some seriousness, and wanted everybody to have the opportunity to hear the case that he put and the 
supporting cases from the opposition. I am sure that the Leader of the Opposition was then also looking forward 
to hearing what might be said on the government side. Members, I suggest that you pay that courtesy to the 
member for Swan Hills and give him the opportunity in this particular matter of public interest debate to put his 
reasons and causes. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Therefore, the Premier of Western Australia, whose government had had two terms, which he 
very stupidly cut short, wanted a third term, which is always very hard. He promised the train, not for that next 
term that he hoped to win—his third term—but for his fourth term, which is almost impossible to win. He 
thought he had conned the people of Ellenbrook; he thought for a moment that they must have all been stupid. 
However, members might remember seeing the clip in which a lady from Ellenbrook confronted the then 
Premier and said, “We’re sick of your promises!” The people of Ellenbrook at that time would have settled for a 
decent bus service, which we have provided. They would have settled for the previous government saying, “We 
will look at the covenant because you don’t have any shops or services.” The people of Ellenbrook would have 
been happy with that. They did not need the promise of the train; they would have been happy just — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: The people of Ellenbrook would have been happy if the government had shown them respect 
by looking at the covenant—a government that is supposed to defend, protect and look after them. I can tell 
members opposite what else they did not do. I have a list as long as an arm! 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I am sure that you heard me say what I said before in this place. I 
formally call you to order for the third time today. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Not only did the people of Ellenbrook need public transport, there was only one entry road to 
Ellenbrook. I have never heard of something as silly as that. The police station was understaffed. It was a new 
police station and it looked fantastic but it was short of police. I said earlier that there was a covenant, which 
meant Ellenbrook had no shops. There was no Dome Cafe complex, no tavern, no business precinct, and a basic 
bus service. Members opposite all carry on about needing public transport, but the public transport in Ellenbrook 
was shocking at the time of the previous government. All entries to Ellenbrook were a safety issue. Our kids 
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were being educated in dongas because there was a shortage of schools. Members all know that we have 
committed to not only secondary schools but also two new primary schools. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: There was no air conditioning in our schools. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Members opposite did not do anything about the covenant when they were asked for help! 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I formally call you to order for the second time today. I want to hear 
the member for Swan Hills in silence.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Members all know that there was no air conditioning and the then president of the parents and 
citizens association, Larisa Flatters, told me that she virtually begged the previous government to do something 
about air conditioning for the brand-new school it had just built. It was not an existing school; it had just been 
built. Look at what this government has done: we have budgeted $52 million for all schools to get air 
conditioning. Who did that? Do we think it was the Labor government? No, it was not! Wake up! The previous 
government did nothing. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup, I formally call you to order for the third time today. Members, when I 
said “silence”, I know you can all spell it. Member for Albany, you can spell it as well. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Of course there was traffic mayhem on all our roads, which is why this government has 
committed $8 million to the Perth–Darwin highway. That is what the people of my electorate have wanted all 
along; they want the trucks off their roads. They want to be listened to; not to get something for Christmas that 
they did not ask for. 

There were no lights at the intersection of West Swan Road and Great Northern Highway. There are lights there 
now. 

An opposition member: It’s a tragedy. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Yes, it is tragic. Great Northern Highway had not been started. Members opposite talked 
about it, as they did with their other projects, but it had not been started. There were no LED flashing lights at 
Upper Swan Primary School. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I formally call you to order for the first time today.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: There were no flashing — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: What did you do on the second day? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I formally call you to order for the first time today. I advise other 
members in this place that if they want to take part in this matter of public interest debate, there is a way to do 
that—namely, by seeking the call. If other members in this place in a future matter of public interest debate want 
to take part, they will probably want to do it in some reasonable silence to get their points across, member for 
Bassendean.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: As I said earlier, there were no LED flashing lights at Upper Swan Primary School and the 
entry there was the most shocking I have ever seen in my life. Bullsbrook District High School and Gidgegannup 
Primary School also had no LED flashing lights. We have put them in at these schools, of course. LED lights 
were installed to address safety issues on Great Eastern Highway in Mundaring, which has been a great success. 
I have been lobbying the Minister for Transport for LED lights at Great Northern Highway in Bullsbrook 
because Great Northern Highway goes through the township and it is quite a serious issue. 

Our lakes in Ellenbrook do not hold water. Somehow the developers got away with putting in compensation 
basins and no-one knew about the con that was happening. Both lakes do not hold water. There is no signage to 
Ellenbrook. 

Ms L.L. Baker: And how’s the trail bike strategy going? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Maylands, when I said “silence”, that is what it meant; it did not mean anything 
else. I formally call you to order for the first time today. 
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Mr F.A. ALBAN: Some 20 000 people live in Ellenbrook but there is no signage to Ellenbrook. There was no 
fire station, but we now have a brand-new fire station. There was no St John Ambulance, but we now have a 
temporary St John Ambulance building and St John has committed to building a brand-new one. There were no 
lights at the intersection of Reid Highway and Lord Street. As the minister said, we have committed to the 
installation of lights at the intersection of Great Northern Highway and Reid Highway. Our members lobbied the 
previous government for those lights and members opposite now have the gall to say that they are lobbying our 
government! Aveley had no bus service and there were only basic buses for Ellenbrook. There were no lights at 
Drumpellier Drive. Again, as the minister mentioned, we are getting lights at Drumpellier Drive.  

Ellenbrook had been there 16 years and all these issues should have been addressed in the previous government’s 
term. That is why we have to do all these jobs in my electorate. If members opposite have the courage, they 
should go to my electorate and say, “Frank Alban is dishonest.” Give it a go and see what happens! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: You should be a minister! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kalgoorlie, I formally call you to order for the first time. You may not have been 
in this place for some of this matter of public interest debate, but I am trying to get it to a stage whereby the 
member for Swan Hills can be heard in silence so that the points he has the opportunity to make can be heard.  

Mr F.A. ALBAN: But there is more! 

Of course, I have not mentioned quite a big project that has just been completed—that is, the work on Reid 
Highway including the bridge on Middle Swan Road. A big project underway at the moment that will help the 
eastern end of my electorate—the hills and Mundaring—is the Roe Highway–Great Eastern Highway overpass. I 
would be remiss not to mention one more project, although it is not in my electorate. I was a City of Swan 
councillor for six years and it is almost a drama on its own. For six years we heard, “It’s coming. It’s happening. 
There’s a letter in the mail. The minister’s considering it. No, it’s definitely in the mail. Come in next month. 
We’ll think about it. Yes, money’s been allocated.” God knows what happened. I refer, of course, to the Lloyd 
Street extension, and that did not happen either.  

As the member for Swan Hills, it is my job to lobby for all I can get for my electorate and I listen to my 
constituents and what they want; not what I want to give them without their requests. Their priority is the Perth–
Darwin highway stage 1.  

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.40 pm]: I want to bring this debate back to the core issue: was there an 
election promise to build the Ellenbrook rail line?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You could not even bang a post in!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier has got it wrong again, because I was not out there that day. The Premier has 
got it wrong, yet again. The key issue is: was there a promise?  

The Minister for Transport had about 12 minutes to rebut whether there was a promise. Basically, the minister 
confirmed there was a promise to build the Ellenbrook rail line. Why has the government not built it? Because 
we did not do the planning for them! Apparently the Labor Party has to do the planning and preparation for 
Liberal Party commitments. It is absolutely ridiculous that the Labor Party has to do the preparation, the 
planning and the total budgeting for the Liberal Party’s election commitments. There are two points. The first 
point is that the Minister for Transport did not rebut the fact that there was an election commitment; he actually 
confirmed that election commitment. Members should remember that it was the Minister for Transport who 
prepared the financial plan. It was the Minister for Transport who put in the Liberal Party’s financial plan that 
construction of the Ellenbrook rail line would commence in this term of government. It is as clear as that. The 
Liberal Party’s own documents show that it was planning, committing and promising to start the construction of 
the Ellenbrook rail line in this term. The second point is that members opposite said that the government is not 
doing that because the Labor Party did not do the preparation. Jeez! Next time the Minister for Transport should 
ring us up and we will do all the planning for him and make sure he has all the details for his election promises! 
That is absolutely ridiculous.  

It is true that the Labor government committed to build that rail line and that the Liberal Party matched its 
commitment. Labor committed to begin construction in 2012 and to finish in 2015. It is as simple as that. The 
Leader of the Opposition and I remember the Premier’s commitment made on television on a Monday night 
claiming that he would match Labor’s commitment. Every journalist in town—from the local papers, The West 
Australian, or the television media—got the same understanding from that press conference: the Liberal Party 
was matching Labor’s commitment. The government wants us to believe that every journalist from every 
newspaper outlet at a press conference on a key election issue, a core issue in the last week of the election 
campaign, got it wrong. The government wants us to believe that everybody got it wrong and the Premier was so 
smart—like he always is—and so tricky that he said it had another meaning and everybody else got it wrong. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 4149 

 

That is not the case. The Premier committed to matching Labor’s election commitment, and he has broken that 
promise.  

The Premier also talked about Geoff Gallop and his promise on tax increases. The one key difference is that 
Geoff Gallop apologised for breaking that commitment. He acknowledged that. He had the ability and the 
humility to stand in front of the people and say, “I got it wrong.” This Premier does not have the ability to say 
that. He does not have the ability to say, “I was wrong. We misled you and we are not building the rail line.” 
That is what the opposition is calling for: the acknowledgement that there was an election commitment, and for 
an apology from the Premier saying that he got it wrong. That is what we are calling for. Honestly, I am sick of 
hearing this Premier, in his own world, which I call “Barnett world”, where the sign on the gate says, “The facts 
do not matter.” In “Barnett world” he never acknowledges he got it wrong! It is on paper. It is in the 
government’s own financial plan and its own midyear review. It is there. But no, the Premier says, “I did not say 
we would build a rail line to Ellenbrook. No, no, no! I was going to consider it in the second term. Yes, it was a 
possible and logical extension.” Heaven forbid! This is not “Barnett world”; this is the real world. We all live in 
the real world. We acknowledge when we make mistakes and break promises. I have to respond to the member 
for Swan Hills.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: He is a great member. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He is a very loyal member to the Liberal Party; I will say that! I do not think any one of us 
on this side would have copped what he has copped. An election commitment has been broken, yet the member 
for Swan Hills has not wavered in his undying loyalty to the Liberal Party. That is fine, but the member has also 
got to stand up for his electorate.  

Mr F.A. Alban: Name me something that has happened in your electorate, member? I have a list for my 
electorate!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Member for Swan Hills, I am talking about the Ellenbrook rail line. Did the member promise 
the Ellenbrook rail line?  

Mr F.A. Alban: I, as a candidate, promised the train.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes!  

Mr F.A. Alban: Where does it say, “I will start it this term”? Where does it say, “It will be built in this term of 
government”? Where does it say that the big Mr Alban will start the train for you?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Calm down! I have something for the member: on 3 September 2008 the member for Swan 
Hills was interviewed on 6PR radio about the Ellenbrook rail line. He said — 

I raised it three months ago, and, ah, I’m pretty wrapped that the Labor Party came out suggesting that 
they would put a new rail link to Ellenbrook and the Liberals have promised the same, plus some extra 
parking, ah, to go with it.  

In that interview, the member for Swan Hills promised to commence construction in 2012, because he matched 
Labor’s commitment. The interview continues — 

So, as a candidate, I’m wrapped that I’ve been able to get so much for … electorate like that. 

Harvey Deegan asked — 

So, you’re taking credit for Labor’s promise of extending the rail to Ellenbrook? 

The member replied — 

Yes, I am. And all my advertising and all my leaflets the wording is exactly this: campaign for adequate 
public transport, a rail link and appropriate access road infrastructure for the Ellenbrook regional 
district.  

The member for Swan Hills stood yesterday and said he believed there were other priorities, which is his 
prerogative. Governments can break election commitments—that is their prerogative. A government can break 
an election promise, but it must admit that it is doing so. That is the key point. Members opposite are rewriting 
history in “Barnett world”. It does not work!  

Mr F.A. Alban: I am rewriting history—I have a number of projects in my electorate. How many have you got 
in your electorate? All of these are commitments you made and did not go ahead with.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It does not work. There was a clear commitment made and now the government is not 
delivering on it.  

Mr F.A. Alban: I delivered everything else.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So the member for Swan Hills admits he is not delivering his election commitment to build 
the Ellenbrook rail line?  
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Mr F.A. Alban: As member for Swan Hills, it is my job to lobby. I did not say I would stop lobbying. I also said 
I would listen to my constituents.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will read what is in black and white. I will reiterate the promise.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I have never seen a response like that.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have this in black and white in the Minister for Transport’s own financial plan. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: And, guess what? It all added up!  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is the minister saying that just to irritate the Premier, or what? I do not understand why he 
would say that. Does he talk just to irritate the Premier? The minister’s own financial plan—the one that added 
up, as the minister keeps saying, states, “Construction of the Ellenbrook Railway Line … to commence in 2010–
11”, and also, “ … will provide $53 million over the first four years.”  

As members on this side have said, this was a core election promise made in a marginal seat in the last week of 
the campaign, and the government has broken a promise; it has to answer for that 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Can I ask a question?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No! You have to stand up, admit it and apologise.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [3.48 pm]: I have a recollection of the last election 
campaign to some extent. I was mainly focussing on other areas of policy and on my own electorate of 
Kalamunda, which adjoins the Swan Hills electorate of course. I remember a few days before the election the 
then Premier and leader of the Labor Party went out to Swan Hills, and Ellenbrook in particular, to bang a stake 
in the ground with a sign saying that the train is coming to Ellenbrook, or whatever the statement was. Obviously 
the Labor Party had been doing some polling in the Swan Hills electorate and its overall polling, presumably, 
was not going well, so as an act of desperation concocted by the now member for Cannington or the now 
member for West Swan, they came up with this brilliant idea of a stunt in Ellenbrook: we will bring a train to 
Ellenbrook! Quite naturally, the then Liberal candidate for Swan Hills said that we would do the same, because 
there would have been an assumption on the part of the then opposition that there was a bit of science and 
thorough evaluation behind what would be a $1 billion or so project. One would assume that the head of a 
supposedly mainstream political party seeking to remain in government would have done some thorough 
assessment on whether it was justified.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why would you have matched it?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It was assumed that the government of the day would have had some proper planning and 
science behind this proposal. I ask the member for Cannington or the Leader of the Opposition: was the then 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure supportive of this commitment?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Was she even asked about it? Did she support it? The member is saying that she did. It would 
be very interesting to know why she would have changed her view. I do not believe that she would have changed 
her view from only a few months earlier that year when she said it would be at least 10 years away.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

The SPEAKER: My observation is that the member for West Swan was heard in relative silence by people to 
my right. I noticed that the majority of the people who I heard and saw interjecting were from the same side as 
the member for West Swan. I have given the call to the Minister for Planning, not the member for Cannington. 
When the member for Cannington gets to his feet, I will give him the call.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is simply not credible that the then Minister for Planning and Infrastructure would have 
changed her view from March 2008 to September 2008 on the prospect of a rail service being justified through to 
Ellenbrook. Given that the Labor Party initiated this MPI, it would be very interesting to know whether it is the 
Labor Party’s policy for the next election, which is now less than two years away, to make a similar 
commitment. If the Labor Party is elected to government at the 2013 election, will this be a Labor Party 
commitment?  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for West Swan to order for the first time today by the looks of it, 
unless I missed it once.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Is this — 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected.  
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The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for West Swan to order for the second time today.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Is it a Labor Party commitment for the next election? Is the Leader of the Opposition prepared 
to say “yes” or “no”? 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I call the member for Willagee to order for the second time today. I advise members in this 
place that yelling and screaming across the chamber from both sides does not achieve anything in terms of the 
knowledge of members in this place in a general sense.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The Leader of the Opposition is clearly not prepared to make that commitment, because he 
knows that at this stage the provision of such an expensive project is simply not justified against all the other 
needs; that is, to extend the passenger rail network in the metropolitan area and alternative ways in which public 
transport can be provided. As the member for Swan Hills said, what matters to the people of Ellenbrook is that a 
good public transport service is provided, and that is now the case. The Premier, the former Minister for 
Transport and the member for Swan Hills and I visited the Ellenbrook area in December last year. We used a 
Transperth bus for the purpose of doing so. From the briefing we were provided and the comments directly from 
the member for Swan Hills, we learned that the residents of that area are now well satisfied with a very good 
public transport service, which has been put in place by this government and enhanced by last week’s budget as 
outlined by the Minister for Transport. At some stage a passenger rail service, heavy or light rail, may be 
justified through the north eastern corridor with the population growth expected in that area. However, we need 
to remember that Whiteman Park, a large area that will never be developed for residential purposes, is between 
the Midland rail line and Ellenbrook; that makes it much harder to justify such an investment.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [3.54 pm]: I think today is a most remarkable day; it is a day on which the 
opposition has accused the Premier and the member for Swan Hills of dishonesty in their election promises and 
the Premier has not stood to defend himself. The fact that he will not even address the issue says something 
about his pomposity and arrogance. It is a serious issue; he has been accused of being dishonest in his promises 
on electricity prices, Royal Perth Hospital and the Ellenbrook railway. We also know that he has been dishonest 
in his promise to contain debt. He has also been dishonest in promises contained in documents that were put out 
as election commitments. In “Securing the economic future of Western Australia” the now Premier said that he 
would have an economic audit and that — 

All savings identified by the Economic Audit will be quarantined for return to the Western Australian 
taxpayer through the Tax Reform and Reduction Strategy. 

Have we seen that money quarantined? No. The Premier said — 

… a Liberal Government will be committed to delivering significant tax reductions in its first term. 

To demonstrate this commitment to significant tax reform, a Liberal Government will allocate a 
minimum additional $250 million to tax cuts in its first term over and above the current forward 
estimates. 

Has that happened? No. The Premier said — 

Windfall state budget surplus revenues will also be directed to tax cuts … 

When there was the windfall this year when the surplus was more than anticipated, was it directed to those tax 
cuts? No, it was not. Further to that, in this same document, the Premier said — 

Labor is the Party of high taxes.  

This is the Liberal Party’s election document — 

The Liberal Party proudly stands for lower taxes, and is committed to reducing the tax burden on 
Western Australian families and small businesses.  

How much more dishonest could the Premier be? Not only has the government failed to reduce the burden, it has 
also astronomically increased the burden, including a 30 per cent rise for business electricity this year. That is 
how dishonest this Premier is, and he will not even stand to defend himself. We still have yet to elicit any kind of 
apology for misleading the public over the Ellenbrook railway or the Royal Perth Hospital or any of the other 
issues. We have even had the Premier, his ministers and members of the Liberal Party say that either they did not 
promise it or it was a next-term promise. It was not, because if members look at the Liberal Party’s transport 
policy, they can see that it is quite specific. The policy said — 

A Liberal Government will provide $53 million over the next four years toward the construction of a 
new rail line to Ellenbrook, to meet needs in the … Corridor. 

The government cannot say that that is a second-term commitment; it is clearly a first-term commitment in this 
document. It is black and white and quite specific as to the dollar amount. The lie was told over and over again. 
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The Leader of the Opposition quoted the ads, but there were also articles in The Sunday Times and other 
journals. In an article published in The Sunday Times on 31 August 2008 under the heading “Interview with 
Colin Barnett: My Stance on the Issues that Matter”, the Premier said — 

… families in this state face a 70 per cent increase in their electricity bills. That will hurt families in 
WA. I will fix up the problem in Western Power. It will avoid a 70 per cent increase in electricity prices 
and that’s what people are facing right now.  

What have we seen? He is planning a 107 per cent increase in electricity prices—46 per cent in just the first two 
years. How much more dishonest could the Premier get? The Premier conned the people of Western Australia. 
His election promises, flimsy as they were and cobbled together in a month because of the early election, did not 
promise much, but they did promise a lie. We have heard the member for Swan Hills today list a range of 
projects he is claiming he delivered. The member for Swan Hills did not, because nearly every one of those 
projects — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Midland, take a seat. The question is that the motion be agreed to. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (20) 

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

Noes (25) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Dr A.D. Buti Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Mr F.M. Logan Dr E. Constable 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr A.P. Jacob 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr I.C. Blayney 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.J. Cowper 

Question thus negatived.  

ESTIMATES COMMITTEES — MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

Report — Presentation 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [4.03 pm]: In accordance with standing orders, I 
present the report of the management committee prescribing which parts of the estimates and off-budget public 
corporations will be considered by Estimates Committees A and B, and the time allocated for that consideration. 

[See paper 3437.] 

Question put and passed. 

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2011–12 BILL 2011 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2011–12 BILL 2011 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef) [4.04 pm]: As I was saying before lunch, having seen all of our government’s 
election commitments met in the electorate of Ocean Reef in the first two budgets, my anticipation for projects in 
my electorate in this budget was a little more subdued. However, I really must congratulate and thank the 
Treasurer for what I believe is a budget that has delivered the best yet for my community—not only the best 
from our government, but also the best yet from any government for more than a decade. 

The government has been able to meet the needs of the community in Ocean Reef in a number of areas, 
including roads, health services and education. In particular, the freeway widening—an announcement we have 
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waited years for—will bring home every northern suburbs resident who works south of Hepburn Avenue much 
more quickly in the evening. Putting a third lane between Hepburn Avenue and Hodges Drive will provide more 
family time for all of us after work, as opposed to just sitting and staring at the bumper of the car in front of us. 

In transport, I will briefly register my thanks for the $164 million that has been put forward for 45 railcars. I 
believe most of those railcars will go on the Joondalup line, which will cater for about an extra 8 500 patrons day 
in, day out. There is also $40.1 million to buy an extra 78 buses. 

In health services, another area I will briefly touch on, the Joondalup Health Campus redevelopment continues 
and is in full swing. I understand it is coming in under time and—who knows?—towards the end of the project 
may even come in on or under budget. At this rate it is travelling very well and there is another $64 million for 
that project in this year’s budget. The services that will be included in that facility continue to increase as it goes 
along. I, along with other northern suburbs members, was very proud to stand with the Premier and the Minister 
for Health in March this year at the opening of the brand-new emergency department and the new Wanneroo 
wing. It is unfortunately named, member for Wanneroo. 

Mr P.T. Miles interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: I did try for an Ocean Reef wing, but perhaps that will occur in the future. I am hoping that 
the next wing could be the Ocean Reef wing, as that would include the intensive care unit where my wife works. 
That might be a more appropriate one; also, at four storeys high, it would probably have ocean views! 

The Gnangara groundwater replenishment trial will also continue. There is $6.8 million for that trial in this 
year’s budget. It is a very important project, and not only for its drinking water potential. Members on both sides 
of the house raised this matter. Speaking as somebody who grew up in the rural wetlands of Wanneroo, I hope 
that this project will see the return and recovery of some of our beautiful lakes and wetlands from the significant 
stress that they have been under in recent years. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Bring back the frogs! 

Mr A.P. JACOB: That is right, member, bring back the frogs. 

We have also continued to see the pine plantation dwindle, which can only be good news for the Gnangara 
mound and for the wetlands in the northern suburbs. With the pine trees finally on the way out, the groundwater 
re-injection project there will be a fantastic project. 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

Mr A.P. JACOB: We did have a few good theme parks there. In the past we had Atlantis, Dizzy Lamb Park, 
and a lion park that has now become Benara Nurseries. I have deviated a little. I am sorry, member, I would love 
to go down those deviations, but I will continue. The castle at Dizzy Lamb Park is now used as a paintball 
facility. 

I want to briefly touch on what the government is doing for seniors, as I have not heard a lot said about them 
today. It is quite significant to note that this government has made sure it is looking after those who have 
contributed to the community for years and who are now in their senior years of life. I am pleased for Seniors 
Card holders that the cost-of-living rebate will be increased from $104.80 to $150 for singles and from $157 to 
$225 for couples. I have already had some very happy people come through my office having heard that people 
over 60 years can now work up to 25 hours a week—up from 20 hours—and still be eligible for the Seniors 
Card. This will allow an extra 4 500 seniors to receive these benefits. Along with this support for families and 
seniors, there has also been an increase in the hardship utility grant. 

In closing, I want to quickly touch on what the Treasurer badged in this budget as the best of the conservative 
with compassion coupled with commonsense. The budget contains an extraordinary $604 million for sustainable 
funding for contracts with the not-for-profit sector. It will assist those in our community who are doing it tough. 
The not-for-profit organisations are the best organisations to deliver assistance on the ground to those who need 
it. This is a much-needed partnership with them. I congratulate both the Premier and the Treasurer for taking this 
tack, which will see the government as a facilitator rather than a needless competitor to the rich vein of 
hardworking not-for-profit agencies throughout the state. This Liberal government evidently maintains a 
community focus. I am already aware of the benefits for the constituents of the electorate of Ocean Reef. 

MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [4.09 pm]: Firstly, I must correct the record from yesterday when the 
Minister for Regional Development said that there was $3 million-plus in the budget for Collie Senior High 
School. Before I correct that record, I will say why I want to do that. There is no money in the budget for direct 
expenditure, but there is $3 million in the forward estimates. The Premier was reported in Hansard as saying — 

I think members opposite know—they may not agree—that I have a view about forward estimates; 
namely that forward estimates are educated guesses about the future. 

He went on to say — 
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They are forecasts; they are nothing more, nothing less. I again remind the house that the budget is for 
only one year. 

That very clearly indicates that there is no money in the budget for Collie Senior High School, despite the 
ranting and raving of the Minister for Regional Development. Further, the Premier said — 

I am saying that the forward estimates are what they are; namely, estimates and not allocations of 
taxpayer funds. The allocation of taxpayer funds is for the coming year. 

I am sure that most people who are still in this place would have heard the derision and laughter from the 
minister yesterday when he said that I could not read the budget. I know who is lying in this place and who is 
cheating the system and fudging the figures—the Minister for Regional Development, Mr Grylls. 

The minister has an unallocated amount of $172 million. In any budget, that should be investigated. There 
should be an investigation into why it is unallocated and where it could be shifted to at any time. We do not want 
to get into a situation such as that experienced by governments in other jurisdictions that perhaps put money into 
a Swiss bank account because there were no checks and balances in place. Although a committee oversees this 
$172 million, taxpayers want to know where it has gone. Why should the people of Western Australia be hit with 
higher charges for electricity, water services and licensing, while $172 million in the budget is unallocated? It is 
nothing more than a slush fund. The minister should be taken to task next week during estimates hearings so that 
we find out where that money is and what it will be used for, because the budget indicates that it is for “future 
projects”. 

In my electorate alone, there is a shortfall in funding for the Collie town centre upgrade. There is nothing for it in 
the budget. The whisper is that the minister will take that money from unallocated funds. Is it fair to other towns 
and shires if they do not know where Mr Grylls, in his wisdom, is going to throw money just to try to keep his 
head above water? I supported and voted for royalties for regions. I am concerned that it has now been 
bastardised. It is being used and abused. That is a shame. As usual, National Party members knock off early for 
drinks and do not finish the day in the chamber. It is a shame that they are not in the chamber. I am talking about 
the abuse of the system. The royalties for regions funding was always going to be over and above normal 
funding for health, education and roads. But money is now being moved to help fill the gaps in the budget. 
Money for dog fences in one area has been moved into royalties for regions to balance the budget. The fund is 
being ripped off and abused. Royalties for regions funding needs to be put under the microscope and scrutinised 
next week. I am sure that many country members on both sides of the house are starting to get a little nervous 
about where this is headed. Royalties for regions started as a very good project. People in country areas said, 
“Yes; that is what we want”, and they should be getting it. That money is being used to pork-barrel some areas 
that do not produce very much in the way of royalties, while other areas—I am talking about Collie and the 
South West—are not getting their share. Billions of dollars worth of mining exports go through the Bunbury 
port, yet all the funding is going north, to Merredin or to the Wheatbelt area. I can understand some of that 
funding going to those areas, but it should be allocated fairly. 

The Minister for Transport has said that there is money in the budget for the Coalfields highway. There is money 
in the budget, but it is nowhere near the $25 million that is needed. There is $7 million in the budget and another 
$10 million in the forward estimates. When the project started, it was worth $25 million. I doubt whether it will 
see all that money. The Eelup Rotary in Bunbury was a $30 million election promise; it is now down to 
$14 million and there will be no flyover. This government is fudging; it is cheating the books. In time, electors 
will tell this government why they will vote the other way. 

The Mayor of Bunbury, David Smith, and the president of the Shire of Collie have been highly critical of this 
budget, and rightly so. The South West is choking. The region has the second-biggest alumina refinery in the 
world at Worsley. At the moment, it has 2 000 construction workers, but the funds are not flowing back to the 
region. Royalties for regions money is not being put back into those areas. There are heaps of promises, but, in 
reality, nothing is being done. 

The desalination plant that was to be built east of Collie was to get $15 million from the state and $17 million 
from the federal government. This government has jeopardised the $17 million from the federal government by 
not funding the first stage, which was an election promise. That money was in the budget of the previous Labor 
government. This government has taken away that money and now there is only $4 million in royalties for 
regions funding for salt mitigation, which means river works and drainage. That has nothing to do with the 
desalination plant, which would have refreshed the water in Wellington Dam and made it into potable water that 
could be utilised. It certainly would have helped everyone involved in agriculture and industry in the region and 
it would have alleviated some of the problems with water shortages. At the moment, that dam is a waste. But if 
the government does not put in the money, it will not get the results. 

My other major concern with this budget relates to the $20 million election promise for the Greenbushes–
Bunbury railway line. That $20 million was taken out of the budget last year and reallocated to the Avon–Albany 
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line. I could have lived with that if some money had been allocated to the highways around Donnybrook, 
Greenbushes and Bunbury. In the past three weeks, there have been three major crashes on one section of the 
road. One of the reporters in the area probably got the scoop of a lifetime with the photograph that appeared on 
the front page of the Donnybrook–Bridgetown Mail. Just as she took the photo of the car that was upside down, 
another car rolled over behind it. Three people were seriously injured in a fortnight. There are obviously 
problems with that road. That $20 million was given to Hon Simon O’Brien for the rail system. There is not one 
cent for the road from Greenbushes to Bunbury. Yes, the government will say that money is in the forward 
estimates. Again, that is one of the biggest furphies we have heard. It is just dishonest. It leads people to believe 
that there might be something there, but there is nothing there. The people of Donnybrook certainly will be very 
angry about the way they have been duped by this budget and by royalties for regions and other programs. 

I now refer to the drought relief money in the agriculture budget. Funding in each section is down by $1 million. 
Funding has been reduced just enough for people not to jump up and down too much. There is still $12 million 
here and $10 million there in the line item, but funding has been reduced by $1 million here and there. This has 
been done over the whole budget. There is a creep in the budget to reduce its costs so the government can stay 
within what it believes are its financial parameters and margins. It is very disappointing that the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food is not in this place today, because I would love him to explain this; we can possibly get 
him do so next week. By just reducing funding on each end of the budget, and hoping people will not notice, it 
adds up to the region being short-changed. And we wonder why people say they are choking.  

Going back to the unallocated $172 million of funding, a large number of people are coming through my front 
door saying that they cannot pay their bills. I read in the newspaper about a seriously ill man in Dalyellup. He 
has not been given any assistance despite going to see two Liberal Party members in the South West. He was 
told to go away. That man is chronically ill, and he must sell his house because he cannot afford the bills 
creeping up—licensing, electricity, water—all those things that he is trying to afford on a pension that is minute, 
to say the least, for a homeowner who becomes seriously ill.  

Not all of the allocated $600 million funding to regions will come this year; it is spread over four years. Once the 
inevitable wage rise comes into effect, which will be by a reasonable amount, a lot of that money will be taken 
up. I do not say that people do not deserve those wage rises, but there will be no increase in services or upgrade 
of facilities. That concerns me immensely. I am glad the Premier is in this place to listen to this. The government 
cannot say, “Here is a block of money that is not in the system, it is in the forward estimates”, because that is not 
real; the Premier has said so himself.  

Another area of concern is the regional development commissions that are under the control of the Minister for 
Regional Development. I saw members of the development commissions drifting through the doors of 
Parliament this week and spoke to a few of them; they were very tight-lipped. I am sure they are getting 
instructions for their future, which will be very little. More than that, I am concerned about the political games 
being played with the South West Development Commission. Collie is one of the larger areas in the South West. 
It currently has no representative on the South West Development Commission. All the representatives on the 
commission come from south of Bunbury, with a couple from Bunbury. Collie has been slated again by the 
Minister for Regional Development, and this was repeated by the Premier as one of the powerhouses and future 
super towns, but it has not one representative on the South West Development Commission. How will that 
town’s message get through to the decision makers if there are no grassroots representatives on the commission 
who are on the ground and who understand what goes on in that community, and they are unable to pass that 
information on? I do not say that they will influence decisions, but they can at least put their cases forward so 
that decisions can be made with fairness. That is not happening. It will be a very sad day when all the regional 
development commissions are based in Perth with a skeleton crew in each regional town. When Labor gets back 
into power, and that will probably be at the next election the way things are going, I hope that we can reverse 
that drift and bring the regional development commissions back into country areas. That is something that the 
communities say that they need. There is no doubt that in every town, communities criticise the development 
commissions, but the communities understand that when those development commissions are taken away, they 
lose their voices and they will not have the pleasure, in some ways, of criticising people on those development 
commissions all the while recognising the job that they do.  

It is a bit sad that slowly, but surely, those people who are supposed to be the white knights for the country areas 
are letting their regions down. We heard today over the din in this room that the Department of Agriculture and 
Food research centre, about which there has been some toing and froing on whether it will be based in South 
Perth or Murdoch, will be located in South Perth. What a free kick for the company involved in genetic 
modification, Monsanto. It will be able to move into new premises on the back of a government decision. It is 
part of InterGrain Pty Ltd, which is to be located in that building, as the Minister for Agriculture and Food said 
today. Monsanto has bought 19 per cent of InterGrain. Monsanto is the company that many people love to hate, 
that conducts research into GM and that many people do not like. The Premier has acknowledged that fact by 
saying that only GM cotton and canola will be allowed in WA. That was due to a backlash from the community. 
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Surprisingly, a lot of that backlash was in his own electorate. Here we have a company that will do further 
research into GM crops in South Perth—I am not sure for what purpose. On the night that the legislation was 
agreed to the member for South Perth sat out and we had a Premier very worried about his numbers. The vote 
went to the wire. There were seven people opposite who did not want GM crops, and a few of them are smiling 
now. They did not quite have the fortitude, because of preselection problems, to come over to this side of the 
house. I think that it is a slight on the member for South Perth that he has a GM research office in his electorate. 
It is an issue that will play out politically.  

Coinciding with the new research centre in South Perth, 150 agricultural jobs have been removed from country 
towns. In a country town, one job loss is more than enough to adversely affect it. Many of those towns are 
struggling. Take four or five people out of a research centre, or from on the ground, in country towns, and we 
will see their further demise under this government. In a country town only two families have to move for that 
town to lose a school or a teacher. Another thing that the National Party did not stand up for was the removal of 
the funding to years 11 and 12 from some of the country high schools. National Party members never said a 
word; they sat there like mice and let those country people down. That was something that could perhaps have 
been funded by the royalties for regions scheme. More young people are drifting away from the country because 
they cannot get an education. I know that because I left a country town that is now only a shell, because my mum 
and dad wanted us to have a reasonable education. 

Another issue in Collie is Lake Kepwari and again, that promise came from the Minister for Regional 
Development. He said that it would be open last summer. December has come and gone, and here we are still no 
further forward; no further money has been directly allocated to that project. Yes, the minister told me that there 
was some money available through the South West Development Commission that is reflected in the budget, but 
there is nothing there and no urgency from the government. The town is trying to build a tourist industry and this 
lake would be one of the greatest things that could happen to it. It would mean that people would come and stay 
around the Wellington Dam over the Easter period. It was estimated that 3 000 people camped in the backwaters 
there to enjoy the forest and the river. It is a very similar situation from which Dwellingup developed as a tourist 
destination quite some years ago. This is a chance to bring people into the Collie region with further tourist 
attractions, and for the town to not simply have to rely on the coal industry, which is currently under extreme 
pressure for many reasons.  

I go to the issue of super towns, about which the community was not consulted. Last Sunday I went to a local 
country football game and one thing young people spoke to me about was super towns. Country people do not 
want to live in a super town at this stage because they do not understand what a super town is. They have jobs at 
the moment; they do not want an influx of people competing for them. They do not want people crowding things 
up in the community. They love the country life. We must be careful with balance. I believe that we need much 
of the proposed infrastructure and related moneys that will come out of super towns. But the government must be 
careful about running in front of the people instead of standing behind them and walking with them, because it 
will trip and fall, and the people will stamp right over it. It will probably benefit me in many ways if the 
government does not listen to my advice.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: It is something that country people will put up with. Certainly one thing that I think is a 
positive, although I wonder how the boundaries were set, is the Country Age Pension Fuel Card; I think that is 
very special. The difference in fuel prices this week—I came down from Collie on Monday—was $1.53 for 
diesel in the country and $1.37 in the city. Even on that rate the fuel card does not last very long. They are the 
things the people do not grizzle about too much, because they enjoy their country settings. 

Another major issue I have concerns openness and honesty. It is interesting to read the Auditor General’s report 
of May 2011. The Minister for Agriculture and Food has been taken to task for not giving the information that he 
has been asked for in this Parliament. He is renowned for that. It is something that he has been criticised for. 
Finally, the Auditor General has said the Minister for Agriculture and Food should release the names of the 
people who owe money to the government. And why not? Why should that be hidden? Has he got mates in that 
job? Has he concerns that those people will take off and leave the country? I am not sure, but if we are going to 
have an open and accountable process, hiding things away will not give people in the electorate confidence in the 
Parliament as a whole. This will backfire on the minister, who is under extreme pressure in that area because he 
is not listening.  

Other documents that the minister would not release related to InterGrain and the buy-in by Monsanto. He was 
taken to task in this house on the issue. At first he said no, but after going to the Auditor General, he decided that 
he would table the figures. This is a minister who is under pressure and who is concerned about people 
examining his finances. The people who work for him are worried about their future. Forest products is another 
issue for which documents have not been released. The regional saleyard strategy is another, where documents 
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have been given to several people but they have not been freely available for people who are making decisions. 
There is a huge problem with this minister. 

Again, on the issue of GM contamination down at Kojonup, the minister gave the farmer a report, but it is not to 
be released to the general public. How are other farmers to know what the position is or how to go about it if the 
report is not allowed to be released? It is something that I think we have to look at. The forest plantation industry 
is another issue. If we do not know what is going on, we cannot criticise the minister. I think that is just criminal. 
I am glad to see the minister enter the chamber now, because he has been cheating the system, he has been 
bastardising the system and not being honest with the taxpayers and the people in his electorate. It is a shameful 
thing for any minister to try to hide behind papers and say they are not to be released to the general public. It is 
time the minister took stock of himself and became open and accountable to all people in WA, not just a few. 
The minister should listen to some of his advisers, who are telling me that his arrogance and his unwillingness to 
listen are causing problems within his own electorate. 

I ask that the minister table these documents. These are reports that are paid for by the taxpayer; they are not 
paid out of the minister’s pocket. I am asking the minister to put them on the table and to do his job. It is 
shameful that he does not do that. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I have not got time; I am sorry. I would like to quote an article from the Avon Valley 
Advocate that criticised royalties for regions. It is a newspaper in the heartland of the National Party. It is a 
lovely big newspaper. Mr Trenorden was taken to task by the chamber of commerce. It said the budget was 
rubbery. The article states that at the breakfast the next morning Mr Trenorden went a long way to allaying some 
fears. It reads — 

However there are still many unanswered questions. 

His assurances did not gel with some of the budget documents. 

Again, they are rubbery figures. I will not read the whole article, because of the time.  

One area for which I am very happy to see funding—I am not all critical—is in the health industry. The health 
industry, and especially mental health services, has needed that. I know that most people in this chamber have to 
deal with that issue on a very regular basis. People come through the office doors of members. They may have 
had a breakdown or they are under financial stress. Even last week a bloke came into my electorate office. We 
had to spray the room after he had left, it was that bad. He had been sleeping under a bridge for the last two 
weeks, not knowing where to go for help.  

The article in the Avon Valley Advocate of 25 May 2011 states — 

No one would deny the program is a master-stroke for Mr Grylls. 

It is talking about royalties for regions —  

However we are entitled to ask whether the program is an as well as or an instead of. 

That is what it says here, and that is what I am hearing on a regular basis. It also says — 

It is becoming doubtful whether the program is an add-on. 

The government is starting to fund mainstream issues out of royalties for regions. People are seeing through the 
glass shield, and the smoke and mirrors the government has used. Further, to finish it off, he article states — 

While we may be luxuriating in Royalties for Regions funds, we could well be starting in normal 
government expenditure.  

The writing is on the wall for the National Party. Probably a little smile is coming to the corner of the Premier’s 
mouth. He is glad to see this happening, because for quite some time he has been held to ransom by royalties for 
regions. He is starting to see that drift of money, so he is just backing off. It is drifting across; it is starting to 
fund maintenance. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Minister for Agriculture and Food used a term that is quite plainly unparliamentarily, 
I would ask him to stand and withdraw. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: On the point of order, Madam Acting Speaker, I was just making the point that there is a 
certain amount of hypocrisy in the points that the member is making. I did not think it was unparliamentary. I am 
happy to take the Acting Speaker’s ruling. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): I think probably the way the minister described it then was 
much better than the way he described it before. Perhaps, minister, a quick apology would not go astray. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I thank the minister for that. Certainly it is not going to faze me too much; a lot of other 
things have been said. I will read a few headlines from Farm Weekly: “Money wasting on planning …” and 
“Funding allows Carnarvon’s flood mitigation plans to start”—that is very interesting, given that money has 
been taken from other areas to be put into flood mitigation, including the delaying of the movement of the 
airport. The tourist industry needs that airport. It cannot be all in one. What I am saying is, although I am sure 
that the people up there are quite happy to have the flood mitigation work being done, it is a smoke and mirrors 
issue. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I certainly support the flood mitigation issues. Another article entitled “The future is still 
uncertain” states —  

The South West Development Commission board will meet tomorrow to discuss regional priorities and 
introduce two new members ...  

We have spoken about this and it is a concern of the people in the South West. Other headlines were 
“Infrastructure spend inflated …”; “Port expansion delay possible”; “State dumps desalination”—that was from 
the shire president of Collie; “Lobby group seeks answers”—that is by Colin Bettles; and “‘Super town’ group 
another layer …”. Another headline reads “Collie to be ‘key hospital’”. As I have said, I would be quite happy to 
see that—I have to put a bit of balance in there—but it remains to be seen; perhaps it is just another one of those 
in the forward estimates. Another headline reads “DAFWA move backflip”. The Department of Agriculture and 
Food’s headquarters in Murdoch has been axed. That is another backflip. The $15 million that was spent on 
planning — 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I was not in that position then. But the $15 million that was spent on planning is just 
absolutely appalling. To think that $15 million over three years has been spent on planning just to get a decision 
about the department’s location.  

While the minister has been flying around the world, taking every trip possible, the department has been making 
decisions in his absence that he has not had the fortitude to stand up to—to make the strong decisions. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I have two minutes left and will not respond to interjections. 

One promise was to increase the district allowances for police. It has been increased in some areas, but certainly 
the south west missed out yet again. There has been no increase in the district allowances. I tell the Premier and 
his ministers that there is more to this state than iron ore. If we rely too much on iron ore, as we are now, we will 
fall over. There has to be only a hiccup in China and we are in trouble—big trouble! We must remember some of 
the well-established industries on the south coast, including sand mining, alumina, coal—which are looking to 
export; those sorts of industries need the same support as given to the north west. Premier, this budget is an 
unfair budget. It attacks families. It attacks the grassroots of our system. The battlers will hurt more. I see them 
coming through my door. We need a fair and equitable budget and to not be blackmailed in some areas; for 
example, royalties for regions. We need a fair spread for everyone and we need this government to take control 
now. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [4.41 pm]: I wish to make some comments in support of the budget bills. When 
looking at a budget, the first questions must be: is it responsible and does it set up the government for the long 
term? This one does that. Throughout the four-year forecast, this budget will achieve a surplus. A lot can be 
made of that, but all that really signals is that the government can but does not need to borrow for recurrent 
purposes. Also, well within all ranges, it maintains the state’s AAA rating determined by the independent rating 
agency, Standard and Poor’s, and others. 

The state’s financial outlook does face some real threats; namely, that its share of GST—the state’s single largest 
source of revenue—is, due to various factors, scheduled to decline sharply. This will threaten the future financial 
viability of the state if not addressed. Furthermore, as everybody in the housing market knows, the housing 
market is in a deep state of funk. Conveyancing fees, on an annual basis, are down about $400 million. 

The level of debt has been mentioned by members opposite. Let me put the record straight. The state did incur 
debt problems 20 years ago, and the government of the day was quite rightly criticised for that debt. However, 
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20 years ago the government was borrowing very heavily to fund recurrent purposes. In this case, in full, in total, 
all the borrowing—growing as it is—will be used for capital purposes. The government could have sat back, 
held off on the debt, held off on the borrowing and hoped that revenue would flow through. However, that would 
have undermined the state’s future ability to grow. The state has huge potential. It needs not only private sector 
investment, but also supportive and additional government investment. And that is what this budget has 
provided—electricity, roads, housing and health; all absolutely necessary. The debt level has been criticised, but 
it is manageable, is well within AAA ratings and is money that will be well spent. 

Although not necessarily a problem in the electorate of Riverton, over the past three years, the Western Australia 
Council of Social Service assessed the cost-of-living increases. Its assessment indicated that those costs are 
rising very rapidly. The most significant cost-of-living increase, particularly for those in the lower income 
bracket, was in the area of housing—particularly in the lack of affordable rental properties and queues for 
Homeswest properties. Over three years in office, this government will build 3 500 social housing units. The 
previous government, during a comparable period, built only 600. Building social housing adds to debt, but it is 
valuable and needed. 

A key issue this budget seeks to address is that of the state’s share of commonwealth grants. Historically 
commonwealth governments have been reluctant to take the lead to altar the grants commission process and how 
the allocation of GST payments to each state. Because this is a major problem for the state of Western Australia, 
it is beholden on the government to shake the can to force leadership and therefore change. This budget starts 
that process. 

I would like to raise a couple of issues that are particularly important in my electorate of Riverton; the first is that 
of seniors. Riverton, like most other areas, is home to a large and growing number of seniors. They have been 
asking to be compensated for the increases in the cost of living—not only in the area of housing but in other 
areas—by the government increasing the cost-of-living rebate. This budget provides for that. Importantly, many 
seniors who retired early and who wanted to return to work were stuck because there was a limit on the average 
number of hours they could work to access the cost-of-living rebate. This budget increases that from 20 to 
25 hours and also allows it to be averaged over a year. This budget will also allow seniors on retirement visas to 
apply for the Seniors Card.  

Riverton, like many other areas, has a large number of schools at which the kids cooked during the recent hot 
summer period. This budget, finally, overcomes the lines drawn on a map determining which schools could and 
could not have air conditioning. It allocates $52 million to air-condition, in the first round, all the schools in the 
electorate of Riverton. This will mean that P&Cs do not have to fund air conditioning and can put their hard-
earned money to other purposes. They are pleased. 

However, the most important element in this budget is its commitment to the vulnerable and disadvantaged. We 
hear a lot about how people, particularly those on low or fixed incomes, are struggling. It is true. It is undeniable. 
But how do we address that? In some ways, by building public social housing. However, this budget allocates 
the single largest amount of money in this state’s history to the vulnerable and disadvantaged. It does not give 
money to them, but to the non-profit sector; that is, it gives money to the vulnerable and disadvantaged by 
boosting the capacity of the not-for-profit sector to provide needed services. Most services provided to the 
vulnerable and disadvantaged are provided through the not-for-profit sector. This is a fundamental section of 
funding and fundamental reform, and one that I am very happy to stand by, both as a politician and as a member 
of the community. 

I would also like to praise the government for something for which it has not received a lot of praise; namely, the 
$20 million provided for the sports for all program. As we all know, one of the most important parts of the glue 
that holds our society together is, in fact, playing sports on the weekend. Although very vibrant in my electorate, 
in many other electorates, communities and families are struggling to get their kids to play sport. This budget 
allocates $20 million to pay fees for kids to participate in sports. It is a significant and positive commitment. 

I will end on the subject of Roe Highway stage 8. I hope this will not be the end of the debate because I am 
looking forward to the opposition raising an MPI on this. Roe 8 has been one of the most contentious pieces of 
capital works in this state’s history. In the last election, we committed to spending $20 million to start planning 
the process of building Roe 8. This budget commits the final tranche of expenditure for the $20 million planning 
process. We have almost completed, or have completed, the assessment of community input in a fair and open 
manner. We have completed the environmental baseline studies. We have identified the preferred route. We have 
identified the concept and preferred design. Those are now going to the Environmental Protection Authority. The 
EPA will, in due course, make its assessment and we expect an answer from it some time between November 
this year and February next year—depending on the commonwealth—and then we will be in a position to 
commit to the necessary expenditure on Roe 8. I might add that Roe 8 is absolutely essential if we are to provide 
the essential contact, communication and transport facilities to the Murdoch precinct, where 20 000 to 25 000 
people will work in 10 years.  
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If we do not build Roe Highway stage 8, how will the 85 000 emergency vehicle movements be accommodated 
at this brand-new hospital complex? Anyway, we are on plan, as committed, for Roe Highway stage 8. I 
commend the budget to the house. 

MR J.M. FRANCIS (Jandakot) [4.49 pm]: Madam Acting Speaker, Premier and members, welcome to what 
will be known this week throughout the world as the thought bubble capital of the world—the Western 
Australian Parliament. 

I have sat in the chamber and listened, pretty much in silence, whenever I could to most of the opposition 
members’ speeches on the budget. However, I start by quickly correcting my friend who sits next to me, the 
member for Swan Hills. The Labor Party is not 150 years old. The Labor Party, the second greatest political 
party in this nation, from my recollection, had its first federal caucus meeting on 1 May 1901, about 110 years 
ago, in Melbourne. I reckon that if the people who were sitting in that meeting listened to what was said in the 
house this week, they would turn in their graves. I have gone through some of the comments, some of the 
thought bubbles, that members opposite have put out in the past three days and I will mention some of them. 

I am not an economist or an accountant. I cannot add things up too well sometimes, but I can put estimates on 
some of the promises as I interpret them. If members stand in this place and criticise the government for not 
spending money on a particular project, for not providing a certain amount of capital expenditure in the budget 
or for not putting something on one side of the balance sheet, I take that as a commitment that if members were 
on this side of the house, they would have spent the money. It is not really fair—no right-minded person would 
think it was fair—for members to stand in this place and say, “You stuffed up the budget because you didn’t put 
this money in it”, if they are not prepared to do that themselves. Throughout my little contribution I am happy to 
take interjections if people want to question the amounts that I come up with. However, if members are not 
prepared to really put that expenditure in the budget, it is nothing but a waste of time for them to even comment 
on it. If members opposite are not prepared to do it themselves, they are, once again, a policy-free zone. 
Members opposite cannot have it both ways. 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The member for Collie–Preston is at the bottom of my list. I might start with the member 
while he is sitting in this place. The member for Collie–Preston’s contribution to the budget was a — 

Mr M.P. Murray: You said you would take interjections. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I will take them. 

Mr M.P. Murray: How many years have you been in government? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Two and a half years. 

Mr M.P. Murray: That’s right. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Right. The member for Collie–Preston’s criticism was that $16 million is missing for an 
intersection in Bunbury, $17 million—if I have it right—is missing for the Collie highway, $15 million is 
missing for a desalination plant and $20 million is missing for a road in Donnybrook. 

I will return to the top of my list and to the member for Belmont, the Leader of the Opposition, who raised the 
question of the Ellenbrook railway line. For the sake of rounding up the numbers, I guess that would be about 
$1 billion over four years. Therefore, I take it that if the Labor Party were in government, it would have included 
$250 million in the budget for that project this year as part of its election commitment. That is the first 
$250 million. The Leader of the Opposition also spoke about the electricity network, the needs of the Mid West, 
water security, the West Pilbara, and road and rail investment. He commented that there was not enough funding 
for that. I will not even put a number on this; I will leave this little addition as zero. I have no idea how much the 
Leader of the Opposition wanted to include in the budget but, fair enough, he made that point. 

I give the member for Rockingham credit because he praised the federal government’s review of GST, which is 
basically a political strategy by the federal Labor government to buy time and deflect attention before the next 
election. However, at the moment we will just sit with the Ellenbrook railway line, which is $250 million in the 
first year.  

The member for Kwinana spoke about the Perth major sports stadium and the lack of $1 billion over four years. 
That is another $250 million. The member spoke about funding for the Western Australian Institute of Sport. I 
do not know how much he wanted, but I will say $1 million. It could have been anything up to $20 million. The 
member also said he believed that there should be government-funded dental health care in Western Australia. 
My figures say that there are about 2.3 million people in Western Australia, so if everyone spent about $100 a 
year at the dentist, that would be about $230 million each year. 

The member for Forrestfield had a humdinger. He was one of many members who said that they wanted a freeze 
on electricity prices. He implied that there is a need to increase the net feed-in tariff on solar cells. I have no idea 
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how much that would be worth. He wanted more bus services for Forrestfield and High Wycombe. Given that it 
is about $470 000 for a bus, there is about $1.5 million. He also wanted a state contribution to gateway projects. I 
have not costed that so I will not include it in the column. In one of his absolute thought bubbles—I would be 
delighted to know whether the opposition agreed with this—he wanted a cabinet position created with a minister 
responsible for information and communications technology, basically creating a whole new department. I do 
not know what the establishment of a whole new department costs, but I will say that it would cost about 
$10 million to do a job that everyone else in government is already doing anyway. So let us give him $10 million 
for a brand-new department and a new minister. The member also wanted funding for new software for the 
Department of Health. That is difficult to cost and we have to ask whether that is something that the Office of 
Shared Services could have done with the money the previous government gave to it. However, let us say 
$20 million. I am happy for anyone to say that I am wrong; if members want to give me a different figure, they 
should go for it. The member wanted funding for teacher training to support gifted students. Let us say that is 
$1 million, although I have no idea how much it would cost. I have no idea to what level he would want that 
training delivered, so it could be $10 million or it could be $1 million. Once again, many members have made 
criticisms by thought bubble without having a single bit of decency to put a cost on these commitments 
themselves. Some members did cost the commitments, to their credit, and I will mention them when I come to 
them. 

The member for Cannington wanted the greyhound track relocated to the Cannington showgrounds. Does 
anyone have any idea how much it would cost to relocate all the buildings and the track for the Cannington 
dogs? Does anyone think $25 million would be sufficient to move all those buildings and associated 
infrastructure? Does anybody want to give me a price on that? The member wanted upgrades to the train stations 
at Queens Park and Beckenham. That is probably about $5 million a station, so $10 million. In one of the 
greatest thought bubbles I have ever heard in this place, he criticised the government for basing its forward 
estimates on the exchange rate. I do not know how the member for Cannington would do that. All I can do is 
assume that the member wants the government to intervene in fixing the price of the Australian dollar, because if 
he does not want the government — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Member, if you’re not bright enough to know what I said, don’t raise a criticism. That is not 
what I said. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: If the member does not want the government to use the exchange rate to calculate the 
forward estimates — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, that’s not what I said, member. If you don’t understand the argument, don’t put it. What 
I said was that nobody should hold the government to account for the level of the dollar. What you should hold 
the government to account for is how practical and truthful it’s being in its budget papers. You cannot have 
US97.5c as your estimate when you know that that’s wrong. Everybody in the chamber knows that estimate is 
wrong. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The good news for the member for Cannington is that it is not something that I put a cost 
on. However, while the member is in the chamber, how much does the member think that it would cost to move 
the greyhounds? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It’s a $30 million project. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I said $25 million—I am off by $5 million. Let us add an extra $5 million to the final 
figure. I am moving on — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Sorry, member, do you want to know where the money should be allocated from or not? Do 
you want to know that or not? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Thank you, member for Cannington. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You asked me the question. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: And the member gave me the answer—$30 million. 

I have no idea about the northern reinforcement powerline in the Mid West. The member also wanted to reinstate 
the previous Labor government’s allocation to roads. We increased that allocation by 50 per cent, so I do not 
really want to go back to what the previous government had allocated for roads. He also mentioned a gas 
pipeline for Albany. The member would prefer that the Premier pay more than $2 million a year of taxpayers’ 
money that is non–tax deductible in rent for office space. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Do not criticise the alternative. 

The member also wanted public housing for 20 000 people right now. At 2.5 people per house, that would be 
roughly 7 000 houses. For really, really cheap accommodation in Western Australia, let us be ultraconservative 
and say $300 000 a house — 



4162 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 26 May 2011] 

 

Mr M. McGowan: No, $200 000.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: They will need a three-bedroom house. This is not for singles; I am working on 2.5 people 
per house. Therefore, we are talking about $2.1 billion. That is a good policy. Well done, I hope members 
opposite can fund it. 

The member for Mandurah gave a very decent and very honest speech. He spoke about a very tragic event that 
happened in his electorate, so I do not really want to mention the member for Mandurah. However, he made 
one comment about funding: that the people in the Pilbara got about $35 million more from royalties for regions 
than did the people in Peel. Therefore, he wants an extra $35 million spent in the Peel region.  

The member for Gosnells gave figures for some of his wish list. He wanted an extensive redevelopment program 
for Thornlie Senior High School of about $1 million. He wants to introduce a container deposit scheme. South 
Australia obviously is the champion state in this area. It would be mostly industry funded, but would require an 
initial contribution from government of maybe $1 million. Let us go with that $1 million figure. He said that of 
the $4 million we are giving to the Kimberley science and conservation strategy, $1 million is for the marine 
sanctuary, and the other $3 million, to be used for exploration and research, was misappropriated.  

The member for Gosnells wanted another $3 million to be spent on protecting the marine sanctuary in the 
Kimberley region. He wanted to build a train station at Nicholson Road—there have been a few requests for train 
stations!—that would cost about $50 million. He wanted an expansion of the Thornlie spur line, which would 
cost about $50 million; and an expansion of the Waterwise school program, which is about $2 million.  

Mr P. Abetz: The Thornlie line can go through to Mandurah for about $230 million.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: So I am being ultraconservative here and I will be a few hundred million dollars under in 
my total! The member wanted to introduce a rebate for the conversion of residential lawns into native plant 
gardens to save water. Perth has 1.5 million people, about three people per household, and roughly 500 000 
houses in the metropolitan area, so if we gave every single person a $100 rebate to convert their garden into a 
native garden it would cost about $5 million. The member for Maylands wanted navigation aids on the Swan 
River. That is a good cause; I am not knocking the member for Maylands, and that could be something worth 
considering, but that would cost about $1 million. She wanted funds for the aquatic youth study for Swan River, 
which I will give about $1 million. The member for Maylands gave us the figure of $1.6 million for maintenance 
at seven government schools. She referred to funding for a trail bike strategy and implementation program.  

Ms L.L. Baker: Self-funding in 10 years.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: If there is no government contribution I will take that off the total. I will take that off the 
$200 million that I am short.  

Ms L.L. Baker interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The trail bike riders would have to pay for it, so the member would want to tax them to pay 
for their own program. That is fine, as long as we have that on the record I will take that $1 million off. The 
member for Maylands wants more money for the community sector because the current increase was not nearly 
enough to pay the staff. Does the member want to give me a figure?  

Ms L.L. Baker: Yes, 18.7 per cent, which is $900 million over four years.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: How much additional funds would the member have put in this year’s state budget to pay 
for that?  

Ms L.L. Baker: It would have to be $900 million if you were going to do it over the forward estimates.  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Is that $900 million a year? 

Ms L.L. Baker: No, that is over four years. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: That is about $300 million a year. I put it down as $100 million. I am going to be ultra-nice 
to the member for Maylands; I will put one-third of that on the list, $100 million. The member wants 500 new 
parking bays at the train station. An average parking bay costs about $2 000 and if it is a multilevel car park, it 
will cost about $8 000 a bay, so I will go for the cheaper option for the member at $2 000 a bay. The member 
wanted 500 bays, so there is $1 million.  

The member wanted more train carriages. I do not know how many more train carriages members opposite want, 
and I do not know who they are buying them off, but they are paying a lot of money for them—I know that! Let 
us give them an extra $1 million for train carriages. Will that be enough for members opposite? They can give 
me a figure! How much more money do members opposite want to spend on train carriages? If members 
opposite want to criticise us for not spending enough, how much do they want to spend? I will give them 
$100 million. I am going to be super nice! I am going to be ultraconservative and give them $100 million. Here 
is a big item! Members opposite want to freeze electricity and gas prices and water rates. We know that if we 
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froze electricity prices alone, it would save the taxpayers $1.9 billion over four years. That is $500 million a 
year, plus gas, plus water. It would probably cost $750 million a year to implement the member’s commitment to 
freeze those prices.  

The member for Kimberley wants funding for the Kimberley, starting with a new police station at Fitzroy 
Crossing. My new Cockburn police station will cost $17 million, so I will say that it will cost a bit more in 
Fitzroy Crossing; it will cost $20 million. The member wants funding for archiving the history of the Kimberley 
and Derby, which would cost $1 million. A cyclone shelter at Bidyadanga for 600 people would cost $5 million; 
a new cultural centre would cost $5 million; the Kununurra slipway and boat launching facility, $5 million; and a 
new road to Willie Creek and Crab Creek, $30 million. The member for Kimberley says that the upgrade to the 
Cape Leveque road would cost $40 million; and the upgrading of 80 kilometres of road in Bidyadanga would 
cost $12 million.  

The member for Perth wants the extra $500 million from the previous Labor government restored for museum 
planning, and a new primary school at East Perth. Aubin Grove Primary School in my electorate cost 
$14 million, so I will say it will also cost $14 million for East Perth. The member wants a new high school. 
Atwell College cost $32 million, so I will say $32 million to build the one in his electorate. He wants a new 
heritage tin roof for Highgate Primary School, and a new tennis museum! I mean, really! I am sorry, but a tennis 
museum! That would cost $5 million. We need a new tennis museum! The member for West Swan wanted an 
upgrade of Malaga Drive and Reid Highway. Traffic lights cost between $1.5 million and $2.5 million a set, so 
let me say that would cost $2 million. She wants an upgrade of the Gnangara–Beechboro Road intersection, 
$2 million; an upgrade of Lord Street, $5 million; and the construction of a road at Henley Brook and the dual 
carriageway of the Reid Highway, $30 million. The member for Joondalup wants widening of the Mitchell 
Freeway southbound between Hepburn Avenue and Hodges Drive. I know that it cost about $30 million for the 
northbound section, so I will say it costs about the same to do it southbound, so that is $30 million. The member 
wants construction of the Ocean Reef marina. The Rockingham marina will cost about $50 million privately 
funded. I would be fascinated to find out whether Labor members want this marine privately or publicly funded, 
but I will assume with their mad crazy, no-privatisation stand that they would have the government fund it, so 
they would want $50 million for the Ocean Reef marina. They also want an upgrade of West Perth Football Club 
clubrooms at $6 million. The member for Girrawheen wants a school bus for Warwick Senior High School, so I 
will give her $450 000.  

Does anyone have any idea what would happen to the state budget if these thought bubbles were in government! 
Can anyone guess?  

Ms M.M. Quirk: A miserable bus!  

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I gave the member for Girrawheen $450 000 for her bus! Does anyone want to have a 
guess what that adds up to? I know that I am about $200 million short. I will tell members by how much these 
thought bubbles would have blown the state budget. It is $5 120.6 million, which is over $5 billion in thought 
bubbles. That is what members opposite would have done to the state budget, and they have the audacity to come 
in here and talk to us about state debt. Members opposite have the audacity to come in here and say that the 
government is not spending enough money on projects in everybody’s electorate. What a load of tripe! Members 
opposite would have blown the budget by $5 billion. If members opposite seriously stand by every single thing 
they have said this week, that is what would have happened to the budget. I will ask members opposite what they 
would cut from the budget to make up that $5 billion? What do members think they would do to the state’s AAA 
credit rating?  

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I have not even started on the cost of banning uranium mining in Western Australia. If 
members opposite want to talk about uranium mining and what they would do to the mining industry if they ever 
got on this side of the house, it would be the biggest battle in political history in this place, and it is going to 
happen on this side of house. What about not going ahead with Oakajee? What about the $50 million that 
members opposite want brought forward to refurbish Royal Perth Hospital? I have not included any of that stuff. 
Members opposite would have blown the budget by $5 billion. They are all a disgrace. They are all a joke, and it 
is no wonder that people in Western Australia do not take them seriously.  

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Treasurer) [5.05 pm] — in reply: The Leader of the House has me under 
strict time restrictions, but I want to place a number of matters on record, having listened dutifully to each and 
every one of the budget responses whilst in the chamber and outside it. A lot is said about a budget in the second 
reading debate. Having looked over Hansard for the past several years, it is always the case that every year, 
every budget delivered is described by the opposition as the worst budget in history, and every year it seems to 
get worse and worse. Of course, this year was no different. Nevertheless, this was, apparently, the worst budget 
in history, and a budget about which I, as Treasurer, was asked one question in question time during the week 
following the budget. That is indicative of the truth of the situation, which is that this is a very solid budget that 
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delivers some very good expenditure measures for the state of Western Australia. I want to concentrate on a few 
major matters, but in brief detail because of the time available: first, the royalties and the fines issue that has 
been dealt with in this budget; second, expenses growth; third, the Australian dollar; and, fourth, the budget’s 
summary of the risks and benefits in the out years.  

With respect to the royalty issue, the description of the removal of the final stage of the concessional royalty 
rates for fines was described by more than one member opposite as a distraction. That is quite incorrect. There 
were some distractions during the second reading stage of the debate. I will not nominate what they were, but 
there were some matters completely irrelevant to the important matters that we are dealing with. The matter of 
the royalties and the fines is not a distraction. I might just explain something which some members of the house, 
I appreciate, understand, but which many do not. I did not fully understand this until I took on the office of 
Treasurer. With respect to this royalty issue, in 2010 there was a last-minute change to the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission assessment of mining royalties. The assessment postulated that iron ore, both lump and 
potentially fines, would be categorised in the same category as fuel minerals. If a state’s minerals are in the 
lower category of consideration by the Commonwealth Grants Commission, a state that generates royalty income 
will lose between 60 and 65 per cent of the income generated through the GST system. As I think the Leader of 
the Opposition simply put it, the more a state earns in royalties, the less it gets back in GST. The system is highly 
punitive and unfair. Even when minerals such as iron ore are considered in the lower category, the state of 
Western Australia loses between 60 and 65 per cent. When a mineral moves into that higher category, which is 
the fuel minerals group, a state stands to lose in excess of what it gains in royalties. If a state gains $100 in 
royalties, it could lose up to three times that amount. That is a perverse, ridiculous and inefficient system.  

A debate has raged in Canberra during the course of this week on who knew what when and whether assurances 
were given that the fines iron ore, on which we are now planning to remove the final concessional rate, would be 
considered in that lower range or in the higher range, the less or the more punitive range. When this state, 
through the excellent negotiation of the Premier, moved fines from 3.75 per cent as a royalty to 5.625 per cent as 
a royalty, the federal Treasurer directed the Commonwealth Grants Commission to, notwithstanding that 
removal of the concession, treat fines in the lower category rate. Of the approximately $300 million a year of 
revenue that is brought in, we as a state stand to lose only 60 to 62 per cent of it and not 180 to 300 per cent of it. 
The federal Treasurer gave that direction not only because he was prompted to do so by very serious and earnest 
lobbying on the part of this state, but also, in my estimation, because he knew that it was the right thing to do. 
The federal Treasurer knew it would be the wrong thing to do to allow Western Australia to increase its royalties 
through the removal of a concession, thereby bringing more revenue into the state, and then penalise the state 
more than the revenue it earned. That rationale and argument still remains for the final removal of the 
concessional rate from 5.625 to 7.5 per cent.  

I put it simply this way: there is a less punitive scenario in which we earn $100 million worth of royalty revenue 
and 60 to 65 per cent of it gets distributed to the other states. That needs to be fixed through the GST system, but 
at the moment that is the better scenario. The worse scenario is one in which we raise $100 million worth of 
royalty revenue and $300 million gets taken off us in our GST grant. That is a ridiculous situation. That creates a 
perverse disincentive for any state to earn more mining royalty revenue. The federal Treasurer knew that 60 to 
65 per cent of the previous royalty revenue that was raised through the removal of concessions got distributed to 
the other states—Victoria, South Australia and Tasmania. Had the federal Treasurer not given that direction and 
there was a disincentive for Western Australia to bother to do this, 65 per cent of $300 million would not have 
been given over to the other states. That is why he gave the direction, and he will give the direction again. I put it 
as simply as this: the rationale for a second direction is that, without a direction from the federal Treasurer, more 
than the anticipated royalty revenue gained would be taken away from WA in the form of a lower GST grant. 
This is a clearly perverse result and would withdraw the incentive for WA to generate more revenue from iron 
ore, noting that when WA generates more revenue from iron ore and it is treated in a lower royalty rate group, 
the extra revenue is effectively redistributed to the extent of 60 to 65 per cent to the other states and territories.  

To demonstrate how rotten and broken the present system is, there is capacity for any state that generates mining 
iron ore revenue, particularly Western Australia, to manipulate the system. If Western Australia were to reduce 
the lump ore royalty rate from 7.5 per cent to 4.9 per cent, we would be a net beneficiary of that move. We 
would earn more in GST than the clawback being taken at the moment. However, if we move down from 7.5 to 
4.9 per cent, that is a colossal amount of royalty revenue and 60 per cent of it would not be redistributed to the 
other states. We could drop a royalty rate, earn less in total and distribute less to the other states, and still have a 
net benefit to the state through the system.  

Dr M.D. Nahan: Tasmania has been doing that for years.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed; that is the point. States can benefit by doing less and having a less productive 
economic system. That is a commonwealth grants system that is broken. When I hear quite odd, I thought, 
threats that a similar direction to the first direction that was given to the Commonwealth Grants Commission 
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would not be given, my instinctive reaction is to think that that will not eventuate, because failing to give that 
direction simply highlights the failing of the system and withdraws the incentive for Western Australia to earn 
more money, which we distribute to the tune of 60 per cent to the other states. That will not happen and no-one 
really believes that that will happen. I think it illustrates that this is not a distraction; this is the main game. If we 
do not get some of that royalty revenue returned to us in proper and fair amount through the GST system, the 
state’s future is in jeopardy. I have listened to members opposite and heard this described as a distraction simply 
because it attracted the attention of the local media. I thoroughly reject that concept. It is precisely what the 
national media should be focusing on. That does not mean it was a distraction. It is certainly the main game.  

Mr B.J. Grylls: It is welcome that the national media is now focusing attention on this issue.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed. That is perhaps one of the happy by-products of the otherwise proper decision that 
we took to remove a final concession on the price that the people of Western Australia get for a mineral that is 
constitutionally and ethically owned by them.  

The second point I want to make briefly relates to expenses growth. Having listened to several years now of 
budget responses, I think that the member for Balcatta quite often presents the most intelligent contribution of 
the opposition. The member for Balcatta highlighted one of the areas for improvement on the part of this 
government, and I aim to endeavour to improve this area. It is also one of the areas of failure of the previous 
government—that is, reining in recurrent expenditure growth. We predict 7.9 per cent growth next year. Many 
members opposite made the point that if we add up the years 2008–09, 2009–10 and 2010–11, we get something 
like 35 per cent expenditure growth over those three years. It is a very difficult to work out who on either side of 
the house is responsible for what happened in 2008–09. It was an unusual year by any standard. There was 
13.5 per cent recurrent expenditure growth and that is unacceptable. I do not think that either side of this place 
thinks that is proper or sustainable or wise. Obviously, there was an election and we inherited a budget devised 
by the opposition and we had the better part of the budget year to deliver on that budget. I think that there is 
shared responsibility for that year of excessive recurrent expenditure growth. I think the member for Balcatta 
made a similar point in his speech. If we assume shared responsibility for that unacceptable year of recurrent 
expenditure growth and we look at the three years prior to that—that is, 2006–07, 2007–08 and 2008–09—the 
average recurrent expenditure growth under members opposite was 10.76. When we look at the three years after 
2008–09—that is, 2008–09, 2009–10 and 2010–11—the average recurrent expenditure growth was 10.93, which 
is very, very similar. The benefit of this government is that recurrent expenditure growth is tracking downward 
in a healthy way. We predict 7.9 per cent next year. Serious criticism was levelled against me for describing in 
my second reading speech that the 7.9 per cent figure represented financial discipline. To bring the expenditure 
growth down from 13.7 per cent displays financial discipline. I was referring there in large part to the fact that 
this government has found real savings measures in the budget. I found the three per cent efficiency dividend to 
be painful. When departments are requested to give an efficiency dividend and push comes to shove, they have a 
tendency to come back with things that I suspect at times they think are so unpalatable that we will simply give 
up. But there is negotiation, bargaining and interaction between minister and department, which is a great way 
for ministers to get to learn about and know their departments. That three per cent efficiency dividend in on track 
to save $1.46 billion. We targeted $1.6 billion. We had some failures in education, and they are matters that we 
will now be turning our attention to. The fact remains that this government found $1.46 billion of waste in the 
budget and we cut it out. We did so under serious opposition from a serious opposition, which through the 
estimates process opposed, to my recollection, every single efficiency measure. In addition to that $1.46 billion, 
we have found procurement-of-vehicle savings, which take our total amount of savings identified in the budget 
up to about $1.7 billion. Let me say that that was a very difficult process. The reason why members opposite do 
not know how difficult a process that was is that not one single member opposite has ever been a minister and 
gone through an efficiency process. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Members opposite promised one, but they were not elected to fulfil it, and they responded 
to every single efficiency measure in this budget. 

I therefore ask this: is there room for significant improvement in reining in recurrent expenditure? Yes, there 
certainly is. A great deal was done in the health portfolio under the two previous Treasurers. More will need to 
be done in the education portfolio. More will need to be done across portfolios, but there is room to move that 
figure downwards, and that is something on which we will have to focus our attention. Nevertheless, serious 
efforts have been made by this government to the tune of $1.7 billion to find waste in recurrent expenditure in 
budgets, and that money is freed up for other expenses. 

In pointing out in my second reading speech the somewhat extraordinary factors that feed into recurrent 
expenditure, I had no intention of being disingenuous, but the fact is that we are predicting recurrent expenditure 
at 7.9 per cent next year. I would like it lower than that figure and with time I believe that we can get it to be 
lower than that figure. The point should be made that if any government determines that it is wise or proper or 
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appropriate or politically the right thing to do to subsidise electricity utilities in circumstances in which prices are 
artificially low, that money has to feed into recurrent expenditure. It is simply a matter of actuarial accounting. 
That is a fact. Therefore, if we have $1.1 billion worth of subsidies to electricity utilities—as we have committed 
to, and it will be at least that amount—it feeds into recurrent expenditure. If we add to that another $1.9 billion 
worth of subsidies—as the member for Jandakot pointed out—that also feeds into recurrent expenditure, and we 
would have some real problems on our hands in reining in expenditure growth. Nevertheless, the member for 
Balcatta makes a good point that that is an area in which this government can improve. But it is also an area in 
which the previous government failed. 

In the final four years of the Labor government the average recurrent expenditure growth was 8.75 per cent. That 
is excluding 2008–09. So, letting the Labor government off in 2008–09, it was still 8.75 per cent. That is a figure 
that is too high. The figures we have delivered are too high, in my view, but they are tracking downwards. They 
represent a significant improvement in budgetary savings. I believe we have that situation under control but it 
can be improved on further. 

There was much talk during the course of the second reading debate about the Australian dollar. Again, I think it 
is worthwhile for every member of this place to understand what happens. Members will see from the budget 
papers that on the economic assumptions, the assumed exchange rate with the US dollar for next year is 97.5c; 
the year following, 90.6c; the year following, 83.7c; and the year following, the final year, 76.9c. I explained that 
the first figure of 97.5c is based on the average of six weeks before the cut-off date for the budget, which was 
around April 2011. I am sorry if this presented some confusion for any member, but that is not to say that 97.5c 
was the average of the six weeks before the cut-off date. It is the first year’s tapering down from the average. 
The average in the first six weeks before the cut-off date for the budget was around $US1.02. Therefore $US1.02 
was the average exchange rate in the six weeks before the cut-off date in April this year. Then we measure 
$US1.02 down in a progressional linear fashion in even decreases to the long-run average on the last day of the 
final out year. Therefore those figures—97.5c, 90.6c, 83.7c and 76.9c—represent about the midyear of each of 
the budget years, dropping down from the $US1.02 mark that we calculate now. That is how it works. 

It has been suggested that that is an inaccurate way. The point made by the member for Cannington was that he 
demands honesty. He does not blame governments that do not get the predictions right, but he wants an honest 
way of going about it. The member for Victoria Park said that the Treasury discussion paper, which presented 
that as the best method of calculating the dollar, was a good paper. I agree with him. The fact is that all 
governments have difficulties in predicting four years out what the Australian dollar is going to be. The reason 
why this system was suggested by Treasury in 2009 is that there had been some fairly conspicuous failures under 
the period of the last government using what was then Treasury’s best model. That model was to take the 
average of the six weeks before the cut-off date and fix it for four years. Exchange rates are fascinating. In the 
2002–03 budget, the fixed rate of exchange that was used was US53.5c. Therefore, in that budget the exchange 
rate was fixed for four out years at US53.5c. It ended up going up to US60c, US76c, US78c and to US79c. 
Members will see that all systems of calculation provide real degrees of variance. We have been informed by 
Treasury that this is a far superior system given the volatility in the exchange rate. Individuals will accept or 
reject that. The idea that this is an imperfect system is correct. The idea that in four years the Australian dollar 
may not be exactly where we say it will be is correct. But the idea that the previous government—or, indeed, the 
federal government, which maintains different systems—had any more or less success is quite wrong. 

With respect now to the risks and benefits section of the budget papers, the member for Victoria Park also made, 
I thought, fair points about recurrent expenditure. He then made some very uncharitable and unfair points, in my 
view, that somehow we were running dual books in this budget because we had the temerity to suggest that one 
of the essential risk factors that we are facing is the goods and services tax, and that in four years the 
circumstances may be quite different from what we would otherwise expect; that is, a 33 per cent return. The 
financial projections and fiscal strategy part of the budget at page 32 clearly outlines unequivocally that, without 
any kind of change to the GST system, we will be looking at an estimated $22.4 billion worth of debt. That is an 
estimate, not a target. We will be working very hard, by lobbying through the GST system and a range of other 
measures, to ensure that it does not get that high; but that is an estimate, not a target. 

We then stated quite clearly, at page 64 of budget paper No.3, in the statement of risks, that the one single thing 
that could change the balance sheet dramatically is if, as we expect, the GST system is reformed and something 
like a 75 per cent share is allocated to Western Australia of GST grants. That would reduce debt in that scenario 
down to $17.9 billion-odd. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Do you reckon you could get Tony Abbott across the line for that? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The opposition’s policy is a 90 per cent cap-and-ceiling system. Does the Leader of the 
Opposition think he would be able to get him across the line for that? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: If you answer my question, I’ll answer yours. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: I will, Leader of the Opposition, and yes, I do believe that is the case, for two reasons. One 
is because the system of horizontal fiscal equalisation has served Australia very well for a very long time, and 
that is a system that Western Australia benefited from for some time. One might argue that some of our ability 
now to springboard into resources growth was not merely because of visionary policies from both sides of 
politics many, many years ago, but also because we were given a helping hand through the HFE system. The 

system is a sound one. However, any redistribution system that allows a redistribution to the tune of 30 per cent 
back to the state and 70 per cent away is one that is disreputable. Indeed, the federal Treasurer says that it is a 
system that will “fracture”. I happen to agree with him. The reason that the review was called and the reason that 
the federal Treasurer gave a direction to the Commonwealth Grants Commission is that I believe he and the 
Prime Minister know that if it reaches that level of inequity, things will change, and must change, and the system 
will fracture and become disreputable. What happens is that the swings and roundabouts have become so wild 
that whoever is in government will have to fix them. 

With respect to Mr Abbott, the Leader of the Opposition raises a good point. I think that the other stratagem that 
this place and, indeed, the Liberal Party must take is to lobby very heavily the federal Liberal opposition to adopt 
that as policy. The Leader of the Opposition might note that the Western Australian Liberal Party has more 
representatives in federal Parliament in the House of Representatives and the Senate than the Victorian Liberal 
Party has. Members might think that that gives us a very powerful and important voting block in terms of 
influencing federal party policy. I can assure members that Mr Abbott is getting that picture delivered to him. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Would it be good if you had Mr Crook with you as well? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The Leader of the Opposition can work in his party and we will work in ours. I am sure that 
between the two of us, we will get there. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I am just worried that your 75 per cent floor might be seen as an ambit claim and be adjusted 
downward accordingly. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is not an ambit claim. We do not have an ambit claim. I think 90 per cent is an ambit 
claim. In the view of this government, anything under 75 per cent represents a level of inequity that brings the 
system into disrepute. It is simply not sustainable. One of the things that the Canadian provinces do in this regard 
is that, instead of a floor and ceiling system, a percentage of royalty revenues raised by each province is 
quarantined, and it cannot be considered for the purpose of horizontal fiscal equalisation. Alberta, for instance, 
will find that 50 per cent of its royalties are simply quarantined, and it gets to eat that half of what it kills. That 
builds the incentives into the system. That system provides a floor of something like 75 per cent. There are 
different ways of doing it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I recommend that you look at the report of Vince FitzGerald and Ross Garnaut. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I know exactly the report that the Leader of the Opposition is talking of. 

I think there is much to learn from the Canadian provinces. The point is that looking at the risks and benefits was 
quite the appropriate thing to do in this budget. This is the biggest issue on the horizon for this state without 
comparison. Briefly on that issue, one of the criticisms about debt was made by the member for Victoria Park 
when he said that there is too much debt in the general government sector. There is now greater debt in the 
general government sector than there has been previously. That is because much of the infrastructure spend is for 
social infrastructure, particularly in health. Schools, hospitals and that type of social infrastructure is a particular 
focus of this government. 

While the Leader of the Opposition is in the chamber, I will touch briefly on some of the points he made. I am 
interested in, and look forward to having, the debate with him about electricity prices and about his contention 
that somehow the government is profiting from electricity utilities. I do not know whether he actually believes 
that or whether it is a political line that he is running, but in my humble view it is just not true. Conceptually, 
money goes out to electricity utilities and money comes back into government. It seems to me that the Leader of 
the Opposition is being a little cheeky with what he considers to be outgoings and incomings. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: How outrageous for an opposition leader! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Indeed! For the purpose of further debate, is the Leader of the Opposition counting tax 
equivalent dividends and local government equivalent rates payments to government as incomings rather than 
merely the dividends? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Yes. I am not counting the CSOs for pensioners. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It seems to me a little unfair that, given that money comes in and money goes out, he would 
be selective in what he considers comes in and goes out. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I have a good case, and I will argue it. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: In these circumstances, there are two ways of looking at that issue—that is, to be selective 
or not. If we look at everything that goes out and everything that comes in, we lose money; and, if we compare 
apples with apples, we lose money. But we will have this debate, Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Perhaps with a beer when we rise tonight! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will finish, Leader of the House. But I want to say one thing about the not-for-profit sector 
funding. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: If you sit down, I’ll buy you that beer! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: But the Leader of the Opposition did not say when! 

I want to make only one comment about the not-for-profit sector funding. I think that was a very important step 
forward for service delivery in this state. I watched the debate unfold and I thought that the response from the 
union movement was — 

Mr J.M. Francis: Disgraceful! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not use language quite as freely as the member does, but the response was, at best, 
bizarre and completely mean-spirited, and it missed the point. One of the things that I noted in all of that was a 
statement made by Simone McGurk in a radio interview. It was getting a little conspiratorial. She said, “Do you 
know why the government is giving money to this sector? It’s because they are paid less.” I could hear the bells 
ringing. Of course that is why we are giving money to this sector! 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Why don’t you tie it to wages, then? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Why do we not tie it to wages? I will explain why we will not tie it to wages. We trust that 
this sector is administratively lean. The fact is that if any government could make its own departments look as 
administratively lean as Rocky Bay or Activ Foundation, I would be saying hallelujah. It would be a happy, 
happy day. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I thought members would like that. 

These are very administratively lean organisations. They are very wage heavy because employment is essentially 
what they do. We do not need to overburden them with instructions, because these organisations are more 
efficient than any public or private sector organisation. They have literally worked on the smell of an oily rag. 
When that is done, administration is always squeezed out. They are desperate for more better qualified and more 
longevous staff. The money will go to wages without us directing that it go to wages. I think that response from 
the unions is not about an earnest belief that these organisations will spend money on Land Rovers; it is a 
recognition that this policy will grow the part of the service delivery economy that is not unionised. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: It is unionised. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: But not by the unions that have complained. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: I used to represent people at Activ. It is unionised. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: But not by the unions that have complained, and not by McGurk’s union or the Community 
and Public Sector Union. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: United Voice covers Activ. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: And it is in negotiations with Rocky Bay at the moment. It is unionised. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Nollamara! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: That is what makes that response even more bizarre. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: We are saying thank you for the money, but give it to the workers. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The Leader of the Opposition raises a good point about United Voice. It does represent 
some of these members; he is quite right. It complained against a wage rise for its own members that it did not 
even have to argue for! 

I thank members opposite for their contributions. 

Questions put and passed. 

Bills read a second time. 

Pursuant to standing order 222, bills and estimates referred to Estimates Committees A and B. 
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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 

Special 

On motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 14 June 2011 at 2.00 pm. 

House adjourned at 5.39 pm 

__________ 

 

 

 


